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Abstract: In addition to the author’s scientific work, the study -based on
pragmatic experiences -analyses the factors that characterized Central European
countries before the change of regime (1990) and then the foreign economic model
through which Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovakia (,,Visegrad 4”)
reached EU membership in 2004. The study highlighted that, with different depths,
in all countries concerned economic policies were characterized by liberal
bankruptcy regulations and strict conditions of competition, so that they could
prove their ability to meet the condition of a functioning market economy for EU
membership'. The export-oriented model, built on efficient inflow of foreign direct
investment and high-tech in the early 1990s, was implemented by the late 1990s
to demonstrate that these states were ready to meet another condition of EU
membership, namely to meet the challenges of the internal market.? This
transformation represented a problem for the current account balance in the 1990s
(mainly due to the loss of traditional national export capacities) only in the middle
of the decade, and it was only at the end of the decade that trade balances showed
surplus with the EU. The total external equilibrium of the Visegrad countries was
maintained by the fact that the inflow of FDI had not yet started to conclude in
the withdrawal of profits from recent investments in Central Europe, and the
countervailing effect of EU net transfers, which began to arrive later parallelly
with the start of the withdrawal of FDI dividends. The CEFTA co-operation
concluded in 1992 followed the economic liberalization timetable of that of the
Visegrad Four with the EU parallelly but did not go beyond its depth for political
prudence, thus providing full opening to each other only after and through EU

! European Council, Presidency Conclusions, Copenhagen, June 1993, Bulletin of the European
Commission, 8.
2 Ibid
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membership, more precisely the liberalisation in services or in sensitive agricultural
trade. The CEFTA treaty was expanded to the Balkans after 1995 and has been
and is still a good example for countries that do not want to stay in an ex-Soviet
or ex-Yugoslav economic integration but is a good method for them to prepare for
the earliest possible EU membership.

Keywords: CEFTA, EU accession, current account, Visegrad, trade balance.

INTRODUCTION

Central Europe has always considered its post-WWII affiliation with the
Soviet zone to be temporary, as there had been no roots of communist background
— e.g. partisan movements — here, as evidenced by its Western reintegration goals
after the regime change in the early 1990s. 3That is why it was so important for
the Hungarians, the Czechs, and the Polish in 1990 to strengthen relations with
each other, even if they are not directly adjacent today but share a similar fate and
attitude, unlike the Slovaks torn from the historical Hungarian state, and they hold
problems for Hungary with her national minorities.*

However, the level of regional relations in Central Europe was very low at
the time of the change of regime in the economic spheres, as the settlement of the
common security policy legacy, namely the abolition of the Soviet system (and
the withdrawal of the Soviet troops), the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, was in
the forefront of their efforts. Finally, by the middle of the decade, (following the
separation of the Czechs and the Slovaks in 1993) the four countries had become
militarily independent, which also offered the prospect of a common security
policy framework- NATO partnership and membership in 1999 and for Slovakia
in 2004. However, this study does not focus on this, but on the economic as well
as on the political-cultural dimension in the period of 1990-2004, which deter-
mined the closer ties for the region in the long run.

3 Jeszenszky Géza, “Kisérlet a trianoni trauma orvosldasara”, Osiris Kiado, 2016, 53-60, see also
program of the Antall Government in Hungary, 1990. https://www.parlament.hu/naplo34/005/
0050004.html

4T will not address here the problems arising from the legacy of the Benes decrees codifying
collective Hungarian and German guilt, as this has already been transformed into a bilateral Slovak-
Hungarian problem after the Slovak-Czech split in 1993, as well as the contradictions related to the
planned Bés-Nagymaros Dam project on the Danube. See in detail: G. Jeszenszky, 2016, 88-93 and
242-247.
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2. THE PRE-CEFTA® ERA

2.1. The role of earlier Central European economic relations for
the post regime change era

It does not need any particular explanation that during the period of the
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, which also functioned as an early customs and
currency union in Europe, closer economic relations were established between
the Hungarian (including the Slovak inhabited regions), Czech and the southern
Polish territories controlled from Vienna.® 7 However, it is not so well-known what
the trade was like between the successor states of the Monarchy established by
the peace treaties around Paris (1919-20). Due to the loss of historical Hungarian
territory and population, a very tense relationship prevailed between the truncated
Hungary and the so-called successor states (Czechoslovakia, Romania, Yugoslavia),
the foreign economic trends in the relations of the countries in this region also
introduced high protective customs tariffs against each other after the short post-
war boom. The implementation of an economically less efficient self-sufficiency
was started, boosting the emergence of industries in all the successor states that
earlier had not been necessary through the specialization of the internal market
during the Monarchy. 8Lower import tariffs were imposed only on raw materials
that were necessary to exploit existing processing capacity, instead of introducing
a preferential system that maintained specialization. Yet the fact that all three
later Visegrad countries joined the League of Nations can be considered a prac-
tical manifestation of the preference of westernization and the European idea, and
even the handicapped Hungary was able to start its economic consolidation with
external borrowing. It also foreshadowed the contours of a later Central European
regional integration, with the successor states of the Monarchy trading most in-
tensively with each other in the 1920s, despite all tensions, despite political and
protective tariff problems. The fact that in the 1930s, all the three — and other
regional — countries became increasingly dependent on the German economy — not
only in trade but also in capital — technological relations — which gained a distortedly

5 Central European Free Trade Agreement

6 Berend T. Ivan-Ranki Gyorgy, “Kozép-Kelet-FEurdpa gazdasagi fejlodése a 19-20. szazadban”,
Kozgazdasagi és Jogi Konyvkiado, Budapest, 1976

7 In 1912, Hungary handled more than 70 % of its foreign trade within the Monarchy
(officially with Austria), and only Germany was a significant partner with the share of 7-10 %.
Even in the 1920s, these relations were dominant, and then Germany was in a more prominent
position, so it is no coincidence that the same situation arose with the reintegration of Central Europe
in the 1990s. See Koves Andras, “A KGST-kereskedelemtdl az EU-csatlakozasig”, Kézgazdasdagi
Szemle, Budapest, July-August, 636.

8 Hungary, for example, built out its light industry in the 1920s, as before 1920 these products
were procured from Czechia or Austria. See: Domonkos Endre, “Kozép- és Kelet-Europa gazda-
sagtorténete a két vilaghaboru kozott”, Aposztrof Kiado, Budapest, 2016. 300-320.
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dominant form during World War 11, foreshadowed and determined a special re-
lationship for the late communist period and for the post change of regime era.’

The Soviet occupation and the accelerated ,,sovietisation” after 1947 (with a
special Titoist version created in Yugoslavia) namely, the establishment of Soviet-type
ownership and production relations, which included not only the full nationaliza-
tion of industrial companies, the monopolization of foreign trade by the state, also
had a common heritage among the Visegrads. We can also mention the artificial
distortion of price conditions and even the collectivisation of agriculture, although
in the case of Poland the abolition of family farms did not take place.!®

2.2. The establishment, crises and collapse of the CMEA,
escape into the free world

However, the decisive factor in the economic aspect of the relationship between
the members of the region'!, was the establishment of the CMEA!? in early 1949,
which started the barter trade of the Sovietized systems. By the 1950s, Soviet-ruled
successor states of the Monarchy — except for Austria — economic relations, which
at the time were more of a commercial nature, declined to the West and simplified
mainly into radial-type trade relations with the Soviet Union'3. Yet after a while,
this Soviet engine suffocated, but could not be replaced by significant cross-border
“small CMEA (non-Soviet Central European CMEA member states)” cooperation.

At the end of the 1970s, CMEA countries still represented more than 50 %
in the foreign trade of the member states, dominated by the Soviet Union. The
market access opportunities provided by the CMEA and the so-called trade with
the developing world were still important at that time. Trade with the developing
world accounted for more than 6-18 % of exports of the countries due to good
political relations and foreign currency hunger.'

Meanwhile, with the collapse of the Soviet economic-political model, the
very basis for the existence of the CMEA was called into question together with
trade through artificial pricing, balanced bilateral deliveries. This communist

9 Ibid, 300-320.

10 Gray, Gvain, “Poland the European Tiger. Euromoney Publications”, 1995. 13-18. and 59-86.,
and Domonkos Endre, “Kozép- és Kelet-Eurdopa gazdasagtorténete 1945-1953 kozott”, Budapest,
Aposztrof Kiado, Budapest, p. 45-53. and 97-184.

' The Visegrad cooperation was established by the Visegrad declaration by the Czech and
Slovak Republic, Poland and Hungary in February 1991, see: G.Jeszenszky, 2016, 123.

12 Council for Mutual Economic Assistance; economic integration of the European Soviet
ruled countries; later the membership was extended to some communist and Soviet influenced
countries in other continents.

13 Domonkos Endre, “Kozép- és Kelet-Eurépa gazdasdgtorténete 1953 és 1989 kozott”, Buda-
pest, Aposztréf Kiado, 221-238.

14 Blaho Andras, Szita Janos, ‘4 szocialista orszdagok gazdasdgi egyiittmiikodése a KGST kere-
tében”, MKKE University, Budapest, Textbook Publisher, 57.
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integration no longer made much sense among these indebted countries. The
member states switched to dollar-based foreign trade in 1989, while GDR (com-
munist East Germany) also entered into a monetary union with the FRG (West
Germany) in 1990 and united with her in 1991. In 1991 when barter trade was
abolished by the Soviet Union, the termination of the activity of CMEA was ac-
cepted by the last Soviet leadership, that was still in office.

All this had a double effect. In addition to the decline in production due to
the change of regime, trade between the former CMEA countries fell, and in
addition, open competition had to be fought with the outside competitors in the
earlier secured preferential markets.!> Imports also started to be limited mainly
to strategic raw materials e.g. hydrocarbons, uranium ore.!

Parallelly, modernization program was launched in the region, including the
Central Europeans: instead of the previous radical Soviet-centred relationship, the
focus was on the need to return to the centre of world economy, from where es-
sential technology and capital were received, mainly in the form of foreign direct
investment. Unfortunately, most of the so-called ,,hard” goods, (e.g. cars, buses,
exclusive foodstuft) traded among the socialist countries as well as in the world
market on a dollar basis with the return of the cost , disappeared. All this was the
result not only of a change in economic policy and consequently the bankruptcy
laws, but also of the change in consumer consumption (preference for suddenly
available Western products).!”

3. THE CEFTA ERA IN THE REGION

3.1. Shocks in 1989-92

The change of regime in 1990 itself made the hitherto known CMEA mech-
anism superfluous, and it was replaced by the already developing Western attach-
ment in the countries of the region.!® First the Visegrad cooperation was founded'?,

15 Russia, for example, only became a full member of the WTO in 2012, and even today did
not join the OECD; similar situation happened in other post-Soviet republics.

16 Equal trade in the last years has already been overturned, and countries like Hungary have
emerged from the transferable rouble payment system with a significant claim against the Soviet
Union, which has been managed to convert into dollars in difficult negotiations and paid back by
Russia later in the 90s.

17 Avery, Graham-Cameron, Fraser: The enlargement of the European Union, Sheffield
Academic Press, 1998., 19. The best examples were the huge shopping in Austria by the Hungarian
population in 1989 or the East Germans after the currency union with West Germany in 1990-91.

18 Ger6cs Tamas, Pinkasz Andras, “Conflicting interest in the Comecon Integration”, Leiden,
2018, 354.

19 The Visegrad cooperation was established by the Visegrad declaration by the Czech and
Slovak Republic, Poland and Hungary in February 1991, see: Jeszenszky, 2016, 123.
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the further step in this process was the establishment of CEFTA in 1992. It helped
to ensure more intensive trade relations between the participating Central Euro-
pean states (Visegrad 4)*°. The original four founding members left CEFTA 12 years
later, when they joined the EU in 2004 (Romania and Bulgaria in 2007). In spite of
this CEFTA has survived through its new members from South-Eastern Europe and
Moldova, that joined later than the Visegrad states. These countries have still not
been able to join the EU, but at the same time they received a good opportunity to
prepare for the accession?!. The IMF has published a study for this preparation not
only with the CEFTA model, but also with the analysis of the BAFTA (Baltic Free
Trade Area) agreement before the EU accession of the Baltic states.??

The Visegrad countries also took a number of strategic steps by the middle
of the decade to settle the debts inherited from the Warsaw Pact and the COME-
CON. Further steps were made in order to settle the split of the Czechs and the
Slovaks peacefully and also to conclude modern bilateral treaties in the light of
the preparation for NATO and EU membership.

The regional model based on FDI (non-debt type working capital inflows)
developed in the 90s has determined the integration of the region into the world
economy to this day.?3

Cash privatization started in Hungary as well as in Poland due to the constant
hunger for foreign convertible currency, which made the survival of many busi-
nesses from the past difficult under strict bankruptcy laws; as the most important
task, the elite preferred to clean up the financial sector to save the competitive
real sector.?*

3.2. The shift in economic orientation

Western advisers painted a much more optimistic picture in advance on the
course of the transformation in Central Europe than it turned out afterwards.?

20 CEFTA was a set of parallel bilateral free trade agreements among the Visegrad countries
— later opened to other countries in the region — which entered into force with transitional periods
for industrial products and had modest level of liberalisation for agricultural products.

2l Any state that joins the EU has to give up its trade policy and agreements and join the EU
trade policy; accordingly, they have to leave the CEFTA as well at the moment of EU accession; see
Mostetschnig, Anna Maria: The CEFTA and the Single Market, College of Europe, Natolin, 2011
27-28. and 63-65.

22 Antonis-Kosma, Adam, Theodora-McHugh, Jimmy, “Trade liberalisation strategies: What
Could South Eastern Europe Learn from CEFTA and BAFTA?” IMF,03/209,2003,15-16.

23 Pogatsa Zoltan, “Magyarorszag politikai gazdasagtana”, Budapest, Osiris, 2016., 71-82.
and Farkas Beata, “Piacgazdasagok az Eurdopai Unioban”, Budapest, Akadémiai Kiado, 2017,
150-152.

24 Bod Péter Akos, “A magyar gazdasagpolitika 1989 és 2019 kozott”, Gazdasdg és Pénziigy,
Budapest, March 2019. 6/1, 24.

% 1bid, 26-27.
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After a few years of restructuring, they predicted a bright economic future for the
region in transformation that paves the way for the inflows of Foreign Direct
Investment (FDI) from the West with balanced trade relations, including the Eu-
rope Agreements with the EU. The region took a completely Western orientation.?

Within a few years, Central Europeans had fully liberalized prices (leading
to huge inflation) as well as foreign trade, as import restrictions through the Europe
Agreements were rapidly eased.?’

However, the post-Soviet transition countries returned to their 1989 GDP
levels much later than expected.?® (See Table 1.)

Table 1. Average economic growth and the level of development in the Visegrad countries
(PPS), compared to 1989

Average GDP growth GDP (1989=100)
(%), 1990-2003 2004
Poland 4,2 142
Czechia 1,4 114
Hungary 2,4 120
Slovakia 2,5 121

Source: EBRD, in Report to Krynica Economic Forum, 2005, 85-86.

FDI dependence was also important for external solvency, as there were no
significant European funds available in the region before the EU membership (the
so-called PHARE technical assistance of the EU was macroeconomically insig-
nificant), so due to the negative foreign trade balances, solvency could only be
maintained by the inflow of foreign direct investment. (See Figures 1.a-d) Foreign
trade balances of the Visegrad CEFTA members only started to improve in the
second half of the 1990s but did not reach balance until a good decade later.

26 G. Avery-F. Cameron, 1998, 15-21, Bod, 2019, 28-30.

27 B. Farkas, 2017, 56-60. and 139-158., Bod, 2019, 27-32.

28 In 2004 Russia reached only 82 % of its GDP level in 1989, but other post-Soviet republics
had also similar low recovery performance. D.Rosati(ed):“Report to XV. Krynica Forum, Institut
Wschodni”, Warsaw, 2005, 85-86. In Hungary Bod writes for Hungary 85 % in 1996 in light of the
performance in 1989.
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Figure 1.a.: Hungary’s FDI inflow, current account balance and their aggregate (% of GDP)
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Figure 1.b.: Slovakia’s FDI inflow, current account balance and their aggregate (% of GDP)
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Figure 1.c.: Poland’s FDI inflow, current account balance and their aggregate (% of GDP)
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Figure 1.d.: Czechia’s FDI inflow, current account balance and their aggregate (% of GDP)
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Sources: World Integrated Trade Solutions, World Bank and own calculations. https://
wits.worldbank.org/

It is clear by the figures 1. a-d, it was not in the years of regime change, but
in 1994-96 when import liberalization and EU association agreements (,,Europe
Agreements”) had a negative impact on the trade balance and consequently on the
current account balance in the Visegrad countries. The figures clearly show the
balance-improving effect of the Bokros package in Hungary, the hesitation of the
Czech leadership to privatize until 1996 and raise FDI presence until 1998. The
large opening swift of the Slovaks in 1998, but also the fact that in 1999 the
Dzurinda government in Slovakia — like the Hungarian in 1995 — imposed a pro-
visional import duty of 7%. (Poles also — understandably based on these figures
— took agrarian protectionist measures between 1997 and 2000.)* Fortunately,
until 2007, FDI stock continued to grow globally and specifically in the Visegrad
countries. (Problems arose when the rate of profit withdrawal exceeded new in-
vestments, but this was not yet perceptible at that time.) Through these transfers,
V4 countries could keep this line going, while their competitiveness continued to
improve through FDI. IMF immediate balance of payments loans were gradually
closed, returning countries to the market for financing.°

29 Réti Tamas, “A kelet-kozép-europai kereskedelem”, Kozgazdasdagi Szemle, Budapest
January 2000, 68-69.
30 Loan repayments to the IMF in the 1990s:

Country Last borrowing Last repayment
Hungary 1993 1998
Poland 1994 2000
Czechia 1993 1994
Slovakia 1994 2000
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Of course, the withdrawal of the profit on foreign direct investment from V4
countries was still low at that time, as they were in an FDI investment run-up
period. Consequently, an important part of their current account was therefore the
trade balance at that time, which shows whether they were in a competitive posi-
tion. Behind the specific figures in Figure 1. a-d., however, let us look at the
evolution of the terms of trade, that shows the dynamic relationship between the
aggregate prices of exports and imports of these countries. (See Table 2.)

Table 2: Average change in the terms of trade ratio of trade in goods in the Visegrad
countries in the 1990s (%)

1996-2000 2001-05
Hungary -0,8 -0,7
Czechia 0,6 0,6
Slovakia -0,8 -0,2
Poland -1,5 0,4

Source: EU Commission, Economic Forecast, Autumn, 2015

We can see by Table 2 that Hungary has entered a negative terms of trade
spiral, despite the fact that this country had the most significant inflow of FDI,
i.e. generally there is no guarantee that the competitive situation will improve only
because of the FDI, as much as in the case of Czechia. (This time I focus on the
figures in goods, as the trade service and its terms of trade was not so important
that time in V4 foreign trade.) In this respect, the danger of dual economic structure
was taking shape.’!

3.3. International economic institutional integration of
the Visegrad Group, the role of CEFTA

The Visegrad Four were founder states of the WTO in 1995, which already
included rules for trade in services, and even became members of the OECD in
the second half of the decade, helping to achieve transparency in financial oper-
ations and convertibility of national currencies. V4 states signed (and started to
implement) the preferential Europe Agreements with the EU in the first half of
the 90s.The other step in parallel was — and the EU had called for this — for the
countries that entered into a similar preferential relationship with each other,

Source: IMF: Transactions with the Fund. https://www.imf.org/en/Countries
Note: Hungary raised money for significant payments also later in 2008-2010, which it repaid in
2013 (to the EU in 2016), but this was a direct consequence of the 2008 financial crisis.

3P, Bod, 2019, 27-28.
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similar to that established with the EU. For this purpose, the CEFTA Agreement
was elaborated within the realm of the Visegrad group, and entered into force in
1993, and this was also one of the reasons why after 1996, with the prospect of
starting EU accession talks, non-Visegrad countries in the region also opened
CEFTA cooperation for non-V4 states. After 2004, CEFTA was essentially re-
newed as a new formation — CEFTA 2006 -, but retained the original purpose of
its foundation, namely, that member countries should have WTO membership,
association (mostly free trade) agreements with the EU and intend to join this
Brussels-based integration. The Visegrad Group decided to expand CEFTA for
the first time with Slovenia, Romania and Bulgaria. Croatia joined CEFTA in
2003, followed by the Western Balkan states and Moldova in 2006 and 2007.
Visegrad Group left CEFTA in 2004, Romania, Bulgaria in 2007 and Croatia in
2013 as EU member states cannot be members of another free trade area. The EU
had forced the Croats and the Slovenes to establish free trade relations with the
other Western Balkan countries before they became members. CEFTA member-
ship also provided a political escape route for these two countries not to be the
hostage of a Balkan preferential area. The two countries wanted to avoid waiting
for the slower-converging states of the region before they could join the EU. This
approach is still true for current CEFTA members.

The Baltic states did not join CEFTA but established the Baltic Free Trade
Area (BAFTA) themselves in the 90s. No direct preferential agreement was
reached between CEFTA and BAFTA states before 2004, the date of the accession
of the BAFTA and V4 states to the EU. The direct cross economic integration of
the countries in these two formations started only after 2004, within the EU.

4. CONCLUSIONS

The Visegrad countries left socialism and the Soviet-dominated CMEA co-
operation with the trauma of declared uncompetitive status in the opening market.
At the same time, Western advisers and domestic elites thought that this would
allow them to integrate into the Western — primarily European — economic order
relatively quickly and successfully, and reintegration would help them to catch up
rapidly. As a result, most of their own capacities, including those previously used
for exports, have been eliminated through rigorous reforms. However, the real low
point was not in the 1990-92 period, but with the massive bankruptcies in the
internal structure and the start of privatization (with possible closures thereafter)
and the initial inflow of foreign direct investments in these countries, mainly
between 1993-98. This was often accompanied by the loss of the population’s often
illusory belief in regime change. It is not by chance that many have recorded it
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—e.g. Polish ex-Minister of Finance Kolodko?? — that the immediate, almost shock-
like adoption of the neoliberal idea was not rational, as we made our country
vulnerable to FDI in the external balance sheet, in addition to positive competi-
tiveness and modernisation effects. Others- like ex-Minister Bod of Hungary-said,
that it was unavoidable, and the elite in the V4 should have used the opportunity
to build up a strong and competitive nationally-owned, mainly SME sector after-
wards.3

In this situation, the only relevant market became that of the EU, where
foreign trade surplus could be the opportunity to build up with the EU only in the
second half of the 90s. The Visegrad Group established a parallel free trade system
(CEFTA) to soften the radial structure joining the EU — the phenomena known
from the earlier COMECON era with the Soviets in the middle -, from which
Hungary and then Poland gradually gained significant commercial benefits. The
system also came into force and the weight in trade of V4 partners has increased
for all these countries by the end of the decade. It is characterized by the fact that
traditional / nationally-owned agricultural trade played a more prominent role in
the region than in Europe in general.?* In political terms, there were also domestic
reservations about CEFTA at the beginning3>, as most countries’ foreign economic
elites also suspected a ,,detour” in terms of rapid Western catching-up and rein-
tegration, and only the 1997 pan-European cumulation?, the start of the EU acces-
sion process at the end of 1995 moderated these feelings. The success of CEFTA
also contributed to the fact that after the 2004 round of enlargement of the EU,
cooperation among the Visegrad countries remained strong not only in political
but also in different EU policy matters.

The logic of CEFTA liberalization followed the EU agreements, the free trade
system for industrial products was realized in three phases, but for agricultural
products we only reached a continuous preferential and balanced deepening, but
full market opening towards each other — mainly due to Polish resistance (due to
the political resistance of the farmers) — only arrived by the EU accession. (In an
interesting way, it resulted later in a subsequent positive Polish trade balance). In
contrast to the Visegrad cooperation, CEFTA was ready for enlargement, which
was also attractive in the Balkan region. It is no coincidence that in recent geo-
strategic studies the accession to this format is recommended. The reason behind
is that on one hand, the existing CEFTA 2006 agreement is expanding cooperation

32 Kolodko, Grzegorz W., “A posztszocialista atalakulds tiz éve -a gazdasagpolitikai refor-
mokkal kapcsolatos tanulsagok”, Kézgazdasagi Szemle, Budapest, March 2000, 2010-2013.

33 P.Bod, 2019, 30-33.

34 T.Réti, 2000, 72.

35 G.Jeszenszky, 2016, 123.

36 EU launched with European free trade partners the cross cumulation of non-tariff
registration regime in case of non-finished products.
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for existing members3”. On the other hand, for post-Soviet states in Europe, e.g.
Ukraine and Georgia (states that have not moved towards the Russian-led eco-
nomic integration but have been keeping orientation towards the West) EU can
continue to be a point of reference and integration alongside NATO, as their
country’s CEFTA membership can be an intermediary stage to achieve these
long-term goals.®

The reciprocal nature of the internal market has opened up cross-trade among
Visegrad Group members within FDI’s own value chains, but it also appears that
fortunately, larger nationally controlled emerging industries, such as the food
industry, light industry, etc. have started to play a greater role. This mutual FDI
investment appeared only at a later stage and within the realm of the EU. It is no
coincidence that the so-called cross-border expansion of the “national champions”
(MOL, OTP, CEZ, CCC, etc.) started not in the original (,,Western”) EU-15%* but
in the former or current CEFTA states instead.
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LlenTpa/iHOeBpoONCKe pUIIpeMe 32
eBPOIICKe MHTerpanuje

Casceinak: Ilopeg ayiioposol nayunol paga, Upucyiina je u upaimaiiuyna
ananu3a Qaxkiopa Koju ¢y Kapakiiepucaiu YeHupaiHoespoicke gpicase upe
iipomene pexcuma (1990.), a 3aiium u CluparHu eKOHOMCKU MOgel Kpo3 Koju cy
Homwcka, Mahapcka, Yewra u Crosauka (,, Buweipagera ueiusopra®) 2004. iogu-
He octiapuie unanciieo y Eepoiickoj ynuju. V cilyguju ce uciuuue xaxko cy, Ha
PA3AUHUTUUM HUBOUMA, ) CEUM UOCMATUPAHUM gPACABAMA EKOHOMCKE UOIUTUUKE
bune xapaxiuepucane 1UOEpaAIHUM UPOUUCUMA O DAHKPOULY U CIUPOTUM YCLOBUMA
KOHKYpeHyuje, ako ga cy Mouie goKa3aiu c80jy CiloCOOHOCHL ga UCUYHe YC08e
3a gporcase unanuye EY y iiolaegy ¢pyukyuonucarsa iupsicuwne exonomuje. Mogen
OpUJeHTUUCAH KA U3B03Y, 3ACHOBAH HA ePUKACHOM UPULUBY GUPEKIUHUX CIUPAHUX
ungectuuyuja u paseojy wexnonoiuje y panum 1990-um, o6uo je upumerben go
kacnux 1990-ux kaxo Ou ce iloxkasana CUpeMHOCIHL 08UX gPAHCABA ga UCTYHe ocldae
yeaoege 3a yaancuieo y EY, ognocho ga casnagajy uzazoee YHyupaureel upicumiia.
Osa tupancgopmayuja ipegciiasnsana je upooaem 3a toctiojehu unancujexu
banarc 1990-ux (yinagrnom 3001 iyouilika paguytOHAIHUX U3B03HUX Kailayuiteiua)
JeguHo y cpeguHu o6e geyeHuje, Jok je camo Ha Kpajy geyeruje uocuiojao
Hozutuugan ounauc wpioguncke pasmene ca EY. [lociuusarwe yKyiinol citoonol
exgunuopujyma Buweipagcke uettieopke OUl0 je 3agpiHcano YUureHUYOM ga Upuiue
JUPEKTUHUX CIUPAHUX UHEECUUYUje Joul HUje UoYeo, Y Cagejciiy ca Uoenayerbem
upouiia u3z iocnegroux uneectuuyuja y Lentupannoj Eepoiiu, xao u epexiviom
ipotuusiesxce neito mpancgepa y EY, koju cy dpuciuuzanu xacnuje ilapaneiro
ca Uo4eKom Uoeaaierba GUBUGEeHgU 0g gUPEKIHUX CUUPAHUX UHEECTUUYUIA.

Capagra y oxkeupy lleiua ciiopasyma 3axmsyuenol 1992, logune upaiiuia
Jje paszsoj ekonomcke nubepanuzayuje Buweipageke uetieopke ca EY ilapanenno,
anu He u gybse og woia uz pasznoia woautiuuke Kopeknocu. Iowiyno mehy-
CcoOHO osaparse Ouno je moiyhe camo uyiem uranciea y EY, konkpeiuno ioso-
pehu nubepanusayuja y obnaciiu ycnyia uiu oceli/buse wpiosute y omoupuspegu.
Legiua ciiopasym apowupen je 1995. logune na bBanxan, e je u gamwe gooap
iipumep 3a gparcase Koje He diceile ga OCIUAHY y OUBeM CO8JetticCKOM Ui busuiem
JYIOCNIO6EHCKOM MOgey eKOHOMCKe uHilelpayuje, aiu u Meiiog upuiupeme 3a Haj-
panuje moiyhe yurarserwe y EV.
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