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Abstract: This article focuses on non-tariff, i.e. unorthodox
trade protectionist schemes imposed by governments of
Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia and Poland in the after-
math of WWI. The policies of state intervention in the four
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is given to the legal framework of policy and the ways it was
applied in reality.
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Apart from what might be considered regular or tariff-based pro-
tectionist schemes,’ the first post-war decade witnessed the advent of a
wide range of new and unorthodox non-tariff measures in the domain of
trade controls. The scale of the application of these measures, and the in-

#  This article has been written within framework of the scholarly project Tradition
and Transformation - Historical Heritage and National Identity in Serbia in 20"
Century (No.47019), funded by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological
Development of Serbia. Apart from the Ministry, the research was funded by
Mediterranean Program of the European University Institute in Florence and Imre
Kertész Kolleg in Jena.

1 On tariff-based trade controls I wrote an article: Aleksandar R. Mileti¢, “Deglobali-
zation in the Periphery. Tariff Protectionism in Southeast and East-Central Europe,
1914-1928", Tokovi istorije 3/2014, 69-87.
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tensity of the state involvement, were particularly high in the newly-cre-
ated nation states in the territories which used to be under the control of
the Central Powers during the war. During the war, under the regime of
the continental and maritime blockades imposed by the Entente Powers,
these countries/territories were cut-off from their traditional sources of
raw materials and food, this caused scarcity and an unprecedented scale
of state control over available supplies of goods. This tendency would
continue even after the war was over: Bulgaria and the successor states
of Imperial Germany and Austria-Hungary (Austria excluded) imposed
the highest levels of tariff protection and the most severe trade restric-
tions in Europe during the inter-war period. These were exceeded only
by the revolutionary Bolshevik practices in the domestic and foreign
trade of the Soviet Union. Yet, the USSR which was for certain geopolitical
reasons (and due to the nature of its regime) almost completely excluded
from the European and world trade system during the 1920s represents
a unique case.

This article focuses on the series of upheavals in international
trade caused by the violence of the WWI that eventually undermined the
economic and institutional foundations of European prewar capitalism.
In more general terms, it was for the first time in modern history that
large-scale violations of what were formerly conventional rules of the
market economy occurred simultaneously in almost all European coun-
tries; important elements of this global retreat from the market economy
continued by inertia in the years following the war. These global changes
were even more dramatic in the economic periphery of Europe, part of
which will be covered by this article. The trade policies of the four coun-
tries of Southeast and East Central Europe represent basic units of re-
search and accordingly the contents of this article.

Yet, the very fact that the individual nation states policies are an-
alyzed within separate sections of the article does not imply that there
were no comparative perspectives established between them. On the
contrary, throughout the text, the comparative approach will be applied
whenever referring to particular policy patterns. Namely, after elaborat-
ing on Yugoslav trade controls in the first section, the Polish model of
restrictions is explained in the second section in comparison with the
Yugoslav case. In the third section of the paper, the Bulgarian policy pat-
tern will undergo detailed comparison with both the Yugoslav and Pol-
ish model. In the case of Czechoslovak trade restrictions, analyzed in the
fourth section, the comparison includes all the countries involved. The
overall assessment of the policy patterns, results and conclusions are
presented in the fifth section.
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To some extent, the comparative approach was made easier by
the similarities in the four countries’ policy patterns, which came as a re-
sult of common war experiences and analogous traumatic conditions that
these countries (i.e. their populations) went through. In the immediate
post-war period, these states might have been quite different in terms of
their institutional capacity, social or economic structure, ethnic diversity
etc., yet they all went through similar phases of post-traumatic recovery
and stabilization after the war. The extent to which the national legisla-
tions and institutional frameworks of the four countries correspond to
each other is astonishing. The state, society, and the economy interacted
intensively in these processes, which were “recasting” the institutional
basics of pre-war European patterns of economic organization. This ar-
ticle will provide insight into these dynamics within turbulent areas of
Southeast and East-Central Europe by taking into account the striking
phenomena related to the large-scale state interventions in these econo-
mies.

The research topics covered by the article have been largely un-
der-researched and neglected by the regional scholarship. The techni-
calities and development of state intervention in the economy in East-
Central and Southeast Europe after the First World War have only been
analyzed in a broad and general way, and without a detailed examina-
tion of particular phenomena. In the great monographic syntheses of
the economic history of the region, some of the features under study
were only briefly mentioned as a component of the pan-European trend
of post-war stabilization between 1918 and 1923.2 Published analyses
have not gone beyond the reconstruction of the general framework of
the macro-economic measures, statistics, trends and tendencies. While
Lampe and Jackson put emphasis on monetary policies and foreign trade
performance, Berend and Ranki focused primarily on structural changes
in agriculture and general economic performance. Teichova’s great mon-
ographs cover mainly macro-monetary problems and the most general
economic features. As important an issue as housing rent-control sys-
tems has never been the subject of a scholarly study in any of the four
countries, while in the domain of control over population movement and

2 John R. Lampe, Marvin R. Jackson, Balkan Economic History, 1550-1950. From
Imperial Borderlands to Developing Nations (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1982), 329-402; L. Berend, G. Ranki, Economic Development in East-Central Europe
in the 19th and 20th centuries, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1974), 171-
201; Alice Teichova, The Czechoslovak economy, 1918-1980 (London, New York:
Routledge, 1988); Alice Teichova, “East-central and South-east Europe 1919-39”,
The Cambridge Economic History of Europe, vol. VIII, (Cambridge: University Press,
1989).
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labour migration, only some isolated aspects have been explored. Only in
the area of trade controls does one find more scholarly works, and even
then, only on the nation-state level.

Yugoslav trade restrictions

The Yugoslav trade policy was developed in chaotic war-time cir-
cumstances, and within the complex process of the creation of the new
South Slavic state. In reality, the first trade measures implemented by
the new state were anticipated and enacted by Serbian authorities (even
before the final military breakthrough on the Macedonian frontline took
place)at a time when Serbian territories were still occupied by the Cen-
tral Powers.? Namely, in July 1918, the Serbian government (in exile), in
a session held on the Greek island of Corfu, decreed an order prohibiting
exports of foodstuff from the (still occupied!) country. On 26 September
1918, during the decisive military operations in Macedonia and Southern
Serbia, another measure, essential for providing the country with food
supplies from abroad, was decreed by the Serbian government. That reg-
ulation exempted the most important foodstuff from tariff taxation ac-
cording to Serbian customs regulations. These two compatible measures
were reinforced when a new Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, was
created out of Serbia, Montenegro, and the Southern-Slav territories of
Austria-Hungary. No other policy could have been expected in a country
in which the population had just emerged from the horrific deprivation
caused by wartime blockades. Among them, the population of Dalmatia
was particularly affected by the maritime blockades along the former
Austro-Hungarian Adriatic coastline that lasted until March 1919.

According to these initial measures it is apparent that the Yugo-
slav state authorities were eager to keep the foodstuffs solely for the do-
mestic market, yet, it soon became obvious that these were the only ex-

3 A detailed “Report on the work of the Ministry for Trade and Commerce” will be
applied as the main narrative guideline and the most important archival source for
the reconstruction of the developments of Yugoslav trade affairs and policy. The
report was written in the second half of the 1930s as a part of the preparation for
the Yugoslav state jubilee, namely the 20™ anniversary of the new state. It was to
provide necessary documentary material for a publication, which would mark the
anniversary. Regardless of the actual context, the report itself was written in a highly
professional manner and with impressive detail and valuable information. The text
was produced by professionals, after certain time distance, and probably for that
reason one will not find much panegyric undertones, but rather a critical account on
the state policy. If not indicated otherwise, this source will be used in elaboration of
the Yugoslav foreign trade policy. In: AY, Collection of Vojislav Jovanovi¢ - Marambo
(335)-99.
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changeable goods that could be bartered on the foreign market. Namely,
due to the transportation problems, the markets of the countries which
could pay with hard currency were inaccessible. Only neighboring states,
and particularly Austria, Hungary and Romania were within the range
of Yugoslav transportation facilities. Since the national currencies of all
these countries were destabilized by high rates of inflation, the bilateral
barter-trade arrangements appeared as the only possible option in trade
transactions. The barter agreements however could only be arranged
and carried out with an approval of the state authorities.

Yet, in the Yugoslav trade policy the problem lay in a great
number of institutions, and in differentlevels of authority, which at-
tained the right to issue these licenses.* Although only the Ministry of
Finance was legally permitted to allow the import or export of certain
goods, this right was exercised also by other Ministries, provincial gov-
ernments, and their departments. Owing to loose state control and the
chaotic post-war circumstances, the required documents were provided
even at the local administrative level - by the municipal authorities in
some larger Yugoslav towns. A particular complication came from the
huge prerogatives assumed by the provincial governments for Vojvodina
(Banat-Backa-Baranja), Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia-Slavonia, Dalmatia,
and Slovenia;these were hangovers from Habsburg rule, but continued
functioning even after the new Yugoslav state was created. Some of these
governments or their departments survived until 1924. In the domain of
trade arrangements these provincies were autonomous to such a degree
that a question remains as to whether the domestic trade complications
in Yugoslavia during 1919 and 1920 could rather be regarded within the
domain of foreign or inter-state trade arrangements, as noticed by one
contemporary observer.® In legal terms, trade was placed under the con-
trol of the state, the only problem was that “the state” itself has not yet
been defined and consolidated in the domain of its authority and range
of powers.

This lack of a unified and integrated trade policy continued even
after a new central institution for trade control was established in March
1919. This was founded with an aim to concentrate control and admin-
istration of foreign trade in one place, and was officially designated as
the Central Administration for Foreign Trade Affairs (CAFTA); this in-

4 JJuTtamwe HaanexxHoctu', [loaumuka [“Issue of Jurisdiction”, Politika], 4193, 5
October 1919.

5  See more in: Aleksandar R. Mileti¢, “Unutrasnja trgovina u Kraljevini SHS 1919
godine”, Tokovi istorije [“Internal Trade in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
in 1919”, Currents of History] 3-4/2003, 13-17.
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stitution was bitterly criticized by contemporaries. Particularly harsh
were accusations and commentaries published by the Trgovinski glasnik
[Commercial Herald], the organ of the Belgrade Trade Chamber. Accord-
ing to the numerous articles and commentaries of the journal, the CAFTA
was allegedly “over-bureaucratizing” the procedure with trade licenses,
while at the same time it was incapable of imposing its jurisdiction over
the foreign trade. Far more serious accusations, however, were raised in
the domain of the misuse of power and widespread corruption within
the procedure for the issuingof export licenses.

The Yugoslav CAFTA was entrusted with the power to control
and facilitate the country’s foreign trade. However, as it appears from
the numerous complaints, this office, i.e. its officials, demonstrated their
own sense of agency in the domain of trade affairs.® The abuse of the sys-
tem came from the discretionary rights given to officials, which opened
the door for corruption and financial exploitation of applicants. In this
particular domain, export licenses became an item of “trade” among in-
terested individuals. The Trgovinski glasnik wrote on this issue in No-
vember 1919:

“After the barter agreements were concluded with German Aus-
tria and the Republic of Czechoslovakia, the number of goods which were
allowed for export gradually increased, yet, in the same time, the number
of individuals who could take advantage of the barter arrangements in-
creased also. [..] It seems as if a whole system of illegal procedures de-
veloped in order to provide somebody with the import or export license,
only to sell it or to pass it on to another person for a large sum of money.”’

The license trade regime became notorious for the wide-spread
corruption involved in its procedures and conduct. Allegedly, CAFTA of-
ficials established their own networks of people, usually connected with
political power, but with no experience in either foreign trade or trade
at all. The Trgovinski glasnik was complaining about these political net-
works which were depriving real traders of their jobs. It was highly un-
likely that anyone would be granted a license without the intervention of
politicians. Those who obtained licenses often served only as intermedi-
aries who could pass these on to another person, or to an actual trader.
Of course, the whole “procedure” was accompanied with (extra-) institu-

6 See: “Adepa c usBosnunama’, [loaumuxka [“Affaire with Export Licenses”, Politika],
4205, 17 October 1919. The corruption allegations against the CAFTA can also be
found in the aforementioned “Report on the Work of the Ministry of Trade and
Commerce” In: AY, 335-99.

7 ,O KOHTpoJiK U3B03a U yBo3a"“, TpeosuHcku 2aacHuk [“On Controls over Exports and
Imports”, Trgovinski glasnik], 19 June 1919.
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tional bargaining between the parties involved, and even with something
that resembled the public auctioning of licenses. It seems that much
more actual “trade” was involved in the CAFTA procedures for obtaining
necessary papers than in the trade itself:

“At the very beginning, it was noted that the licenses for export of
large quantities of dried plums had been issued to individuals who had no
previous experience in trade affairs; these licenses were later resold. In the
Parliament there wastalk about an MP who after many appeals had man-
aged to obtain an import license from the Minister for Nourishment, alleg-
edly in order to import three freight cars of sugar for his district. He resold
it later at a high price. On one occasion, a young man, a non-trader, who
was related to a certain powerful man was issued an approval for export
of 400 freight cars of dried plums and jam, and 300 freight cars of plum
brandy, to the region of Timisoara [Romania], and for the import of one
freight car of sugar, 5 freight cars of flour, and 1000 head of oxen from this
region. Recently this young man was publicly offering this license for sale.”®

Since the CAFTA proved completely inefficient in the domain of
control, and probably because of the aforementioned complaints and ac-
cusations, it was dissolved in November 1919, only six months after it
was established. The new system of trade controls which were inaugu-
rated in the course of 1920 was a more realistic one, at least in domain
of perceiving the basic administrative limits of “human infrastructure”.’
Namely, instead of the procedure of issuing individual licenses based on
the state officials’ arbitrary decisions, the new system introduced a gen-
eral ban on the export of certain goods for certain period of time by the
Ministry of Trade and Industry. In this way, the system was more flexible
to a certain extent, and the state could manage to control the business of
export, or imports of certain goods, in accordance with the situation on
the domestic market. Moreover, in this way the state policy did not rely
on the arbitrary decisions of the untrustworthy state officials any longer.
In addition, the new provisions were to combat the autonomous trade
policies of the provincial governments whose jurisdictions were gradu-
ally decreasing in scale and authority in the course of 1920. By the end of
that year both domestic and foreign trade of Yugoslavia were completely
out of jurisdiction of the provincial authorities.

8  Ibid.

9 It was in August 1919 that Trgovinski glasnik had already advocated for such model
of control as a more suitable one in terms of preventing corruption “by providing
unfortunate licenses that were easy to abuse” as it was previously case. See in: ,3a
cino6oaHy TproBuny', TpeosuHcku eaacHuk [“For a Freedom of Trade”, Trgovinski
glasnik], 12 August 1919.
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The introduction of the export tariffs in October 1919, and a
strong commitment to charge import tariffs, proved to be significant
novelties in the Yugoslav trade policy introduced at the end of 1919.1°
In general terms, the reintroduction of the export tariffs in global trade
relations after the First World War is one of the striking curiosities of
inter-war period. During the period of prosperous 19* century capital-
ism, export taxation, being harmful to trade, had been almost completely
abolished in most of European economies; in Great Britain it was termi-
nated in 1842, in France in 1857 and in Prussia in 1864.' In 1914, on the
eve of the war only few countries from the economic periphery of Europe
still retained some of the remnants of export taxation. In Spain it was
levied on coke, in Romania on forest products, in Serbia on oxen and goat
skins. The inter-war period witnessed a restoration of export taxation,
which was functional for the state policies mainly for fiscal reasons as an
important source of cash revenue. It was also useful in slowing down the
export rates for the goods which were critically needed for the domes-
tic population. The extensive taxation on exports was applied mostly by
the countries on the “economic periphery” of Europe including all four
countries under review. Today, just as during the inter-war period, ex-
port taxation found application in some developing countries (such as
China, Russia, and Argentina) mainly for fiscal reasons.

The first Yugoslav export tariffs were imposed in October 1919,
mainly on agricultural and forest products.'? During the period of re-
construction and post-war recovery these were to curb exports and to
serve the country’s fiscal policy. When the food provisions ceased to be a
top priority for domestic policy - namely after the harvests of 1919 and
1920 - the export taxation of agricultural products was kept chiefly for
fiscal reasons. Considerable rates of the taxation came as consequence
of incredible price divergences that occurred between European coun-
tries and regions. According to a calculation by the Trgovinski glasnik, the
price divergence ratio between domestic prices in Yugoslavia and Swit-
zerland was not less than 6-7.5 against 1 in favor of Switzerland’s mar-

10  “Raspis ministarstva finansija o naplac¢ivanju izvozne carine za raznu robu” [Order
of the Ministry of Finance on export taxation for different kinds of goods of 17
October 1919], Sluzbene novine 121, 24 October 1919.

11 See: Goode et al, “Role of Export Taxes in Developing Countries,” Staff Papers -
International Monetary Fund, Vol. 13, No. 3 (Nov,, 1966), 454-455 and article “Tariff”,
Encyclopeedia Britannica Online, retrieved on 05 Dec. 2009, http://www.britannica.
com/EBchecked/topic/583535 /tariff

12 “Raspis ministarstva finansija o naplacivanju izvozne carine za raznu robu” [Order
of the Ministry of Finance on export taxation for different kinds of goods of 17
October 1919], SluZbene novine 121, 24 October 1919.
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ket prices! The author of the article claims that the profit was enormous,
even taking into account huge freight costs between these two countries.
On each 100 kilograms of the grain exports a trader would gain around
35 Swiss Francs at a net profit or about 50 percent of its market price in
Switzerland. The net income was so immense that additional tariff taxa-
tion could not harm traders’ interests. Not only did the official organ of
the traders association, Trgovinski glasnik, not complain against the in-
troduction of export tariffs, but these were justified as an expected eco-
nomic measure.

The fiscal contribution of export tariffs was paramount only im-
mediately after the war in 1919 and 1920. For instance, in 1920, the ex-
port tariff revenues were slightly higher than those raised from import
tariffs, no matter that exports accounted for only around 40 percent of
the value of that year’s imports. The export tariffs contributed signifi-
cantly to the budget incomes of Yugoslavia in 1920 when these totaled
around 10 percent of all the revenues. However, in following years the
fiscal importance of the export tariffs declined. In 1921, these contrib-
uted to revenues of no more than 5 percent, and later the percentage
became even smaller.

The Polish model of trade controls

The Polish foreign trade was subjected to restrictions and con-
trols similar to those applied in Yugoslavia. In Poland one also finds un-
orthodox trade policy measures such as export tariffs, a licensed export/
import system, bans on export/import, barter arrangements and above
all, the government’s right to make arbitrary exceptions in the applica-
tion of any of these measures. However, notable differences existed at the
institutional level of state intervention, and the degree and the time-span
of the application of these measures. In the next few paragraphs we will
see how the Polish system of trade controls developed.

Since the dissolution of Polish predecessor countries (the three
Central and Eastern European Empires) in 1918 was directly connect-
ed with inadequate provisions of food stuff and other basics items, one
of the first priorities of the new Polish authorities was to impose their
own system of control over trade affairs. Many trade-control measures
had already been applied by the Partition countries; in the new Polish
state these were maintained at the level of the provincial government.

13 ,W3Bo3He papune’, TpeosuHcku eaacHuk [“Export Tariffs”, Trgovinski glasnik], 2.
October 1919.
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The provincial governments, in charge of the former Partitions, were
based in Poznan (for the German Partition), Warsaw (for the Russian),
Krakow and Lvov (for the Austrian), and Cieszyn (for the Upper Silesian
autonomous region made up of previous Austrian and Prussian territo-
rial units). All these governments created special institutions designed
to control exports from, and imports to, their territories. In April 1919
a huge step towards the unification of the system was undertaken when
the Galician offices for trade control in Lvov and Krakow were placed un-
der the jurisdiction of the Warsaw based State Commission for Imports
and Exports (SCIE).'* In November 1920, the SCIE was renamed and re-
organized into a General Bureau for Imports and Exports (GBIE) which
was designed to become a nation-wide institution for trade control.® The
German Partition was the only remaining territory outside of its control,
as the Poznan provisory government was by far the most autonomous in
the domain of economic policy. Not before autumn 1921 was this prov-
ince integrated into the economic and tariff policy of the united Poland.'®
The problems with integration of Upper Silesia were connected with is-
sues of plebiscite and special economic arrangements foreseen by the
Treaty of Versailles. In this particular context, the Polish situation is com-
parable to, and almost simultaneous with, the Yugoslav complications
arising from the more or less self-governing provincial governments in
1919 and 1920.

A similarity with the Yugoslav case applies also to the initial
trade measures applied in the immediate post-war period. Given the ur-
gency of providing food provisions and all kinds of supplies for the new
state’s population and economy, trade control jurisdiction of the Warsaw
based SCIE was limited mainly to control exports, while imports were
more than welcomed in the war-torn country. In Poland, due to an ongo-
ing war with Ukrainian and Russian Soviet Republics (1919-1920), the
provisioning problems became even more dramatic. Zigmunt Miduch, a
contemporary analyst, remarked that the Polish imports policy in this

14  Landau and Tomaszewski, op. cit., 325.

15  “Rozporzadzenie Ministra Przemystu i Handlu, Ministra Skarbu, Ministra
Sprawiedliwo$ci, Ministra Kolei Zelaznych, Ministra Poczt i Telegraféw oraz Ministra
b. Dzielnicy Pruskiej z dnia 30 paZdziernika 1920 r. w przedmiocie organizacji i
przepiséw postepowania urzeddéw oraz izb przywozu i wywozu”, Dziennik Ustaw
Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej [Official Gazette of the Republic of Poland, “Order By
Ministers of Industry and Trade, of Finance, of Railways, and of former Prussian
Partition, of 30 October on issue of Organization of Exports and Imports”], ltem 703,
No. 107, 22 November 1920.

16  Ferdynand Zweig, Poland between Two Wars. A Critical Study of Social and Economic
Changes, (London, 1944), 28.
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formative period was compelled “to move towards protectionism” in the
domain of industrial goods, but at same time towards “liberalism [...] in
the domain of importation of the foodstuff and basics.”*” On the other
hand, when the issues of export policy are regarded, state interests were
quite reversed.

In Poland, as in Yugoslavia, the licensing system was adopted
with the aim of controlling trade. Yet, while in Yugoslavia it lasted for no
more than 6 months, in Poland it went through a much longer history
of administrative use. Almost two years after the creation of the state,
each shipment of both imports to and exports from Poland, still required
procedural approval, and the issue of a license by the central trade au-
thorities (GBEI for the former Russian and Austrian Partition, and cor-
responding institutions in the Upper Silesia and the German Partition).
This was probably a consequence of the war with the Soviet Republics
that lasted up to the end of 1920. In the course of 1921, a certain liber-
alization of the trade regime occurred when the authorities established
a list of the goods that could be traded without restrictions. For all other
products, still encompassing the main agricultural products, a general
ban and the complicated procedure for licensing exports was still in
force. From time to time, some changes would occur within the list of the
products, but by and large the main principle of controls governed by the
Warsaw based MBEI remained the same. The first significant attempts to
stimulate exports of foodstuff caused huge social turmoil during second
half of 1923.18

The institutional framework of the GBEI and licensing system of
trade control in Poland were terminated in May-June 1924 as a part of
the restructuring of the general state policy in this domain. Instead of
individual licenses issued for each transaction of trade, the government
was given the right to impose a general ban on the export/import of
some goods for certain period of time. This was the same solution which
was applied in Yugoslavia after the abolishment of the licensing system.
Yet, it seems as if the Polish government could not function long with-
out it. After the Second Polish Republic entered a sort of tariff war with
Germany in 1925, the bureaucratic complications became once again an
integral part of almost every trade action. A list of products that were

17 Zygmunt Miduch, “Polska polityka celna i traktatowa”, Bilans gospodarczy
dziesieciolecia Polski odrodzonejII. [“Polish Policy of Customs and Trade Agreements”,
Economic Balance of the Two Decades of the Reborn Poland], eds W. Schramm and E.
Taylor, (Poznan, Wydawnictwo Powszechnej Wystawy Krajowej, 1929), 70.

18  Zbigniew Landau, Jerzy Tomaszewski, Gospodarka Polski miedzywojennej 1918-
1939. (1 volume) [Economy of Inter-war Poland 1918-1939], (Warsaw: Ksigzka i
Wiedza, 1967), 333-334.
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forbidden to be imported was made public, and government bodies were
authorized to give licenses in each individual case. An additional prob-
lem with these restrictive measures was that although they only aimed
at trade with Germany, the control shad to be extended to all suspicious
cargos. Almost the entirety of Polish foreign trade was affected in reality,
since the German goods could arrive through intermediary traders from
other countries. In each individual case it was necessary to investigate
the origin of the goods which took much time and paperwork. This over-
bureaucratized and cumbersome system remained in power until the
end of the period under study.*

The export tariffs in Poland went through a history of gradual
implementation by the fiscal authorities. At the very beginning, export
taxation was applied in a form of an ad valorem quasi tariff imposed on
certain exported goods. According to the numerous orders published in
the Polish official state journal, this peculiar institution was very much
in use throughout the period between October 1922 and May 1924. This
was not a regular tariff charge, since there was no such institution ac-
cording to the official 1919 tariffs legislation, but a kind of taxation that
was meant, at the beginning, only for the administrative costs of the state
personnel engaged in the state facilitated exports businesses. Under this
pretext and in this form it was levied on goods exported to Yugoslavia,
Austria and Czechoslovakia, at a rate of 2 percent of the amount of the
purchase price of the exported goods.?°

It seems that the developed form of the later “exports taxation”
evolved from this initial procedure. In October 1922, it was charged in the
form of taxation imposed on the export of geese at a rate of 60 percent
of the export profit. The taxation was introduced by an order of the Min-
ister of Finance “in accordance with the Minister of Trade and Industry”
and “after obtaining opinion of the GBEI"”?* The same procedure and the
same semantic formula were applied in an order of January 1923, when
a tax of 50 percent on profits was imposed on the exportation of sugar. In
June 1923, another order established a 30 percent profit taxation on the
export of millet, 30 percent on buckwheat, 50 percent on beans, 60 per-
cent on peas, and the same percentage for both slaughtered and livestock
poultry. The export taxation on barley and barley bran was 60 percent,
and on treacle it was established at 50 percent in May 1924 when the last

19 Ibid., I, 333-334; 11, 285-286.
20  Alfred Siebeneichen, Reglamentacja handlu w Polsce [State Regulations on Trade in
Poland], (Warszawa: Min. Przemystu i Handlu, 1920), 28.

21 Dziennik Ustaw, Item 893, no. 97, 11 November 1922.
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such measure was inaugurated.?? After the new tariffs system and new
legislation on tariff administration were enacted in May 1924, the export
taxation ceased to exist as the Polish authorities finally introduced the
institution of export tariffs. It is difficult to give an estimation of the fiscal
benefits that came from these quasi-tariffs “export taxation” since it was
not listed separately in the budget but rather within other administra-
tive taxes’ revenues. Taking into account the fact that it was calculated on
the basis of the actual profit, it might help compensating for the negative
impact of the high rates of inflation.

Bulgarian non-tariff trade controls

In Bulgaria, the post-war trade policy continued basic restric-
tions imposed during the war. In 1919 and 1920, control over both for-
eign and domestic trade was placed under strict control of the war-time
military dominated Directorate for the Economic Affairs and Social Plan-
ning (DEASP), which replaced in April 1918 the Committee for Economic
Affairs and Social Planning (CEASP), it was established in March 1915 in
anticipation of the Bulgarian entry into the war. In institutional terms,
the directorate was placed within the Ministry of War, but it was also
under the control of the Bulgarian government. By an order of 27 April
1918 it was renamed the directorate. According to the Law on Social
Planning, of 4 March 1915, the committee was to consist of 14 members
who represented the interests of the industrial and trade chambers and
the state ministries. The committee had a much broader jurisdiction and
more executive powers in the domain of internal rather than in the for-
eign trade. An exceptional right of declaring bans on exports of certain
goods remained with the central government; the committee could de-
clare bans only in accordance with the government.??

However, the “social planning” in Bulgaria started even before
the committee was founded. By the decrees issued between 29 July and
12 August 1914, the Bulgarian government forbade the export of grain,
wool, and other agricultural products. Exceptions from the ban were pos-
sible only with an approval, i.e. license issued by the Ministry of Trade

22 Dziennik Ustaw, Item 74, No. 11, 1 February 1923; Ibid. Item 457, no. 61, 21
June 1923; Ibid., Item 787, no. 100, 5 October 1923; Ibid., Item 1104, No. 133, 23
December 1923; Ibid., Items 444 and 446, No. 42, 21 May 1924; Ibid., Iltem 487,
No. 48, 10 June 1924. The last order was decreed on 15 May 1924 before the tariff
system was passed by the parliament.

23 “Law on Social Planning”, DdrZaven vestnik, 54, 7 March 1915.
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and Commerce, of each individual case.?* A part of this jurisdiction was
later shared with the committee, while a general ban on exports and
imports was introduced when the country entered the war. The license
system in Bulgaria thus, can be traced from July 1914 onwards. Since the
task of providing supplies for the Bulgarian war machine and the provi-
sioning of the civilian population became ever more complicated by the
end of the war export bans were extended to more and more goods and
materials. Yet regardless of these measures, much of the goods ended up
with the Central Powers whose authorities had high expectations of, and
demands from, Bulgarian agriculture.?

The devastating influence of the war is evident in the Bulgarian
trade balance when compared to that of 1911: the calculation shows that
total imports tonnage decreased by around 7 times, while overall export
tonnage shrunk by 52 times! The tonnage gradually increased in next
few years, however the exports tonnage came up to only 37.7 percent of
the 1911 level in 1924, while that year imports rose to only 68.6 percent.
Apart from the general problems related to transportation, currency, and
exchange, this balance was certainly also connected with a restrictive
trade policy. Namely, in Bulgaria, even after the war was over, the system
of bans and licenses continued to function. After the war, foreign trade
controls functioned through the government authorized lists of the items
banned from being exported or imported. These items could be traded
only with special licenses issued by the directorate. As we learnt from the
order issued by the DEISP these lists were updated on a monthly basis
and published in its official organ.?¢

According to the same source, the state controlled not only the
items of trade but also the traders’ profit. It was set at 8 percent for gross
selling and 20 percent for retailers.?’” Moreover, in domain of the grain
trade a new revolutionary institution was inaugurated by the Law on the
Trade with Grains and its Products, and for [Food] Provisioning of November

24  “The Decree on Ban on Grain exports” of 29 July 1914, DdrZaven vestnik, 177, 4
August 1914; “The Decree on Ban on export of wool”, of 3 August 1914, Ibid., no. 178,
8 August; “The Decree on Ban of Flour exports” of 12 August 1914, Ibid., 181 (15
August). See also: Ikonomika na Bdlgaria do socialisticeskata revolucija [Bulgarian
Economy before the Socialist Revolution], ed. Ljuben Berov, (Sofia, 1989), 387.

25 Ikonomika na Bdlgaria, 391.

26  “/lupeKiysTa 3a CTONAHCKU rprkH 3anoBes bp. 460, 22 maii 1920”, [The Directoriat
for Economic Affairs and Social Planning, Order No. 460 of 22 May 1920], Hzeecmus
Ha [lupekyusima 3a cmonaHcKu 2pudcu u obwjecmseeHa npedsudaugocm, [Journal of
the Directorate for Economic Affairs and Social Planning], 26, 10 June 1920. See the
Article 23 of the order.

27 Ibid,, see the Article 2.
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1919.8 This law established a complete and unrestricted state monopoly
in the domain of foreign trade, while on the domestic market a certain role
was still to be played by private companies and individual traders.

The implementation of the state monopoly was entrusted to a
Consortium for Grain Exports founded by the capital assets of the Na-
tional, Agrarian and Cooperative Banks of Bulgaria. The Consortium had
the exclusive right of exporting grains from the country; the individual
traders or trading companies could sell grain products abroad, but only
with approval from the Consortium. Backed by the state, and supplied
with sufficient amounts of money assets, the Consortium was capable of
buying up all the available grain stocks designated for exportation. The
profit seems to be guaranteed since global prices were much higher than
domestic ones, which were set by the law on the grain trade. Only ten
percent of prospective profits were to be shared between the bank’s co-
founders and 90 percent was intended for the “Fund for the Improve-
ment of Agriculture”. In first instance these assets were intended for
modern type grain elevators necessary for the storage of large quantities
of grain.?

The consortium went through several legislative modifications
which aimed at strengthening the positions of agricultural coopera-
tives in the domain of exports. In ideological terms, the very concept of
the consortium was the materialization of the program of the Bulgar-
ian Agrarian Movement. In technical terms it aimed at gaining the best
possible price on the global market. This sort of a state-facilitated trade
eliminated many previous market mechanisms related to a liberal mar-
ket economy. It was proven however that Bulgaria was surprisingly inde-
pendent in its management of trade, especially for a country that had just
lost the war, and was under extensive control of the Entente powers. Let
us observe how this control functioned in trade affairs.

Bulgarian trade policy, unlike that of the other three countries,
provides interesting material related to the attempts at restoring the
premises of liberalism in trade policy by an institutional framework fore-
seen by the Paris Treaty Conference. In this particular case it was the
Inter-Allied Control Commission, designed by Neuilly Treaty of August
1919, that was constantly opposing the interventionist trade policies of
the Bulgarian government. In the domain of foreign trade, the commis-
sion decisively contributed to the abolition of the Grain consortium, and
was resolutely against the introduction of new import and export tar-
iffs. This sort of external influence in internal affairs of the country was

28 In: opoacasen eecmHuk, 200, 5 December 1919.
29  Articles 2, 7-20 of the law of November 1920. In: Ibid.
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possible only because of Bulgaria’s limited sovereignty. Under huge pres-
sure from the commission, the consortium was terminated at the end
of 1920.%° Probably not by accident, at the same time, Bulgaria’s trade
system based on profit control, licensing, and administrative bans, was
gradually also abandoned.3!

Freedom of trade was officially proclaimed and the export tariffs
system, founded by legislation in 1921 and 1924, was the only remain-
ing systematic unconventional trade policy measure applied in Bulgaria
after 1920, and by the end of period under study. The export tariffs found
a broad application and ranged from 6 to 30 percent for food products,
and went as high as 50 and even 100 percent in the case of some strategic
goods or raw materials. In addition, from time to time, the government
declared bans on exports or imports of some goods, but this was rather
an exception than a systematic trade policy.3? The licensing system was
finally liquidated in 1926, after the stabilization of the Bulgarian national
currency, when tariff protectionism could replace non-tariff measures.?®

Czechoslovak policy pattern

Due to its advanced industrial production and early monetary
stabilization, the trade policy of Czechoslovakia was slightly different in
comparison with the other three countries. In general terms, however; the
principal institutional features of the trade protectionist policy including
application of non-tariffs measures can also be found in the Czechoslova-
kian model.. This was particularly true for the chaotic circumstances dur-
ing the first months after the new state was proclaimed. One of the first

30 Ikonomika na Bdlgaria, 416; John D. Bell, Peasants in Power: Alexander Stamboliski
and the Bulgarian Agrarian National Union, 1899-1923, (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1977), 170; Pymen ABpamoB, KomyHaiHuam kanumanausoM. U3
6bs12apCKOMO cmonaHcko MuHyo, 1, [Rumen Avramov, Communal Capitalism. From
Bulgarian Economic History, 1], (Sofia, 2007), 587-588.

31 “CBo6ogeH BHOC. 3anoBes bp. 933,26 X 1920, [“Freedom of Import, Order No. 933,
26 October 1920”], Ussecmus Ha [lupekyusima 3a CMonaHCcKu 2pudxcu U obujecmaeHa
npedsudausocm, [Report of Directorate for economic problems and social planning],
48, 29 October 1920; “OTMeHsIBaT ce 3amOBeJd U Ce Bb3CTAHOBSIBAT CBOOOJEH
nusHoc U cBo6ogHa Thprous”, [“The Orders Are Being Abolished and A Freedom of
Export Trade and the Commerce Are Established”], Ibid., 53, 30 November 1920.

32 Paxam BepaxoB, HHdycmpuaaHusm npomekyuoHusms y Hac [Raham Berahov, Our
Industrial Protectionism), (Sofia: Kooperativna pecatnica Napred, 1927), 66-67.

33 Jlunko Towes, HHdycmpuasHama noaumuka Ha Beazapus caed nepeama ceemsHa
solina [Dinko ToSev, Industrial Policy of Bulgaria after the First World War], (Varna,
1943), 48-49.
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measures of the new authorities was to impose strict controls over both
the export and import of all goods. No goods could enter or exit state ter-
ritory without a license issued by the Imports and Exports Commission
established by an order of the Czechoslovakian Ministry of Commerce
of 22 November 1918.3* A priority was placed on controls over exports
of foodstuff and coal. The situation was much more complicated when
it came to machinery, semi-manufactured goods, and the raw materials
necessary for maintaining industrial production.

A scale of priorities for exports and imports of these items was sig-
nificantly different from those applied by the predecessor Habsburg re-
gime. Nobody could understand this complexity better than businessmen,
or atleastthisreasoning influenced Czechoslovakian authorities when they
established a sort of a corporatist trade-control model. The new regime
was established by an order of 26 February which inaugurated Industrial
Exports and Imports Cartels for each branch of industrial production.®
Founded on the corporatist principles, with the unrestricted membership
of all industrial sectors engaged in specific production, these cartels were
entrusted with the authority to decide on applications for export or import
licenses. Very soon, it proved that this was not a very fortunate solution
since the problems and divisions existed within cartels themselves.

The decision-making process was not always efficient, nor was it
transparent, and many misuses occurred with the licenses, this similar to
the practice in other countries under review here. The Czechoslovakian
exports and imports cartels seem to be quite far away from the presup-
posed ideal of a corporate governing body. By June 1920, these cartels
were replaced by a special Foreign Trade Bureau established as state en-
actment of the law of June 24, 1920. This institution continued with the
practice of individual applications and licenses for every export or import
transaction on the international market, yet in the course of time it was
entrusted with fewer and fewer jurisdictions as more and more trade be-
came free of non-tariff measures. For almost all export items the licens-
ing was abolished by the autumn of 1921, and for the majority of import
goods by mid-1920s. In 1928, only 1 percent of exports- and 10 percent

34 The principal source for Czechoslovakian trade policy applied here are two studies
written by thecontemporary Czechoslovakian analyst Ferdinand Peroutka: “The
Commercial Policy and the Tariff”, Czechoslovakia: A Survey of Economic and Social
Conditions, ed. Josef Gruber, (New York, 1924), 127-137 and “Foreign Trade”, Ibid.,
110-126. Other sources, mainly of legal provenance, used for these topics will be
indicated in the text.

35 ,Narizeni o dovoznich a vyvoznich syndikatech (no 100/1919)” [“Order on export
and import cartels (no. 100/1919)”], Shirka zdkonii a narizeni CSR of 3. March 1919.
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of import items still required a license from the authorities.*® The only
unconventional trade measure which remained in use in Czechoslovakia
throughout the period was export taxation, imposed on some crucial ag-
ricultural export goods (sugar, hops, malt, and spirits). According to the
contemporary Czechoslovakian economist Vilibald Mildschuh, the state
collected more than 6 billion koruna from this source during the period
between 1919 and 1921.3” The amount is indicative as it totals about one
third of the annual Czechoslovakian budget for 1921.

Concluding remarks

One of the distinct features of the four countries’ trade polices
was the existence of all the distinctive institutional patterns of non-tariff
trade control, which have been applied in the turbulent post-war peri-
od (i.e. the license system, contingent quota system, barter agreements,
export tariffs, bans, import tariffs). Such scale and degree of unortho-
dox trade restrictions could not be found in other European regions of
that time (USSR excluded). In this regard the four countries in this study
proved to be among the most interventionist with respect to the degree
of tariff protection, and unconventional (i.e. the non-tariff policy meas-
ures applied in foreign trade). Yet, is it feasible to construct a develop-
mental typology of these restriction patterns? In other words, can we de-
fine criteria upon which one of these measures is to be considered more
or less liberal or statist than the other one?

For that purpose we could accept the League of Nations’ criteria
appliedin this respect. Namely, according to the expertise, proposals, and
appeals, of the dozens of the international conferences organized under
the auspices of the League of Nations during the 1920s, it seems that the
moderate imports tariff policy was the only acceptable and legitimate
measure of trade protection. The excessive import tariffs, export tariffs,
quota contingents, and trade prohibitions, were all considered inappro-
priate and damaging from the point of international trade. However, it is
difficult to compare these measures in the domain of a scale of “damage”,
which depended not only on the institutional pattern that was applied,

36 Ales Skrivan, “K charakteru, rozsahu a zameéreni Ceskoslovenského vyvozu v
mezivale¢ném obdobi”, [On Main Features, Volume and Orientation of Czechoslovak
Export during the Inter-war Period], Acta Oeconomica Pragensia 7 (2007), 368, 371.

37  Peroutka, “The Commercial Policy and the Tariff”, 131; Vilibald Mildschuh, “Currency
Conditions”, Czechoslovakia: A Survey of Economic and Social Conditions, ed. Josef
Gruber, (New York, 1924), 188.

58



Aleksandar R. MILETIC NON-TARIFF PROTECTIONIST SCHEMES, 1918-1928

but also on the degree of taxation, or the extent of contingent restrictions.
For instance, moderately high import tariffs under some circumstances
might cause much more difficulties for trade than very low export tariffs.
In the same way, very high export tariffs might restrict trade far more
than would be possible with quota limitations.

For all these reasons, apart from the general League of Nations’
principles, it is not possible to construct a feasible universal system of de-
velopmental typology in the domain of foreign trade restrictions. In the
domain of post-war stabilization, however, abolishment or alleviation of
any of the unorthodox measures will be considered as an indication of
normalization and recovery. As it regards Southeast and East-Central Eu-
ropean countries under study it can be safely concluded that many of the
unconventional means of trade controls were abolished by mid-1920s
as a response to stabilization of their national currencies. This refers to
licensing schemes, administrative bans on exports/imports and barter
arrangements brokered by the state. Due to a prolonged war period and
a sort of tariff-war with Germany, Poland proved to be a notable excep-
tion in broader European terms. Regardless of the administrative efforts
which were inclined towards normalization this country maintained un-
conventional trade controls throughout the period under review. This re-
fers also to export tariffs which were gradually reduced yet in legal terms
maintained during that period. Therefore, the four countries under study
contributed immensely to the breakdown of the international trade mar-
ket in the interwar period.
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Pe3ume

Anexcandap P. MUJIETH'R
HHCTUTYT 32 HOBUjy ucTopwHjy Cpb6uje, Beorpan

Mozeiu HellapuHCKOT NPOTeKoHU3Ma, 1918-1928.
KoMnapaTuBHe nepcrneKTUBe 3eMasba
jyroMCcTO4YHe ¥ UCTOYHe cpelikbe EBpore

AncrpakT: OBaj yiaHak 6aBU ce HELLAPUHCKUM UJIN HEKOH-
BEHIIMOHAJHUM BHUJI0BMMa TPrOBUHCKOT NPOTEKLMOHU3MaA
KOjU Cy YCTaHOBUJIE U OJip>KaBaJle Oyrapcke, jyrocJioBeHCKe,
4yexocJoBauyKe U MOJbCKe BJIACTH Y NPBOj JelleHHjUu Iocie
[IpBor cBeTckor para. [louTHKe [ApXaBHe WHTepBeHIUje
pasMaTpaHe Cy U3 KOMIIapaTHUBHe NepCIeKTUBe a ¥ OKBUPY
rJ106a/THOT KOHTEKCTa NpoMeHa y MehyHapoJHOj TPTOBUHH.
HcToBeTHa Naxkwa NnocsBeheHa je 3aKOHCKOM OKBMDPY CIIpO-
BoheHe MOJIMTHKE M HAaYMHY Ha KOjU Ce OHA CIIPOBOAMJIA Y
IPaKCH.

K/by4yHe peuyn: TProBUHCKH MPOTEKLHOHU3aM, Jera06au-
3anuja, LlapUHCKa 3alUTUTa, 6apTep-KOHTUHIEHTH, jyrOMC-
TouyHa EBpomna, uctouna cpesamwa EBpona

[IpenmeT aHaM3e OBe CTyAUje CY T3B. HEKOHBEHMOHAJIHE UJIU
HeyoOUYajeHe TPrOBUHCKE PECTPUKIIH]je Koje cy HacTasle y MehyHapo-
HOj TPTOBHUHHU Kao mocjeauna rinobasHux nopemehaja koje je nsasBao
[IpBu cBeTCKU paT. Y aHIVIOCAKCOHCKOj €KOHOMCKOj JIMTEpaTypUu He-
KOHBEHIIMOHAJHUM Ce CMaTpajy CBe TPrOBUHCKe PEeCTPUKIHje U3y3eB
yMepeHUX yBO3HHUX IlapuHa. OHe yKJ/by4yjy NpeTepaHO BUCOKE CTaBKe
YBO3HHUX ILIAPMHA, CUCTEM J03B0JIa 33 yBO3/M3BO3, a/[MUHUCTPATHUB-
He 6apTep apaH)KMaHe, U3BO3He IIAPUHE, KA0 U aAMUHUCTPATHBHE 3a-
OGpaHe yBO3a WJIM U3B03a. YKOJIHUKO Ce Ka0 KPUTEPHUjYM ,,HOPMAJTHOCTH"
OZlBMjarba TPTOBUHCKUX [10CJI0BA y3MY IIPOKJIaMOBaHU cTaHAapau Jlure
Hapo/a, TaZa ce OHU IMOKJANajy ca MepLeniyijoM KOHBEHIMOHAIHUX U
HEKOHBEHIMOHAJIHUX TPrOBUHCKUX PECTPUKLHUja KOjy HAJIa3UMO y aH-
[JIOCAKCOHCKOj JINTepaTypH.

Y 3eMJ/baMa Koje cy nmpeaMeT aHaJM3e y OBOM 4YJIaHKy HOpMa-
Jiu3alnyja TProBUHCKUX MPUJIMKA MOKJAla ce ca TPEHYTKOM CTabWJIu-
3ayje BUXOBUX HAllMOHAJIHUX MOHeTa CpeJMHOM [ BaJleCeTUX roJrHa
npouior Beka. Tajja cy yrjlaBHOM YKUHYTe aJJMUHUCTPAaTHBHE Mepe
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KOHTpOJIe HaJ, CIIOJbHOM TPrOBUHOM. JeIUHW MU3y3eTaK IMpeJcTaB/ba
[To/bcka, Koja je 6uJIa cyoyeHa HajIpe ca UCHPI/bYjyhUM paToOM NMPOTHUB
CosjeTa, a 3aTUM U Ca jeJHOM BPCTOM LIApUHCKOT paTa ca HeMadykoM y
ZApyroj nosioBuHH 20-nx. Mako cy ¥ meHe BJIAaCTU Y HEKOJIMKO HaBpaTa
NOKylIaBaJle Aia Jubepasusyjy Clio/bHy TPTOBUHY WJIM /ia je 6apeM 0CJIo-
60/ie HEMmocpeHe Ap>KaBHE KOHTPOJIe, TO HUje 6UI0 Moryhe moj oBUM
okoJsiHOcTUMA. Y Il0JbCKOj Cy cTOra Mepe aMUHUCTPATUBHE KOHTpPOJIE
Ha/l CII0JbHOM TPrOBHMHOM OCTaJle Ha CHa3M CBe /10 Kpaja epuo/ia KOjuM
ce 6aBM OBa CTyAMja. JeJMHA Mepa ,HEKOHBEHLIMOHAIHEe" TProBUHCKe
KOHTpOJIe KOja je ocTajla y yIoTpebu y CBe UeTUPH 3eMJbe J10 Kpaja JiBa-
JleceTHUX rofijiHa OuJje cy M3BO3He LapuHe. IbuxoBa peasHa BpeJHOCT
U ydyemrhe y GUCKaJHUM NPUXOAMMA, MehyTUM, KOHTHUHYHUPAHO Cy ce
CMakbUBaJIH.

YeTupu 3eMJbe jyrOUCTOYHE U UCTOYHE cpeAme EBpomne npu-
MemblrBaJle Cy y NIPBOj JelleHUju MehypaTHoOr nepuosa cBe nosHare 06-
JINKe HEKOHBEHLMOHA/JHUX TPrOBUHCKUX PECTPUKIMja U Y TOM CMUCIY
npeJCTaB/bajy eBPOINCKU Kypuo3uTeT. HauMe, y pyruM eBpoIcKUM pe-
rujama, u3ysumajyhu jeZjuHo jpacTUYHe eKOHOMCKe eKCIIepUMeHTe Koje
cy npuMemuBase Biaactu CCCP-a, Huje 610 3abesiexkeH TaKo ApacTHYaH
HUBO Jp:KaBHe UHTEepBEHIMje y TPTOBUHCKe ofHoce. Ha jenan uiau apy-
I'M HAa4YMH, YeTUPHU 3eMJbe KOje Cy NIpeJMeT CTYAHje Y 3Ha4ajHOj MepU Ccy
JloNlpUHeJie TpeHAY Jeriobanu3anuje MmehyHaposHe TproBuHe y mehy-
paTHOM IIEPHOAY.
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