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Abstract

The paper analyzes the key aspects of economic inequality in the light of conflicting
attitudes and arguments of various theoretical and methodological concepts. The
conclusions of the empirical studies are outlined and indicate that economic growth is
threatened in the conditions of escalation of inequality and the resultant undermining of the
stability and efficiency of the economic and institutional system. On the other hand, we
also evaluate the findings of those surveys showing that a strong redistribution of income
leads to the reduction of the rate of economic growth, emphasizing that inequality is
an important feature of the market economy. At the same time, we identify objective
difficulties and the causes of insufficiently relevant understanding of problems related to
uneven distribution of income, and the key dilemmas regarding the scientific evaluation of
the implications of economic inequality are analyzed. It is pointed out that there is a need to
distance the academic community from presenting empirically unfounded observations and
unjustified exaggerations, as well as underestimating the economic and social challenges of
solving the problem of uneven distribution of income. In this context, the results of the
researches of economic inequality in the Republic of Serbia were analyzed, with reference
to the role, position and orientation of the state in terms of designing and implementing
measures aimed at mitigating its consequences on the economy and society.

Key words: economic inequality, GINI coefficient, economic growth, income
redistribution, concept of border productivity.

EKOHOMCKO-TEOPUJCKU ACIIEKTU U AKTYEJIHE
NMILVINKAIINJE TPOBJIEMA HEPABHOMEPHE
PACIIOJEJIE JOXOTKA

Ancrpakrt

V pany cy aHaJIM3MpaHH KJbYYHH ACIEKTH SKOHOMCKE HEJeHAKOCTH y CBETNY Cy-
YeJbaBamha CTABOBA M apryMeHaTa PasiMYUTHX TEOPHjCKO-METOIOJIOMIKMX KOHIIEMIIH]ja.
M3noxeHn cy 3aKkibydl eMIUPHjCKHX CTYHja KOje YKas3yjy Ha TO Ja je IPUBPEIHH pacT
YIPOXKEH y YCIIOBHMA eCKajallfje HejeHAKOCTH U pe3yarupajyher yrpoxapama cTaOWII-
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HOCTH 1 €(h)MIKaCHOCTH IIPUBPERHOT ¥ MHCTUTYIHOHAHOT cucTeMa. C Jipyre cTpaHe, Bpell-
HOBAaHHU Cy W HaJla3H OHMX HCTpaKHBarba IpeMa KOjiMa CHaKHA MPEpacroiena JOX0TKa
yTHYE Ha CMambCEHhe CTOIe IPUBPERHOT pacTa | T ce Haranlasa Ja je oapehenu cremnexn
HejeHaKocTH OWTaH aTpuOyT TprkwiuHe npuspezne. [lapanenHo c¢ wpeHTH(HKOBamEM
00jeKTUBHHX MOTEIIKONha 1 y3poKa HEAOBOJFHOT pa3yMeBama podiieMa MoBe3aHnX ca He-
PaBHOMEPHOM PACIIOZIEIIOM JI0XOTKA, aHAJIM3UPAHE Cy KJbY4YHE JMIIeMe Y BE3H ca Hay4HUM
BpEIHOBAkEM HMILIMKALIIja €KOHOMCKE HEJeTHAKOCTH. YKa3aHo je Ha MOTpely IUCTaHIH-
pama akaJeMCKe 3ajeIHULE O] M3HOLICHA EMIIMPHjCKH HEYTEMEbEeHHUX 3allayKara, Ipe-
YBeNMYaBamka, Kao U MOTIEHHBaka eKOHOMCKUX U COIMjAJTHUX M3a30Ba BE3aHUX 3a PO06-
JleM HepaBHOMEpHE pacriofielie IOXOTKa. Y TOM KOHTEKCTY, aHAIM3UPaHU Cy Pe3yiTaTH
WCTpaXXMBamka CKOHOMCKE HejemHakocTH y PemyOmumm CpOuju, ¢ OCBPTOM Ha YIIOTY,
TIO3UITH]y W OPHjCHTAIH]Y JPKaBe y TIOTJIey OCMHUIIBbaBaka M CIIPOBOlCHa Mepa yeMepe-
HUX Ha yOIaKaBarbe BEHUX TIOCIIEIMIA 110 IPUBPE/Y U APYILITBO.

KibyuHe peun: eKoHOMCKa HejeTHaKOCT, | MHU KoedHIMjeHT, IPUBPEIHH PacT,

Hpepacrioziesa I0X0TKa, KOHIIETIIIHja TPaHNYHE MPOTYKTHBHOCTH.

INTRODUCTION

The problem of uneven income distribution continuously seizes the
attention of the broadest public. The reflection of the growing awareness
of the importance of income distribution in recent times is also a commitment
within the World Economic Forum, which in a sense embodies the
leadership of the global corporate and financial world, to locate this topic at
the second place of the most important global challenges in 2014, while in
2015 this topic came to the top of the list. This was preceded, for the sake
of the remark, by the opinion of the ex US President, B. Obama, who
declared the growing inequality in the distribution of income as a key
challenge for the nation. The sensibility of citizens to the topic of income
distribution, employee rights, working conditions, is also present in the
less developed part of the world, where the repercussions of these problems
are traditionally more pronounced.

The study of political action in most of countries shows that, in order
to collect votes in parliamentary elections, the campaigns of political parties
are dominantly aimed at actualizing the needs for solving the problem of
inadmissible disparities between the rich and the poor. Leading international
organizations - the World Bank and the IMF - have been publishing dozens
of surveys for years, in which the phenomenon of economic inequality is
considered from various angles. Among numerous publications, the
worldwide affirmation of this topic has especially been inspired the works of
J. Stigilitz (2012), T. Piketty (2014, 2015), E. Atkinson (Atkinson, 2015).
Piketty’s book Capital in the 21st Century gained the status of a bestseller,
thanks, in particular, to the widely-responding message that developed
countries are today at levels of inequality that are very close to the enormous
inequalities from the end of the 19™ century and that unless something
significantly changes in the upcoming period, it would quickly go beyond
this level.
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The problem of economic inequality is largely debated by the
public in market economies. Based on the insight into discussions and
proposals related to solving the problems of economic inequality, the
impression is they can often go in the direction of neglecting the criteria
of scientific rigor. The question arises as to whether, within the discussion
on the problem of economic inequality, mistakes are being made, facts
inadvertently or deliberately twisted, empirically unfounded observations
and unjustified exaggerations presented. First of all, it should be assumed
that the insufficiently relevant understanding of the phenomenon of
uneven distribution is related to the objective difficulties, arising primarily
from the degree of complexity of the phenomenon of inequality, which,
unfortunately, permeates the entire history of human society so-far. On
the other hand, the proper approach to understanding the nature of this
problem cannot overlook the fact that the general interest in attempts to
alleviate unevenness, among other things, affects the emergence of
unrealistic expectations and many misconceptions. Therefore, in addition
to the unquestionable humanistic character of advocacy for easing economic
differences, it is desirable to identify, consider and analyze key factors
that lead to wrong conclusions regarding the understanding of the problem of
economic inequality, as well as the need to take appropriate measures for
their alleviation and elimination. Hence, the subject of this research paper
is to examine the relevance of the theoretical and empirical aspects of
inequality by applying economic analysis in order to point to the economic
and social dimension of solving this acute problem of modern market
economies.

The object of research of the paper is inequality, in its relevant
aspects, discussed through the presentation and evaluation of various
conceptions of the complex implications of uneven income distribution.
This goal is to be achieved by examining the hypothesis that, despite
numerous empirical researches carried out on this subject, there are still
no reliable criteria for adopting a unique theoretical, methodological and
explanatory framework of understanding complex relationship between
inequality in income distribution and economic growth.

The basis of the research approach of the paper will be theoretical,
structural analysis of the subject, based on the elaboration of available
sources. This means that in order to test the hypothesis, empirical research by
various authors who have dealt with this problem will be used. Then a
combination of analytical descriptions and qualitative economic analysis
should lead to general conclusions about the ability / inability of establishing
reliable criteria for formulating unambiguous interpretations of the character
of the link between economic inequality and economic growth.

The paper is structured in three sections. After the introduction, the
economic-historical and conceptual aspects of inequality will be sketched,
with a special emphasis on the importance of economic-historical record
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of the forms, conditions and consequences of uneven distribution of
income. In a special section, the paper discusses how economic theory
and statistics deal with economic inequality, as well as the challenges of
measuring economic inequality and determining long-term tendencies in
the structure of income distribution. In the third section of the paper, the
results of various empirical researches are analyzed and the essential aspects
of economic inequality are discussed in the light of conflicting attitudes and
arguments of various theoretical and methodological concepts. Within this
context, in the final section, challenges generated by the problem of
inequality in Republic of Serbia will be discussed.

ECONOMIC-HISTORICAL AND NOTIONAL/IDEATIONAL ASPECTS
OF INEQUALITY

Inequality, of course, permeates the evolution of human society,
changing forms, levels and socio-economic mechanisms of its own
reproduction. The uneven distribution of income is also a significant catalyst
for various forms of economic and social dynamics - from the rebellions
and political movements that have been generated by it, through the
migrations and creation of various institutional mechanisms of collective
control that society establishes in order to maintain it in socially acceptable
frameworks. Finally, inequality, as one of perhaps the most lasting attributes
of human society through history, is a cause of such powerful ideas
pertaining to social thought based on egalitarian principles. Egalitarian
thought is a voluminous body of thought, composed of concepts different in
their cultural-historical context, understanding the nature of inequality and
the level of radicalism in relation to the social relations they observe.
Nevertheless, this heterogeneous and impressive ideational formation
combines the belief that the emancipation of humans is fundamentally linked
to the elimination of conditions that lead to inequality between them. Perhaps
it is vaguely to remind, that in some sense conceptual culmination of this
line of thought came with the Marxist paradigm, whose key preoccupation
was to prove the exploitative character of capitalism which, according to
the logic of historical necessity, would be replaced by a more humane,
socialist socio-economic formation. Such socialist formation would, in a
certain sense, cease the incentives for further socio-historical dynamics.
The use of this paradigm as the basis for the construction of the first
socialist society in the world in the former USSR, completely in collision
with Marks’s predictions of the place and time for the performance of this
social experiment, resulted in inefficiency in the economic and totalitarianism
in the political domains. This seriously compromised not only Marxism, but
also egalitarian ideas in general.

The institutional architecture of the world’s economy after the Second
World War, based on Bretton Woods’ arrangements, had significant impact
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on alleviating the problem of inequality between and within countries. The
new model of the organization of the world economy, known as “embedded
liberalism” (Ruggie, 1982), gave significant autonomy to national economies
in terms of the speed of inclusion in the world division of labor, exposure to
international financial flows and the creation of domestic institutional
arrangements. Thus, national economies were able, in accordance with
local circumstances, needs and interests, to assess their own combinations
of market and conscious coordination of economic activities, as well as to
model the mechanisms of collective control of the market mechanism, in the
fields of labor, finance, and social protection. The Bretton Woods framework,
backed by the Keynesian model of macroeconomic stabilization policy, had
significant achievements. There was a “golden age of capitalism” from 1950
to 1973 with the unprecedented average growth rate of the world economy
and the absence of cyclical disturbances in economic activity (Maddison,
2005). In the wake of the global economic downturn and the rise in welfare,
the decolonization of third world countries and their ability to independently
design their own development policy, various forms of inequality have
decreased. In developed countries, with the evolution of capitalism, social
mechanisms for restraining inequality have been found, through the
institutional balancing of labor and capital interests in various areas of
their manifestation. It seemed that a more humane version of capitalism
was created (with its variations embodied in different models of market
economy).

With the emergence of new circumstances in the world economy,
the energy crisis and the stagflation of developed countries that where
considered as sufficient reason for abandoning the Keynesian framework
economy regulation, a neoliberal reversal occurred, which advocated a
strong departure from the previous model of economic coordination. In
the area of institutional structures, the neoliberal paradigm is constantly
working on dismantling the previous mechanisms of social restraint on
the market.

The aforementioned economic-system flows are synchronous with
the socio-economic mega-process, which has been going on for more than
three decades, known as globalization. In many cases, globalization is
used as a justification for the neoliberal reorganization of global economic
relations. In this sense, statements are being made that this is a new era of
capitalist economy, whose technological base can provide the worldwide
maximization of economic interests, provided that the free flow of
resources at the global level is enabled. Therefore, it is necessary to
accept unpopular reforms from the neoliberal project and to be less
restrictive to the new models of governance in different spheres of social
life that derogate national institutions in favor of the global ones (Friedman,
1999). One stream of reflection on globalization disputes these conclusions,
considering that globalization is not about the historical laws in the
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development of society, but only about one ideological model, a powerful
discourse that needs to justify systemic interventions in the world economy in
order to achieve certain imperial ambitions, by the methodical destruction of
the painstakingly acquired social welfare mechanisms (Bourdie, 1999). There
is also the opinion that the recent processes of the almost planetary
generalization of neoliberal principles are the product of the activities of
clubs powerful in the world economy, financial and multinational capital,
all trying to provide themselves with favorable global circumstances for
investment. Mobilized world capital has gained a strategic advantage over
labor so it can dictate the conditions in industrial relations, transfer the tax
burden and the consequences of crises on national economies. The giant
volume of mobile world capital moves around the world economy by
searching for the conditions for its most favorable fertilization. The outcome
of such a power relationship at the global level is yet unknown, but today its
negative consequences are already felt in developed countries where de-
industrialization is due to capital movement to cheaper countries, the
problems of structural unemployment of those who leave the industrial sector
arise, and in certain countries, together with the stagnation of real wages,
there are social tensions, etc. The process of globalization was successfully
exploited by the countries of East and Southeast Asia, which succeeded in
purposeful engagement in the international division of labor, largely through
ignoring principles of the neoliberal canon.

The deepening of the tensions between work and capital is particularly
influenced by the institutionalization of the corporate principle of maximizing
“shareholder value”, which contributes to reducing investment, moving
production into cheaper zones, reducing labor force and increasing pressure
on existing workers in the domain of work responsibilities and efforts
(Chang, 2011). Within the structure of the labor force there is increasing
portion of precariat, a layer of workers forced to change jobs often due to
circumstances in the liberalized labor market, which makes it more difficult
for labor force to connect and organize. There is also the fear of new
technologies that threaten to leave a significant contingent workforce out of
the work process.

Globalization has also induced huge political reactions. Social strata
exposed to the negative globalization flows lost confidence in the political
left as a traditional representative of the interests of the working class and
promoter of social solidarity, because its representatives had significantly
contributed to the implementation of the neo-liberal project in developed
countries (US Democrats, Labor Laborers in England and Social Democracy
in Germany) by linking with the global financial and corporate elite. Now the
mentioned population groups turn to other political forces, program-based in
identity - economic, ethnic or both - which in contemporary considerations
are labeled as populist. Populism takes different forms in individual regions.
Thus, where social policy is still strongly present, like in most European
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Union countries, this political orientation focuses on ethnic issues, for
example, caused by migration. In Latin America, where living standards are
the dominant issue, it is based on ‘“economic nationalism”, while in the
United States, due to the poor welfare state and the simultaneous problem of
migrants, both versions of populism are present - economic and political
(Rodrik, 2018).

TREATMENT OF THE PROBLEM OF ECONOMIC INEQUALITY
IN ECONOMIC THEORY AND STATISTICS

The phenomenon of economic inequality does not capture the
attention of neoclassical economic theory, whose concept of marginal
productivity of production factors advocates an anti-pluralistic attitude
towards various interpretations of factors and causes of inequality. Namely,
according to the theory of marginal productivity of production factors, the
total product is a function of the engaged factors of production: labor, capital
and land. Production function shows the maximum product that can be
obtained by different combinations of production factors. Since each factor
of production participates in the creation of a gross domestic product,
each factor appropriates the share of the income proportionate to its
marginal productivity, i.e. the contribution to the gross domestic product
that has been created: work - rent, capital - profit, land - rent. If the
production factor market is perfectly competitive, the owner receives the real
value of the marginal product of the specific factor of production. The
resulting distribution of income is “fair” because the owner of the production
factor appropriates income that is equal to the contribution of the given factor
to the total gross domestic product. This way of distribution, based on
marginal productivity, encourages the owners of the production factors to
take measures aimed at improving the productivity of these factors. If the
state intervenes in the distribution sphere, the incentive to increase the
productivity of the factor would be reduced, there would be less investment
in human capital and the volume of social production would be lower.

The idea that functional distribution of income can be easily
explained on the basis of the principle of marginal productivity, based on
aggregate production function, has become the subject of criticism of
economic heterodoxy. It is first criticized for the fact that it actually
represents the theory of determining the cost of factors of production
rather than the theory of distribution of income (Blaug, 2017, p. 182). Its
excessive abstraction level is considered as negative since it is practically
useless in attempting to provide answers to specific questions about, for
example, the structure of wages in labor markets. Are workers paid their
marginal product at any time, or are they just paid for their end-of-life
product throughout their lifetime? Are individual workers those who are
paid their marginal product, or are they groups of workers with identical
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skills, all of which are similarly paid? Will some workers with the same
level of skill be paid more and some less than would be guaranteed by
their individual marginal products?

Bearing in mind the dilemmas related to the empirical status of the
theory of marginal productivity of the production factors, it is logical that
it is exposed to criticism and that the lack of its practical content has
influenced the development of the interpretation of economic inequality
which is precisely based on the shortcomings of the theory of marginal
productivity, insisting on unequal treatment of capital and work in
distribution. There are arguments that the real economy does not function in a
perfect market, which will in itself ensure optimum distribution of income,
since the owners of the production factors will be rewarded according to
their marginal contribution. The imperfection of a market mechanism
whose action, inter alia, is shaped by the influence of institutions and
government policies can influence that an equal or similar effect is rewarded
differently depending on the market position of the participants. The market
obviously does not only reward the performance, but also the monopoly
behavior, the appropriation of benefits as the result of rent-seeking and so on.

Radical critics of the concept of marginal productivity of production
factors consider that, by emphasizing the principle of equity in the
distribution of income, they actually impose a normative view of the
symmetrical power of labor and capital. However, one cannot ignore the
structure of corporate power and the favorable position of the capital
holders in the distribution system. In addition to the relative disability
of the union struggle and unequal negotiating positions of workers and
employers, it is not difficult to understand that in the conditions of high
unemployment, pressure on employers to increase the earnings of workers
is generally absent. Accordingly, the rate of return on capital often exceeds
the rate of economic growth (Piketty, 2015, pp. 39-40). Since the 1980s, in
the developed market economies, the level of real wages has stagnated,
while the share of capital in national income has been growing at the expense
of the share of labor (Jlxomo & ITonos, 2016, p. 155). In the light of these
developments, Stiglitz (2010) uses the term “greediness of capital” in order to
show that in the conditions of unregulated financial markets individuals
engage in a disproportionate share of national income.

One of the more widely used explanations of the difference in
earnings among economists starts from the idea of technical progress
and its impact on the superior position of highly qualified workforce in the
distribution of income. Modern technologies are closely linked to the process
of human capital accumulation, for which the qualified work force with a
high level of formal education is needed. By increasing the demand for the
labor force with higher education, technical progress affects the increase in
the earnings of the educated category of workers, which certainly contributes
to an increase in inequality in the distribution of income.
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Along with emphasizing the importance of technical progress, one
of the explanations of economic inequality attains its popularity through
the affirmation of the conclusions of the so-called “Theory of Super
Stars” (Rosen, 1981). It is about individuals who reign in rare and unique
abilities, whose value becomes recognizable and recognized in the global
world market. They are up-to-date with modern information technology
that enables them to present their rare and special skills and talents to a
wider circle of people, picking up thunderbolts according to the “winner
takes it all” principle. Super stars in business, sports, music, film, reality
programs and so on acquire real wealth, although in their work they are
probably just a nuance better than far less paid rivals. Their popularity
and valuable assets are usually not related to the material status of the
families from which they originate, which suggests that this is a legitimate
gain and a reliable indicator of the so-called “good” inequality.

We can also see the deepening of economic inequality from the
aspect of the financialization hypothesis which starts from the
redistribution of the fruits of economic growth in favor of the financial
sector, at the expense of the real one. Findings about the high incomes of
the financial sector have become interesting in the face of the financial
and economic crisis that began in 2008, when information about enormous
wages and bonuses of managers in banks and other financial organizations
was disclosed.

Types and Characteristics of Income Inequality

Understanding the key aspects of inequality and their implications
on the level of economic efficiency can be seen through the prism of
understanding the nature and character of inequality. It is known that
citizens, by their nature, can more successfully observe the trend of rising
inequalities in the distribution of income, than examine conditions that have
led to an increase in economic inequality. The Economist’s message is that
every inexplicable inequality should not be explicitly condemned and then
“summoned” the state to immediately take appropriate measures to
redistribute income from those who earn more income to those who earn
less. The idea is to see the benefits of the so-called “good” inequality that is
the result of commitment and effort, which is often associated with
evaluating investment in education. In this sense, it is possible to recognize
the motives of individuals who, aware of the problems and misery of life in
poor families, try, through the education system and investments in the so-
called human capital to ensure high returns in the future.

In contrast, the so-called “bad” inequality is the result of unequal
starting conditions, when not all of citizens have equal access to education,
practice, health care, and the like, which usually provides children of poor
or poorly educated parents in working age no prospect of climbing to the
top of the income scale (Arandarenko, Krsti¢, & Zarkovi¢ Rakié¢, 2017, p.
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4). It turns out, therefore, that in understanding economic inequality it is
desirable to distinguish between inequality in terms of results, i.e. between
outcomes, and chances (Fereira & Gingoux, 2011, p. 2). In this regard,
there is the approach that gained wide acceptance, one that poses that it is
unnecessary to ask questions about the outcome in case where the starting
position is “fair” (Atkinson & Mickelwright, 1991, p. 4), and that the
inequality in the results is acceptable until it is not the result of unequal
starting conditions. On the other hand, there is the opinion of the majority of
citizens about the need to equalize the income of citizens, which is often the
result of the pre-election activity of populist-oriented political parties.

To what extent the existence of equal starting conditions for earning
income is the reality of market economies, there is no unified opinion.
Branko Milanovic, a former World Bank economist and recognized authority
in the field of income distribution research, says that 70-85% of the
difference in income in 2008 can be explained by the action of factors related
to the existence of unequal opportunities - the country of residence and
parents’ income (Milanovic, 2008). As a typical country that does not
represent a country of equal opportunities, Stiglitz (Stiglitz, 2015) states the
United States, supporting this view by stating that only 6% of children born
in the lower fifth of the income scale are able to reach the peak (Stiglitz,
2015). On the other hand, among the 400 best-standing Americans, the share
of start-up entrepreneurs, or those who started their own business, rose from
40% in 1982 to 69% in 2011. The inheritance of “small” businesses and its
advancement in the so-called “big” business is no longer common in the US.
The share of those who increased family wealth decreased from 60% to 32%
(Kaplan & Rauh, 2013, p. 45,46). Within the same line of interpretation is the
fact that the growth in the number of super-rich people has decisively been
contributed to the growth of labor and entrepreneurial incomes, and not
income from capital (Jones, 2015).

Long-term Tendencies in the Structure of Income Distribution

The data from various studies clearly show that in the twentieth
century, apart from the relatively short periods of time - 1930-40 and
1970-80, there was a trend of economic inequality (KamemomHukos,
2017, p. 118). When it comes to OECD countries, it should be noted that
in 17 out of 22 OECD countries, the GINI coefficient increased by 10%
between 1980 and 2008, from 0.29 to 0.316 points (Atkinson 2015). In
the period 1980-2014, the GINI coefficient in the US increased by almost
seven points, from 37 to 44 (Piketty, 2014). In the period from 1920-30,
10% of the richest families in the United States had a share of 40-45% in
total income. Their participation has fallen during 1920-30 to 30-35%,
while it continues to grow from the beginning of the 1970s, surpassing
the share of 45% starting from 2010 (Ixomo & ITomos, 2016, p. 148).
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When it comes to developing countries, they can be divided into
two groups according to the level of inequality of income. Countries of
Latin America, sub-Saharan Africa and Russia belong to the group where
the GINI coefficient is typically between 40-60%. On the other hand,
countries of East and South Asia, the Middle East and the Near and the
Middle East belong to the other group where the GINI coefficient is below
40% (JIxxomo & ITomos, 2016, p. 148).

The rise in global inequality over the past years is confirmed by the
fact that in 2010 the value of property of half of the world’s poorest
citizens was equal to the value of property of 388 wealthy people. Already in
2014, the value of the wealth of the half of the world’s poorest citizens
was identical to the property occupied by 80 richest people, so that in
2015 the value of this property reached the wealth value of 62 wealthiest
people in the world (Oxfam, 2016).

In addition to growing global inequality, it is disturbing that uneven
distribution within certain countries has reached a historical maximum. The
top management salaries in many companies outweigh the salaries of most
of the remaining workers. Thus in European countries, the earnings of
senior managers are 10-20 times higher than the salaries of other workers,
while this ratio in the difference in earnings in the United States ranged
from 400 to 500 times (Ixomo & ITomos, 2016, c. 151). Piketty (Piketty,
2014) explains this jumpy change by the bargaining model, which has little
to do with productivity growth and higher managerial merit. Information that
in developed countries workers’ salaries have stagnated over recent decades,
among other things, are associated with an unjustified low share of labor in
national income, or an inappropriate high share of capital in its distribution.
At the same time, the popularity of the view about the “inhumane” face of
contemporary capitalism is growing, and in the near future, it is necessary to
expect the intensification of social conflicts, and possibly the reexamination
of the basic postulates of the capitalist system as well.

The trend of rising economic inequality did not spare the Republic
of Serbia. The Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC) that has
been implemented in Serbia since 2013 has led to an unpleasant discovery
that inequality of income - measured by GINI coefficient or quintile - is
higher in Serbia than in any EU Member State. Before the introduction of
SILC, which is the main source of comparative data on inequality across
the European Union, it was believed, based on income and consumption
data from the Household Budget Survey (HBS), that economic inequality
in Serbia was relatively moderate. However, the idea of the egalitarian
character of society slowly disappears with the disclosure of data from the
mentioned Income Survey, according to which the GINI coefficient in
2015 is 38.6 points and is significantly higher than the average GINI
coefficient of the EU-28 countries (31.0), and also higher than in any
other former Yugoslav republic, such as Macedonia (35.2), Croatia (30.6)
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and especially in Slovenia (24.5) (Arandarenko et al., 2017, p. 12). Also,
the share of income of 20% of the population with the highest and 20% of
the lowest-income population, the so-called quintile ratio, is the highest in
Serbia in relation to all other countries in which the SILC survey is
conducted. Twenty percent of the richest population in Serbia has 9.7
times higher income than 20% of the lowest-income population, which is
more than the same indicator in Romania (8.3), Lithuania (7.5), Macedonia
(7.2 in 2013) and Bulgaria (7.1) (Ibid, p.12).

Problems of Measuring Economic Inequality

The data on long-term income distribution has influenced the fact
that the uneven distribution is considered one of the key issues of
contemporary economy and society, winning the attention of the scientific,
professional and the general public. The serious consequences of economic
inequality, both globally and nationally, suggest that the state should
seriously engage in solving this problem. It is expected to develop a social
protection system and reduce the level of economic inequality by pursuing
an active social policy and implementing a tax reform to encourage the
progressive income taxation. Politically speaking, it is a just and most
popular act of the state. However, in normative and research terms, such
developments can have the character of a simplified and tendentious
interpretation of the phenomenon of economic inequality. Since the real
movements in distribution are not so unambiguous, and in order not to
interpret the economic inequality exclusively in terms of fragmentary
information, it is necessary to intensify theoretical and empirical research of
the problem of economic inequality and its implications for the functioning
of the modern economy and economic growth and development (Lekovic,
2015, p. 82).

In order to investigate economic inequality further, it is necessary
to have appropriate data in order to have adequate empirical evidence on
the true proportions of this social phenomenon. Without prejudice to the
relevance of numerous research procedures on the basis of which data on
inequality are obtained, it is desirable, however, to have a certain amount
of reserve when it comes to interpreting the results. It should be recalled
that there is no “ideal” coverage of disposable income, and that when
reporting data on unfair distribution in various studies, within media and
analytical discussions, various indicators of economic inequality should
be considered. First of all, we should recognize that inequality in market
incomes is not the same as inequality in available incomes; inequality in
wealth is not the same as inequality in income; inequality in current
incomes is not the same as inequality in lifetime earnings; inequality in
the distribution of income among individuals is not the same as the
distribution of income among households; personal distribution of income
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is not the same as the functional distribution of income (distribution
among factors of production) (Kanemtoriuukos, 2017, p. 119).

These indicators reflect different forms of economic inequality,
offering a colorful picture of the realities of this problem. An important
segment of the theoretical and methodological discussions on the objectivity
of these indicators can firstly be in the direction of accepting that the standard
of living represents the most realistic picture of the amount of consumption
rather than the amount of income received (Attanasio & Pistaferri, 2016).
Indicators of income and consumption do not coincide primarily because
of different individual preferences of saving and unequal readiness of
individuals and households to finance their spending from loans.
Accordingly, a certain level of inequality in the distribution of income does
not necessarily mean a relatively identical inequality when it comes to
consumption. There are studies that, for example, show that the level of
inequality that characterizes spending in the US is approximately half as low
as the level of inequality in the distribution of income (Krueger & Perri,
2006). As a rule, the dynamics of unevenness of consumption show a higher
level of inertia in relation to inequality in the distribution of income.

The assessment of the problem of inequality is also related to the
analysis of the characteristics of current and living incomes. One of the
features of individual income is that it is highly susceptible to significant
fluctuations from year to year. Therefore, it may be more correct to look
at income over a longer period of time, thereby neutralizing annual income
fluctuations. In support of the relevance of such a viewpoint, research is
being carried out (Bowllus & Robin, 2012, p. 25) which shows that the
inequality which is based on the equalization of income over longer periods
is 20-30% lower than the inequality of current incomes in the United States,
Canada and the United Kingdom. The reason for such movements, among
other things, can be found in the logical trajectory of income trends, in the
sense that it is generally lower in youth than in mature years, with a tendency
decline in older age. Since inequalities in living income are deprived of
the influence of age, they are substantially lower than the resulting annual
inequality indicators.

The projection of a correct interpretation of the scale of inequality,
among other things, arises from the relatively significant mismatch between
inequality in income and inequality in wealth. Namely, there are countries,
such as Denmark and Sweden (Berman, Ben-Jacob & Shapira, 2016),
characterized by relatively low differences in income distribution, as well
as a relatively high level of inequality in the distribution of wealth. It
turns out that the growth of inequality in the distribution of income does
not necessarily lead to identical changes in the distribution of wealth,
especially when one takes into account that the state of family property is
associated with a lower or higher propensity to save.
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As far as the Republic of Serbia is concerned, the Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia has continuously implemented the Analysis of
inequality in the allocation of income on the basis of the methodology
applied in the European Union. It is a Survey on Income and Living
Conditions (SILC), which provides data on the total household and personal
income and its components. The Serbian Government’s Social Inclusion and
Poverty Reduction Team, in addition to data on GINI coefficients, continues
to provide information on inequality of consumption in Serbia on its website.
Although the data are not modeled by the methodology applicable in EU
countries (EU countries are dominantly using the Survey on Income and
Living Conditions - SILC), the survey results obtained from the Household
Budget Survey are fairly useful and are based on general empirical evidence
of a more even level of consumption in relation to the distribution of income.
The inequality of consumption in the Republic of Serbia in the period
2006-2016 shows a slight decrease and, in international terms, places
Serbia as a country of relatively even distribution of consumption.
Consumption of 20% of the richest is about four times higher than the
consumption of 20% of the poorest (Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction
Team Government of the Republic of Serbia, 2017, page 2). That the data on
the differences between the richest and the poorest in terms of income is
drastically different illustrates the aforementioned Survey on Income and
Living Conditions (SILC), which states that twenty percent of the richest
population in Serbia has 9.7 times higher income than 20% of the population
with the lowest income (Arandarenko et al., 2017, p. 12).

UNDERSTANDING THE INEQUALITY -
ECONOMIC GROWTH RELATIONSHIP

The necessary measure of caution regarding the intensification of
redistribution measures can also be related to the insufficiently understood
understanding of relations between inequality in the distribution of income
and economic growth. In this respect, there is the need to critically consider
the relevance of the arguments of the two contradictory opinions, one of
which starts from the fact that the greater economic inequality is an obstacle
to dynamic growth, and the second in which it is precisely economic
inequality that acts as a stimulus to productivity and inevitability.

For the benefit of the first interpretation, research can be used to
show that high inequality in the distribution of income and wealth
produces social and political problems, as well as undermine economic
growth and sustainability (IMF 2014, OECD, 2015). Stiglic recalls the
negative impact of economic inequality on economic growth, stating that
the growth of the US economy was more intense in periods in which
inequality was lower (Stiglitz, 2012). The unavoidable social dimension
of this relationship is reflected in the fact that economic inequality, as a
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rule, encourages the rise of crime and mortality, but also a decline in the
quality of education, an increase in psychological disorders and obesity
(Wilkinson & Pickett, 2010). Indicative is the experience of Latin American
countries, as the areas with the highest economic inequality in the world,
where civil conflicts, high levels of crime and social instability have been
in place for decades (Stiglitz, 2012, p. 84). In conditions of pronounced
economic inequality, there are more and more poor families in which
there is no investment in the human capital of their heirs. This in turn
strengthens the commitment to expand the family (a large number of
children), which, unfortunately, significantly restricts the dynamics of
economic growth (JIro6umos, 2016).

Adverse implications of inequality in economic development, inter
alia, are connected with insufficient and biased protection of property
rights. In the politically unstable and underdeveloped countries, with
pronounced inequalities in the distribution of income and the escalation
of poverty, as a rule, the adequately regulated system of protection of
property rights fails. The problems of the biased institutionalization of
property rights become pronounced, when political structures in power
give excessive power to those at the top of the “economic pyramid” who,
while managing egotistical economic interests, try to limit the extent of
redistribution, formulating rules of conduct for their own benefit. These
activities basically encourage the imposition of particular interests in the
society, primarily through the form of the intensification of efforts
directed at rent-seeking and gaining benefits beyond efforts and market
performance.

In spite of numerous studies of the negative impact of economic
inequality on economic growth, there are conceptions in which a very
high level of inequality positively affects the intensification of economic
activity (Forbes, 2000; Li & Zou, 1998). In this regard, it is worth
recalling Kuznetsov’s thinking (Kuznets, 1955) that in the long historical
period we can present the dynamics of inequality in the form of the
reverse U. The interpretation of the so-called Kuznetsov curve suggests
that at lower levels of economic development faster growth leads to an
increase in the degree of inequality, and then, along with an increase in
the level of development, a reduction in inequality in the distribution of
income will follow. The message of this perceived relationship between
inequality and economic growth supports the view that, in the long run, it
is better for society not to deal with how to share the “cake”, but how to
increase it, because then there will be more goods for everyone. In
contrast to such an understanding, Piketty observes the dynamics of
inequality through an almost normal Latin letter U (Piketty, 2014). There
are also less extreme perceptions, of the dynamics of the inequality of a
cyclic character, where we have the change of the period of the reverse
and normal U (Milanovic, 2016), confirming the relevance of the assumption
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of a nonlinear relation of the mentioned phenomena and the meaningfulness
of the absence of the final conclusions about the nature of the given
relationship (Banerjee & Duflo, 2003).

Reflecting on how self-regulating market forces can work towards
greater convergence and the reduction of economic inequality, a significant
number of economists have a fairly cautious attitude towards the maximalist
influence of the state on the redistribution of income. As a higher level of
equity in the distribution of income can be achieved only with the appropriate
state intervention, this engagement of the state in the redistribution plan is
not without influence on economic efficiency. Thus, according to Okun
(1975), the redistributive policy of a state can cause a decline in economic
efficiency, which he characterized as an essential trade-off between justice
and efficiency. The interpretation of the relationship of the reversed
proportion is explained by the fact that the taxes necessary for the financing
of redistribution policy measures do affect the scope of production,
investments and consumption. If extra profits from pioneer ventures are
burdened with high tax rates, entrepreneurs will not be willing to venture
into risky activities. There will be distortion of incentives to maximize
their returns, as their part will be expropriated by progressive taxation. On
the other hand, the incentives of this type by the poor are reduced, since a
certain level of consumption (welfare) is guaranteed by transfers within
the system of forced redistribution (Begovi¢, 2015, p. 16). Under conditions
where high taxes become destimulatory for starting economic activity and
when the amount of social transfers becomes the reason for their abuse, the
conclusion is that the representatives of the state have over-ambitiously
realized the task of social policy. In extreme cases, redistribution can even
cause negative consequences on gross domestic product.

A mechanism that creates strong political pressure directed at the
elaboration of the mechanism of extensive redistribution of income is
described in the work of Alesina and Rodrik (Alesina & Rodrik, 1994)
and Melzer-Richardson’s theorem (Melzer & Richardson, 1981). The
authors of the first-mentioned work believe that voters in countries with
high disparity in the distribution of income expect and demand high
taxes, state expenditures and transfers, which negatively affect economic
growth. Similarly, the basic finding of Melzer-Richardson’s theorem is
that the median voter has a strong preference for forced redistribution
from the rich to the poor, hence the political programs that come to power
and stay on it are based on such redistribution. The income of a median
voter is inevitably lower than the average, and consequently he has
preferences for forced redistribution, owing to which the cause-effect
relationship works in a way that economic inequality slows down economic
growth.
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Understanding Economic Inequality in the Republic of Serbia

Although the citizens of the Republic of Serbia generally do not
have enough information about the data on income inequality, the dominant
perception of the broadest layers of the population is that during the
transition period the level of inequality increased significantly. Unlike the
former SFRY that was famous for an egalitarian society, the painful
transition process resulted in an increase in economic inequality. On the
one hand, there are newly-created capital owners, many of whom have
relatively rapidly increased their wealth, which is completely alien and
unacceptable to the egalitarian nature of the Serbian mentality. On the other
hand, the process of privatization and restructuring of state-owned enterprises
brought about the loss of a large number of jobs. In such circumstances, the
state took measures to preserve the public sector and state-owned enterprises.

Without prejudice to the positive intentions of the state to preserve
the sector that still generates a significant part of the gross domestic
product, official data show that a significant number of public enterprises
in the Republic of Serbia are characterized by inefficiency of operations,
high level of indebtedness, abandonment of an adequate state control
system as owner. In addition to the business indicators of the public
sector, the society has been very sensitive in recent years regarding the
level of income from public sector work and its relation to private sector
earnings. For example, the average salary without taxes and contributions
in the Republic of Serbia in June 2018 was 49226 dinars. The average net
salary in the public sector amounted to 54552 dinars, while the salaries of
those working outside the public sector amounted to 46572 dinars. The
lowest earnings of 26254 dinars were realized by the employed at
entrepreneurs, which, among other things, influenced that the median net
salary for June amounted to only 38500 dinars (50% of employees, according
to the Tax Administration records, earned the lower of the stated figure in
June) (Republican Bureau of Statistics).

The mentioned data, relating to June 2018, are the real picture of a
multi-year wage ratio in the public and private sector, illustrating certain
specifics of the domestic labor market in relation to developed market
economies. In contrast to the developed countries where the growth of
income inequality dominantly leads to the increase in the share of capital
in national income on account of the reduction of labor share (Jxomo &
Tonos, 2016, c. 153,155), a significant part of the citizens of Serbia believe
that the relatively higher salaries of employees in the public sector is
currently being accounted for at the expense of workers engaged in the
private sector. While in some developed countries inequalities of labor
income are usually milder and relatively acceptable, inequality of income
based on capital is usually extremely high, there is a higher degree of
sensitivity towards injustice in the segment of distribution of Ilabor
incomes in Serbia. The position of a significant number of workers with
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private employers is that the public sector employees are privileged in terms
of earnings and job security, which, in turn, reinforces the belief in a strong
presence, the aforementioned, “bad” inequalities, and the absence of “good”
inequality. Not underestimating the indication that there are inequalities in
education in Serbia (double more functionally illiterate children are among
the 20% of the lowest socio-economic status population than in 20%
of the best standing families) (http://wwwl.worldbank.org/poverty/
visualizeinequality / PISA / cov_gaps.html), on this occasion it is interesting
to look at the fairly popular opinion of citizens that the labor market in
the Republic of Serbia does not adequately reward effort and committed
work, and that in the process of employment in the public sector there are
not equal opportunities for all. Unlike private sector workers, public
sector employees, in circumstances where public companies are seen as
“prey” of political parties, use the interests of ruling parties in order to
win higher salaries than the market levels and preserve unproductive jobs.
These are the typical actions of individuals directed rent seeking, when
the political process can be used to secure profit at the expense of others
(Prascevic, 2015, p. 96).

Data on the high level of inequality in the distribution of income
and the low redistributive capacity of taxes and social transfers in the
Republic of Serbia (Arandarenko et al., 2017) imply a conclusion of the
need for more intensive engagement of the state in the field of alleviation
of inadequacy and more active approach to the conduct of social policy.*
Without going into further plans of the state regarding the regulation of
the mentioned areas, the role of economists is to set the analysis of the
phenomenon of economic inequality within the frames defined by the
presumption of resource scarcity as a key determinant of modern societies. In
this regard, they are also concerned with the actualization of the issue of
the necessity of determining an optimal level of redistribution of income
that will not endanger economic growth. Reasons should be sought in the
demands for increasing budgets for social benefits, on the one hand, and
almost general social consensus that taxes, which, among other things,
finance (are financial source of) social needs of society, are quite high in
relation to the conditions of business, on the other hand.

Domestic experience regarding the functioning of the economy in
conditions of high tax burden is well-known to the general public.
Throughout the rich experience of acting in the absence of a state of law,
economic actors have become quite “skilled” in avoiding paying taxes

L In this sense, there are proposals for increasing the two main social benefits in
Serbia - child allowance and social assistance. We can find arguments about the
meaning and justification of such measures and moves by insight into the data that the
Republic of Serbia spends 0,6% of GDP for those purposes, while that figure for EU
countries is about 1.1%. (Arandarenko et al., 2017, p. 13).
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and doing illegal activities. Working in the so-called “gray” economy in
this region represents a well-established system of carrying out economic
interactions which, among other things, can be interpreted as the expected
type of reaction to a high tax burden. On the other hand, the relatively
high volume of social transfers would probably encourage their abuse,
which would additionally contribute to the strengthening of the usual
opinion that a good deal of social benefits and benefits are misdirected.
Logically, the conclusion is that the state should expand its social
functions to a fairly cautious approach, so as not to increase the utilization
of leisure, thereby contributing to the reduction of economic efficiency.

Cautiousness regarding the effects of the expansion of the social
function of the state, however, does not jeopardize the expectation that
the process of reducing inequality in the distribution of income will run
along with the growth of economic activity. Great hopes are in the
development of support systems for intensifying technological progress
and more efficient functioning of the labor market, with the real
assumption that the complex of technological changes will cause the
increase in demand for better evaluated jobs with higher qualifications
and contribute to their higher proportion within overall labor force.

CONCLUSION

Over the past years, especially since the onset of the financial and
economic crisis of 2008, the problem of the growing economic inequality
has become one of the key challenges of modern economy. The actualization
of this issue, among other things, is the result of the considerably worsened
inequality in the distribution of income that occurred during the last two
decades of the 20" and at the beginning of the 215t century. Concurrently
with the trend of spreading the debate on economic inequality among
representatives of numerous social factors, we are witnessing the emergence
of an ever-increasing “pressure” on the academic community to take an
explicit view of the level of urgency and models of solving this problem.

On one side of the debate about this socially undesirable phenomenon
are the protagonists of the mainstream economic thought based on the
concept of marginal productivity of the production factors and the principle
of fair distribution of income, without caring to hear about different
interpretations of the causes of economic inequality and the need for more
serious state involvement in solving the problem of uneven distribution of
income. On the other hand, there are numerous social factors, populist
oriented forces and a respectable corpus of representatives of the scientific
community (primarily from social sciences) voting for the radical
breakdown of economic inequality and the elimination of causes that lead
to unfair distribution of income.



1346

In addition to the justified and empirically substantiated arguments
that the growing economic inequality is an undesirable social phenomenon,
and that extreme forms of economic inequality are certainly not a feature
of the civilization achievements of contemporary society, the impression
is that discussions on this topic are going in the direction of neglecting the
academic criteria of scientific rigor. In this regard, the key dilemmas and
difficulties of scientific evaluation of the phenomenon of economic inequality
were analyzed in order to point out the need to distance the academic
community from presenting empirically unfounded observations, the twisting
of facts and unjustified exaggerations of the extent of this problem.

Bearing in mind the subject and purpose of the research, the paper
analyzes the key aspects of economic inequality in the light of conflicting
attitudes and arguments of various theoretical and methodological concepts.
The conclusions of the empirical studies are outlined, which indicate that
economic growth is threatened in the conditions of escalation of inequality
and the resultant undermining of the stability and efficiency of the economic
and institutional system. On the other hand, the findings of those studies
show that a strong redistribution of income affects the reduction of the rate of
economic growth, and emphasize that inequality is an important feature of
the market economy. The justification of the inevitable forms of inequality is
based on the grounds that those who work hard have to be adequately
rewarded, in order to be motivated to realize new investments, which will
benefit all citizens.

Based on the consideration of contradictory perceptions as to whether
economic inequality is a significant problem of market economies, the paper
offers argumentation in favor of the view that the state’s engagement in the
distribution of income is not without impact on economic efficiency, and that
therefore the level of redistribution is a matter of choice and effort to
achieve an appropriate socio-economic compromise. Unlike other social
sciences whose representatives advocate the achievement of the so-
called “distributive” equality, the economic viewing angle requires a
distinction between “good” and “bad” inequality. The idea is to recognize
and encourage the benefits of the so-called “good” inequality, which is the
result of commitment and effort. On the other hand, it is desirable to
intervene and create preconditions for eliminating the so-called “bad”
inequality, which is the result of unequal starting conditions, unequal access
to education, practice, health care, and so on.

When it comes to the Republic of Serbia, research shows that this
is a country that was characterized by a pronounced unevenness in the
distribution of income. This is best illustrated by data from the Survey on
Income and Living Conditions according to which the Republic of Serbia
has the highest GINI coefficient value in 2016 in relation to all EU
Member States, as well as the countries in the region. In this regard, most
importantly, the necessary increase in the redistributive capacity of taxes



1347

and social transfers should not be at the expense of additional fiscal
burden, especially when the development of entrepreneurial spirit is
expected, together with the intensification of entrepreneurial activity and
the increase in the number of small and medium-sized enterprises, in a
way that has been realized in the countries of the social-market model of
the capitalist economy.

The conclusions made in this paper point to the need to further
improve qualitative, critical and historical research of the problem of
economic inequality, including attempts to determine parameters and
reliable quantitative frameworks for determining a viable combination
between economic inequality and economic growth. Constructive interaction
of different conceptions of economic inequality could help to better
understand the extent, consequences and possibilities of alleviating the
uneven distribution of income.
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EKOHOMCKO-TEOPUJCKH ACIIEKTH U AKTYEJIHE
NUMIIVIMKAIIMJE ITPOBJIEMA HEPABHOMEPHE
PACHHOJEJIE TOXOTKA

Jparan [lerposuh, 3opan Crepanosuh
Yuusepsurer y Humry, Exonomckn ¢akynrer, Hum, Cpbuja, Penyomika Cpouja

Pe3ume

TIpoGnem HejemHAKOCTH CTANTHY j€ MpaTHial] IHBUIIH3AIN]CKOT Pa3Boja U CTaHIapIHA
TpeIMeT MpeoKyTalyje eKoHOMCKe Hayke. Memajyhn ¢opme, pa3mMepe 1 HaurHE COTICTBE-
HE PerpoyKIHje, HejeTHaKOCT KPo3 ernoxe JPYIITBEHE HCTOpHje KaTaTIn3aTOPCKH Jeltyje
Ha COLMjaJIHy AMHAMMKY W IPOBOIMPA €MaHIMIIATOPCKH YCMEpPEHE TOKOBE JPYILITBEHE
muciu. [lokymaj oTenoTBopema eramurapHor ApYIITBa Ca COLMjaUCTHUKMM EKCIIepH-
MeHTOM Yy 20. BeKy 030MJBHO j& HCKOMITPOMHMTOBAO MOMEHYTY HJICjHY OpPHjeHTAIH]y 300r
MMaHCHTHE €KOHOMCKE Hee()MKAaCHOCTH M TOTAIMTAPHOT MOJIENA TOJHTHYKOT YIpaBiba-
wa. BperoHBy/cKku cucteM ypeljema CBETCKe NMpHBpEsie, 3aCHOBaH Ha OallaHCy MHTepeca
pana W Karuraia, jaBHe U TPJKHUIIHE peryJialje, Te HAlMOHAIHO] ayTOHOMHjH Y Bohemy
Pa3BOjHE TONHUTHKE — OO je 07 OJIarOTBOPHOT YTHIIAja HA HEjeJHAKOCT HA CBUM (DPOHTO-
BHUMa H-CHOT HCIIOJbaBama. [Ipolec riodanmsaiyije, MOTIOMOTHYT HICjHO-TIOTUTHIKOM
o(haH3BOM HeonMOepaTHe eKOHOMCKe IapaurMe, HapyIvo je paBHOTEXY MOhH y CBET-
CKHM peJalyjama, NpOMOBHIIYM MHTepece KamuTana HaclpaM paja, TP)KHUIIHA MOJEIN
HAaCIIpaM CBECHOT MOJIeJla EKOHOMCKE KOOpJIMHAIMje U Bojiehy yJIOTy CBETCKE MyJITHHAIH-
OHaJIHE ¥ (DMHAHCHCKE eNIMTEe HACIIPAM CaMOCTAJIHOT JIEJIOBalba HALMOHATHUX MPHBPE/A.
TIpoGnem HejenHakocTH ce y mocTojehinM OKOIHOCTHMA TIOHOBO 3a0IITpaBa, W3a3uBajyhu
HOBY BpPCTY MOJMTHYKE PeaKiyje, IpOrpaMCKu OOJIMKOBaHE 10 Pa3HHM Kareropujama
WJICHTUTETA.

KoHBeHIMOHAIHA EKOHOMCKO-TEOPHjCKa METOIONOIIKA arlapaTypa HHje JJOTHYKH KOH-
CTpyHcaHa rmpema norpebama obyxsara pobiemMa HejeAHaKOCTH. Y CTaHAapIHOM MOJCITY
(yHKIMOHUCAka NPOU3BOJHOT MPOLIECa, CBH akTepy J100Hjajy Zeo Tpon3Boja caodpaszaH
FbUXOBOM I'PAaHIYHOM YJIeNy Y CTBapamy 100apa, Tako Ja ce MUTAhe MPaBHYHOCTH PACIo-
Jieie He M0CTaBsba. JacHo je, MehyTuM, 1a NpUCYCTBO MOJIMTUYKUX U KYJITYPHUX OKOJIHO-
CTH M MHCTUTYIIMja YTHYE Ha PACIIOZENTY, TAKO Jid YN Y IPOU3BOY PA3IHYUTHX aKTepa
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HHCY WJCHTHYHH HBUXOBOM JONPHUHOCY APYIITBEHOj Mpou3Boamu. ExoHOMCKa opTo-
JOKCHja AEIUMHUYHO HAECHTU(]HKYje IpodieM HejeHaKe pacrojene, TudepeHypajy-
hu oHy KOja IpoM3Na3y U3 HejeAHAKOCTH ITOYETHHUX YCJIOBA Kao HEIETUTUMHY U JIpy-
IITBEHO OIPaB/aHy HEjeTHAKOCT CTBOPEHY Ha OCHOBY HAIoOpa, 3aiararma IPUBPEIHIX
cy0Ojexara u ciI.

IIpoGnem HejenHakocTH BUIHO je prcyTaH y PemyOmuun Cpouju. PeneBanTau moka-
3aTesbU JOXOAHE HEjeIHAKOCTH yKa3yjy Ha TO Jia je OHa M3paKeHa 3HATHO BHIIIE HETO y
3emspaMa EBporicke yHHje, 1a 4ak ¥ 'y OJJHOCY Ha OHBIIIE jyTOCTIOBEHCKE peIryOirKe. 3eM-
Jba ca HeKajla PeaTHBHO €ralIMTapHOM DAcIOeoM YIIIA je y 30Hy H3paXkeHe JOXOIHe
HejeHaKoCTH HajBehrM menoM 360r cBoje OypHe 1 morubesbHe NPUBPEHE HCTOPHje Y HO-
CIIe[IIbHX JIBAJIECET IIET TOJIMHA, KOJU Ce 03Ha4YaBa M Kao ,,3aKacHeNa TPaH3ULMja”, YHjH je
Ucxo] OMO YCIOH KJlace HOBHX Oorarallla, TIOjefiMHaLa U Ipyma Koje Cy MpelaTOPCKUM
cTparersjama y mporecy HpHBaTH3alMje JOIUIe Y TOoce NPEOCTAINX YIOTPpeO/bUBHX pe-
Cypca, y3 HCTOBPEMEHO CI1a0JbeH-E CPEIEbe KItace.

HoBa npymTBeHO-eKOHOMCKA cTpaTH(UKAaIMja yCIOB/baBa W CrenuduyuaH OOJIMK
nepuernyje aejeaHakocty y Cpouju. I'maBHr 00mmk koHPPOHTAIWMje Y TOMEHY pacrozesne
YHMHHU TEH3HWja MOBOJOM JHCIPOIOPLHja Y PagHOM JIOXOTKY, Y KOPHCT IUIaTa pagHHKa Y
JjaBHOM CEKTOpY Y OJJHOCY IIPUBATHH, KOjeM Tpeba ToJaTh ¥ HeraTuBaH APYIITBEHH CTaB O
HOBUM BJIACHHIIMMA M3HUKJINM ¥3 HpoLieca IpuBaTu3anyje. JIernTHMHOCT BUCOKUX JJOXO-
Jlaka PYTHX KaTeropHja CTAaHOBHHINTBA YIJIABHOM HHje MPEIMET IPEBETHKOr OCTIOpaBa-
ma. [Ipobnem Hejequakoctn y CpOMjH HECYMIGHBO 3aXTEBa CHCTEMATHYHY U OOYyXBaTHY
JpYIITBeHY akuujy. Tpeba, MpuTOM, BaJbaHO OAMEPUTH H-eHE UMIUTHKALI]E, Y CMHCITY JIe-
JMKaTHOT OanaHca m3Mel)y HUBOA jeTHAKOCTH U IPHUBPETHOT pacTa, JeCTHHUPAmba Mpepa-
CIIOJIEJbEHOT" JieNa TPOM3BO/Ja Ha TaKaB HAYMH Ja e U30ETHY YXOIaHW MEXaHH3MHU CHBE
€KOHOMH]e KOJI KOPHCHHKA CPeJICTaBa, n30erapama Jajber nosehama Beh HOHAKO BEJIHKOT
MOPECKOT MPUTHCKA y IPUBPEIN U CIL.



