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Abstract
The overwhelming, negative perception of the entrepreneurship present in the geographical area that once was Yugoslavia remains at the core of a relatively humble influx of FDI, as well as the hesitance of the local populace to invest. The prevailing perception is a consequence of unsuccessful transformation of the model of ownership, paired with a privatisation that had, quite frequently, little or no basis in economy. One of the greatest obstacles to the harmonious entrepreneurial development is the militaristic notion of ethnicity and its significance in the economic and social ruin of ex-Yugoslavian nations. The isolation is not the answer to economic difficulties, even when the country is the member of the European Union (a poignant example is the country of Slovenia). Therefore, creating a completely novel image of entrepreneurship is not only needed, it is required, and thus represents an absolute imperative. With that regard, a benchmarking analysis is quite feasible and practical, for it is possible to direct attention toward successful business cases that can provide general guidelines for the creation of a new image of entrepreneurship in the entire region of ex-Yugoslavia.
At the beginning of the 90’s of the previous century, Yugoslavia, once a nation at the apex of socialist theory and practice, became a stage for political turmoil and armed conflict. The newly formed countries were governed in an authoritative manner. Manipulations of the media, unethical actions preceding elections, intimidations and occasional executions of political opponents marked the every-day life of the populace. The theft and carnage that followed damaged the image of entrepreneurship almost beyond repair. In spite of these facts, the basis for creating a successful, positive image of entrepreneurship still exists.
Yugoslavia had practised a unique concept of social ownership and self-governing economy. Once the country was no more, the individuals in power and frequent opportunists did everything to establish their own, extreme view on ethnic identification. They deemed it necessary, in order to transition the society from one where power is based on the position in the hierarchy one holds, to the structure of power based on ownership. Therefore, the ethnical identification became the means to successfully manipulate and control the people.
These problems, unfortunately, are extremely complicated, and interdisciplinary at their very core. The full cooperation of all the nations in the region should provide a valuable starting point for change and a period of increased prosperity. With that regard, it is possible to dismantle the frequently promoted “ethnical differences” that still primarily serve as the means of control and manipulation. With that regard, the basic goal of this research is to argue that every single country in the region has to link and network their resources and economic entities, if each nation is hopeful in surviving in the market of European Union.
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Introduction
One cannot hope to even begin to understand how an otherwise reputable economic activity – entrepreneurship, could have suffered such a considerable perceptive distortion by the majority of the populace inhabiting ex-Yugoslavia. In order to approach the problem in a sufficiently adequate manner, one has to explore the conditions that lead to the public’s perception of entrepreneurship as a, at best, shady, dishonest and dubious dealing.
The 1989 marked a distinctly crucial turning point for the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY), when the situation went for the worse and a country that was on cutting edge of East European socialist theory and practice was suddenly embroiled first into political chaos and then, a year later, into violent war. Yugoslavia, the most open and liberal society of the region and the socialist country with the highest per capita income, one deemed most likely to join the European Community, suddenly disappeared from the stage of history. Though disguised as “ethnic hatreds”, the wars were the result of political struggles between newly formed elites, which ruthlessly vied for economic and political dominance.

The 1990 shattered the political identity of “Yugoslavism”. In its place now stood not nationalities, but nationalist leaders, who tricked the populace in sacrificing their lives at the altar of their blind ambitions. Therefore, it is important to note that Yugoslavia did not disintegrate naturally. Rather, it was purposefully and strategically destroyed by those motivated to achieve dominance inside the country as a whole, as well as those who wanted to shatter the federation into pieces.

These forces created and provoked violent conflict and worsened existing, nonviolent conflicts. This strategy proved to be extremely successful and profitable, for the elites were thus able to control the resources and steer the social and cultural change. Unfortunately, this “change” almost immediately translated into cultural and social disintegration.

The Yugoslav system itself was based on power that depended on positions attained within the hierarchy of the ruling party and/or within the political and economic bureaucracy, rather than actual ownership (which was true in the case of capitalist regimes). However, SFTY was not a typical socialist state, for each country had a large amount of autonomy from the centre, which resulted in a confederal party-state. Quite obviously, the union was most certainly not paradise on Earth, but it also was not the keg of gunpowder we were all led to believe. The war that erupted was not spontaneous, but rather, calculated, prepared, galvanised by the people who wanted the conflict to start.
Thus the elites, craving power, fully exploited their control over military and media in order to construct perception of immediate, immense threat from the “other”. The concept itself was almost hysterically funny, were it not for the imminent threat and subsequent cost expressed in peoples’ lives and property. Thus, an apparent unison between ethnic identity and political position was formed. Those opposing these policies were effectively silenced and marginalized. It is only natural that true heroes arose during the war, such as, in Croatia, Josip Reihl-Kir. Assuredly, each ex-Yugoslavian country had people who tried to stem the tide.
The sad truth was that there was no objective reason that required the SFRY to disintegrate in violent conflagration of open warfare (Garon).
Rise of the “entrepreneurs”

The mindless violence planted the seed for complete social and economic disintegration of the former Yugoslavia.According to the Yugoslav constitution of 1974, social property was a special form of collective property of the means of production. It belonged to the whole community and was not the possession of one collective, group or individual (Stallaerts).
The Yugoslav system of self-management was therefore a hybrid system of a managed market economy, with somewhat fuzzy property rights. Practically, this meant that the managers and worker’s councils, within the bounds of the law, could only use the firms’ property and assets. The act of selling them was not an option, for they belonged to each member of the community. Thus, this unique economy resembled more a true market economy, as opposed to a centrally planned economy. This system empowered employees and provided them with the belief that they “owned” the enterprises they worked for (Vujačić).
Thus, at least in theory, the hybrid system was set to be converted into one of private ownership. Finally, the definitive owners were to be known, so they could take on the responsibilities, risk and the profit. In general, the economic transition is frequently perceived as the transition from a less efficient (stable) economic system, toward a more efficient one. However, it is also important to point out it comes at a great social cost, particularly in the case of ex-Yugoslavia.
Essentially, privatisation is a zero-sum game, which means that non-cooperative behaviour is vastly prevalent. The newly formed political and economic elites formed a tacit agreement and took advantage of those with least money and/or influence. With that in mind, it is crucial to point out that all of the transitional countries started to massively defund the social welfare programs.
There were some positive impacts of privatisation. However, they remained nominal at best. The negative effects of both the transition and privatisation were corruption, unemployment and tax evasion. Thus new elite, a class of “entrepreneurs” was created. The mainstream media almost always congratulated them on their success and often used the indispensible epithet “successful”. Unfortunately, the Croatian satirical news magazine, the sharp and profound, Feral Tribune, was quite a lonely sight to behold in these troubled times., at least inside the borders of Croatia.
The after-effects of both transition and privatisation were far-reaching and influential, and can be grouped thusly (Grgurek):

1. New owners had no concept of development, for everyone just sought to earn capital gains. Therefore, nobody was truly interested in the business process or the products. There literally was no true marketing to speak of.
2. The prevailing logic glorified trade. The act of trading, not producing, society believed, gave rise to prosperity and well-being.
3. The annihilation of conglomerates left destruction and myriad small, weak enterprises in its wake.

4. Higher unemployment and lower wages decreased worker rights.

5. The highly skilled workers migrated.
Generally speaking, in the post-socialist economies, there is present an “apparent hostility” toward enterpreneurship and profit making, at lest on the social level (Kalantaridis). This was made exponentionally worse by the peculiar transition of ex-Yugoslavian countries.
The transitional reality itself was marked by a distinctly schizophrenic nature. On one hand, the populace craved the plenty associated with capitalistic societies. On the other, it resisted the inequalities are an indispensable side-effect of the capitalistic system. Thus, all of the explained factors gave rise to the widespread dissatisfaction of the entire populace of ex-Yugoslavia.
At its core were, and still remain, two dominant preconceptions (Štulhofner):

1. Privatisation is unfair and predominantly done in an unlawful manner. Trough shady dealings the chosen “elites” have now became the owners of a great portion of what once was owned by every member of the society.

2. The entrepreneurs are opportunists who do favours for the politicians and state clerks, taking advantage of those less fortunate. Political connections and unscrupulousness are the basic traits of all entrepreneurs.
This does not come as a surprise, considering the “entrepreneurs” abused social property and stripped assets for their own benefit, only to provide material and moral support to the regime. Money laundering in the privatisation process has not been adequately dealt with. This lead to privatisations in which individuals, widely suspected of criminal activities, used their wealth to purchase firms (Vujačić). On these basis, the overwhelmely negative image of enterpreneurship is quite understandable. Therefore, it is cleasr it also has to be improved.

The research problem
Individuals in post-socialist economies do not necessarily have a lower propensity to engage in enterpreneurial activities than those in matured market economies. However, it is important to note that the concept of enterpreneurship is quite broad in post-socialist economies. One way to classify entrepreneurial activities is in terms of their legalities. There have been an increasing number of businesses within the legal boundary. However, broadly speaking, “extralegality has become the norm” (De Soto).
It is reasonable to expect that, compared to more matured market economies, unproductive and destructive forms of enterpreneurship are likely to be more prevalent in post-socialist economies. Finally, a remarkable example of “parasitical existence” of enterpreneurs upon the economy is, in some post-social economies, the creation of firms that serve as support for the criminal activities. This is the destructive enterpreneurship, in which enterpreneurs engage in detrimental activities, which in turn leads to net social loss (Kshetri).

Therein lays the heart of the problem. What should be perceived as a driving force of economic development is essentially regarded by the populace as brazen criminal activity. Entrepreneurship has to be seen as an economically positive force for the entire region, from which every nation can and should benefit.
The negative image, coupled with the further social deterioration among the nations of ex-Yugoslavia offered little chance for the development of vibrant societies. The post-socialist bloc ranks consistently lower on indicators commonly used to gauge the progress of civil society: associational membership, volunteerism and protest action. The citizens of Central and East European countries express a fair amount of trust in civil organizations and yet are reluctant to join them.
Evidence from the macro level indicates that trust in civil institutions is higher in countries where corruption is an acute problem and lower in relatively transparent political contexts. At the micro level, citizens who perceive corruption to be one of the most worrisome problems facing their country are on average more likely to trust non-government organisations, charity and voluntary organisations (Marinova). Thus, the image of enterpreneurship has to be one of positive affirmation, which could in turn galvanise beneficial social changes, benefiting both the micro and the macro.

Also, foreign direct investment plays a particularly important role for catch-up development, where investment from technologically advanced regions in less advanced regions may lead to the transfer and dissemination of knowledge into the host economy. For the countries of ex-Yugoslavia, the integration into the European division of labour and technological catching up, remain the most important task. These economies were disconnected from technical progress in the West for an extended period and a significant productivity gap still prevails. It is important to note that intellectual property rights regimes alone will not be sufficient to tap the full potential of international technology transfer (Johannes).
Rather, a mix of other policies is needed, which should include the following: the promotion of wider political stability, encouragement of flexible labour markets, further liberalisation of the markets, and investment in the intellectual property (Maskus). Other instruments to attract foreign direct investment may include the host country’s guarantee of good infrastructure supplies, transparency in policies and regulations, as well as the government stability (Kalemli-Oczan).
However, this is by no means an easy fix, for post-socialist states that received more foreign investment per capita also registered more income inequality. In fact, the similarity between the privatisation and foreign capital penetration effects, coupled with the marginal inequality reducing effect of domestic investment, suggest that privatization strategies favouring foreign capital created more inequality that those favouring domestic capital (Bandelj). Evidently, the research problem is extensive and requires an interdisciplinary approach. Also, alternatives for further privatisation have to be found, for it could be argued that they are merely means to raise money used to cover regional budget deficits.

Research results
Several key issues presented quite a problem, one that should be solved in order to further the economic and sociological development of the entire region. Unfortunately, there are no easy solutions or one-sided measures that could miraculously result in significant progress. The benchmarking tool for the presented problem appears to be quite a blunt instrument. However, in the opinion of the author, this presents both the weakness and the biggest strength of the paper.
As was already discussed, the negative perception of entrepreneurship is rooted deep into the psyche of all the inhabitants of former Yugoslavia. A single country bent on changing the way people perceive entrepreneurship is probably doomed to fail, even in the long run. On this complex issue, several different scientific fields, such as sociology, economy and psychology all have to muster the all their courage and knowledge, in order to tackle the colossal problem.

In order to ensure the social and economic progress of the entire region, people from all over the Yugoslavia that tried to prevent conflict and foster mutual respect and understanding should be widely known, held in the highest regard and universally lauded for their brave deeds. Assuredly, such people exist or have existed during the war, in every single country. Some laid their lives for the cause of peace, while others fought trough music or art. It is a social prerequisite that has to be met in order to ultimately result in the economic well-being of the entire region.
Psychology should help the people affected by the horrors of war, for not a single victim of war, no matter what his/her nationality is, should be left behind. It is quite easy for one to be objective when unscarred by war. All the societies must express compassion and understanding to those afflicted, without exception.

Finally, economy is certainly able to contribute as a whole, but this especially holds true for the field of marketing, because of its interdisciplinary nature. Creating stakeholder networks among nations, forming joint brand locations in cross-border locations, promoting tourism of the entire region, fostering the transfer of workers and the creation of joint business enterprises are just a few of the possible measures that could reap enormous benefits in the future.
Nationalists on each side of the borders would probably argue that all of this reminds a lot of a futile attempt to resurrect Yugoslavia. The author of this paper holds that there is more than enough scientific evidence to warrant the creation of a close cooperation between all the nations in the region, without any political implications.
Conclusion

The aim of this paper was twofold. First, it aimed at identifying the causes for the need of creating a new image of entrepreneurship in the region of ex-Yugoslavia. Secondly, it wanted to offer benchmarking insights into solving the difficulty presented. It basically concluded that such a complex task could be achieved through mainly interdisciplinary means, although the science of economy could play a significant role. Establishing strong tourism brands, communication and stakeholder networks could easily attract investors.
However, although FDI in developed countries provides support for economic growth, it also leads to corruption. It is highly recommended that, while a better foreign investment climate will certainly attract foreign investors, countries should also focus on improving the investment environment for domestic entrepreneurs. Countries that receive more foreign investment, an important conduit for new technologies, management experience and access to markets – enjoy faster growth (Debab). Ex-Yugoslav countries, if they manage to cooperate, can hope to stand together in the tough market that is the European Union. The nationalist should try to approach the problem logically and ask themselves whether they would like to live in a safer society and what kind of World would they like their children to live in.
The prospering of the economy is likewise supported by the introduction of democratic institutions, such as rule-of-law or effective property rights. The more economically prosperous a nation is, the greater the chances it will sustain democracy. Apparently, the most persuasive argument for accepting new democratic system is a flourishing economy. The only available option of achieving it is trough cooperation, from the highest to the lowest hierarchical levels.
After the demise of “real” socialism, perhaps it can be salvaged as a social preference system oriented toward equality and social justice, to be implemented without systemic constraints in the organisational and institutional sense (Chilosi).
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