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Purpose of Public-Private Dialogue

Public policies directly impact private strategies and competitive forces. Competitive advantages depend not only on private incentives but also on the character of government involvement: direct (allocate capital; lower entry barriers; improving infrastructure, education and services) or indirect (stimulate creation of advanced factors; improve quality of basic demand; increase rate of new business formation; and encourage domestic rivalry)
.  In these cases the government behaves as a primary economic actor or as a facilitator.  The competitive pressure that encourages private participants to innovate and improve their positions depends on private incentives and public policies.  Experience has shown that if the government interferes directly in the economy, business leaders will tend to rely on the government to provide for advantages (or privileges) and not on market forces. On the other side, if government stays out of the market and allows for free competition, private companies will tend to rely on their effort and energy.  Since these basic public policies - and other more complex public policies - are of great importance to the competitive environment and the implementation of competitive business strategies, it is equally important that the public and private sectors have a sustained quality dialogue.  Such a dialogue results in policies that foster sustainable private sector growth that benefits the public at large.

Vehicles for dialogue

The form of a dialogue depends on formal and informal rules and procedures.  To some extent the procedures of the dialogue affect its outcome.  Since 1997, the Bulgarian business environment has improved, partly as a result of improved public-private sector dialogue, which has been formal (via legally mandated procedures) and informal.  At the same time, the private sector has increased its expectations for public policies.  In addition, international institutions (e.g. World Bank, European Union, USAID) have pressured public institutions to obtain comments and advices on legal changes from interested parties and thus make regulatory reforms more popular.  Some pressure has come from business itself, although these demands have been surprisingly lackluster.  In response to demands from NGOs and business, recommendations from international institutions, and its own need for assistance in developing legislation, regulations, and policies, the government has shown serious intent to further formalize procedures for open dialogue with the public.

Current formal procedures

The government regularly discusses social and economic reforms in consultative bodies that are established in different laws (e.g. Labor Code, Tourism Law and Law on Consumer Protection - Tripartite Council, National Tourism Council and National Council on Consumer Protection) or decrees (e.g. Council of Ministers Decree on Social and Demographic Council and Council of Ministers Decree on Ethnic and Demographic Council).  Some regulations include lists of participants in such committees (e.g. National Tourism Council includes tour operators, hotel and restaurant owners, “national” air companies, municipalities, and national, regional and local tourism agencies).  In other cases, chairmen of the committees select representatives in accordance to provisions of the law (e.g. Labor Code; Law on Regional Development).  In addition, task forces are established by ministries and state agencies in which public officials meet business and labor unions to discuss different problems (e.g. task force on agricultural problems related to EU integration).  In all these cases, the government regulates rights of affected parties to participate in decision-making process.

These formal consultative bodies meet several private interests and demands.  During some of the meetings the organizers simply inform interested parties of regulations that are at the drafting stage.  For example, the Consultative Committee in the Ministry of Economy convenes each month to inform its participants of upcoming legislation.  In most cases, these committees not only inform affected parties but also discuss with them different proposals for legal changes.  Institutionalized meetings enable varying interests that are not represented in the consultative bodies to advocate for their positions.  For example, in February 2001, several public institutions and state-owned companies such as Competition Protection Committee and Bulgarian Telecommunication Company took part in a meeting of the National Consumer Protection Council (private companies could be presented in the committee via Consumer Protection Associations) during which they discussed legal provisions that should protect personal data and its illegal dissemination.  Some of the committees are structured not only to consult public officials on sectoral policies and discuss regulations, but also to elaborate rules on products standards and formal principles of financial and quality control activities.  In June 2000, the Consultative Committee on Wheat was established; three task forces within the Committee were organized to discuss production and trade problems.  Such meetings are even organized to develop control standards in practice.  After the establishment of a consultative committee in cereal sector, public officials and branch representatives conducted together several control activities for informal participants on the market.  Activities of private parties to support public efforts to enforce rules do not include only participation in such committees but also occasional meetings with ministries and public officials.  As it is with the cereal case, the purpose of the meetings is to control participants on the market.  In May last year, milk producers and traders met representatives of the Council of Ministers and discussed on needed activities to limit informal operations on milk market; at the meeting, the government proposed to private parties to draft formal rules of control institutions.  Some of such occasional official meetings with interested parties are held to discuss specific activities.  In May 2000, wholesalers and retailers discussed with government officials different problems that the government faced in its efforts to introduce cash registers.

The government also sometimes involves private parties in international programs.  The participation of producers, risk insurers, banks and other financial institutions is essential for the implementation of such programs.  In these cases, public officials not only inform private parties of the international financial sources but also train them to apply for subsidies.  In the case of the SAPARD Program, public institutions (such as regional departments of the State Fund “Agriculture”) and private parties (growers, bankers, insurers, agricultural consultants, branch organizations and so on) took part in more than 30 seminars organized by the Ministry of Agriculture.  The public officials found that parties interested in such programs could improve the results of the financial projects.  For this reason, they tried to elaborate rules and procedures and therefore promote international programs for regional and sectoral sustainable development.  The efforts of the Ministry are focused on information campaigns and public discussions.  They try to meet different parties in such practices and assess their interests (e.g. banks and growers interests for obtaining financial sources).

In general, the 38th National Assembly (“Parliament”) has been more open to dialogue than the Government.  Some commissions have made a practice of inviting non-profit institutions to discussions of draft legislation, e.g. Commission on Labor and Social Policy.  The Parliamentary Information Center provides draft legislation to the public and organizes roundtables and public hearings.

After 1998, public institutions tried several times to improve in practice different procedures for public-private dialogue at the local level.  In 1999, the government adopted the Law on Regional Development.  The law aimed at improving the conditions for sustainable regional development.  Under the law, district governors and district councils (non-elected officials) were obliged to recognize business needs and set regional priorities in regional and national plans.  The government also approved financial sources for such policies and investment priorities.  Some of the regional plans were financed mainly by the central budget; the financial sources that were granted to different regions varied from 30 to 96 per cent.  As there are no legal rules that define how financial sources should be distributed among regions, it could be difficult to evaluate not only formal terms to finance different regional programs, but also its impact on local communities.

There are different legal procedures that allow local interested parties to influence the decision-making process.  Although they were enforced, such practices were not developed.  For example, different plans for sustainable regional development were financed by central and local budgets.  Most of the regional projects were not even prepared by the local communities, regional agencies or affected parties.  The regional plans were outsourced and regional priorities were set by non-profit institutions from Sofia and Varna.  After 1998, several programs, some of them financed by international institutions, aimed at providing better public services in municipalities.  Public relations centers were established in Vidin, Stara Zagora, Silistra and Blagoevgrad.  However, they did not manage to develop provided services.  At present, local budgets finance their activities, but political and financial problems do not let them to open themselves to the public at large.

A success story at the local level could be Razgrad Agency for Regional Development.  The local community decided to establish the agency to develop public services.  The agency managed to develop regional strategies in different fields (e.g. tourism), improve the business environment (e.g. lower costs for street trade), provide useful links to financial institutions, publish market-oriented articles in its weekly bulletin and organize public debates on economic and social reforms.  .

Informal Dialogue

Some of the public-private dialogue taking place in Bulgaria is unregulated, but semi-formal.  Public officials often meet private companies in fairs and seminars that are organized by the ministries and state agencies.  Several times per year state departments organize high-level meetings in different parts of the world (e.g. to sign bilateral and multilateral agreements or discuss on problems in trade operations between countries) in which private companies take part.  The representatives are usually invited to open sessions on different topics.  These are places where interested parties can meet public officials and discuss with them upcoming regulations and programs as well as international programs.  

Private groups instigate different activities (meetings, trainings, control activities, etc.) that involve dialogue with the government. Examples of these activities are a series of public meetings and seminars organized by BIA, BCCI, and ABA CEELI on the Procurement Law, and roundtables and trainings organized by NGOs on the draft NGO law.  In other cases, non-profit organizations applying for grants need public officials' support to implement programs.  Some grants-providing institutions even require public endorsement from at least two governmental institutions or units to assure that there is broad based awareness of the study and commitment to its performance (e.g. NISPAcee requests such forms of government involvement for technical support projects).  In other cases, the government is obliged by the international institutions to inform private parties of economic reforms and such obligations are partly due to private complains, analyses and recommendations to these institutions (e.g. Transparency International monitors privatization deals of Bulgarian Telecommunication Company).  Such non-profit institutions do not only monitor decision-making process but also prepare materials and organize meetings of public and private parties.

Despite all these practices, private parties do not find the form of dialogue to be effective. There are always private complaints about public decisions that impose additional costs of doing business.  Such complaints are usually published in newspapers; some complain that public officials did not invite them to meetings, others that the results of the meetings are not satisfactory, because public servants gave their special preferences to other parties in the consultative process. The problems are partially due to unclear procedures to involve interested parties in the decision-making process.  Although the task forces seem to be open to private parties, the procedure is not efficient enough to involve all affected parties.  It is common practice for responsible ministers to select the participants in task forces and drafting groups.  Since some of the interested parties are not necessarily represented in the groups, oftentimes they prefer informal contacts with government officials.  The results are that public officials believe that businesses and associations selected to participate should feel obliged as it is not compulsory to inform them of upcoming programs and regulations.  The favored private parties do not find that it is in their interest to improve procedures and involve other affected groups in the consultative process; instead they see themselves as competitors for public services.  As discussed later in the paper, the approach towards the government and its role in achieving competitive advantages affects private strategies and decision-making processes.

In international practice several procedures to consult all affected groups at the drafting stage are popular.  The so-called regulatory impact assessment practice includes consultations with interested parties (it is applied in U.K., USA, Japan and other developed countries).  In such cases, the government should inform, discuss and assess benefits and costs of the affected groups in the public decisions.  The sunset regulations could also develop public programs and improve existing practices.  These provisions are enforced for certain period.  After that, public institutions should review the direct and indirect costs of implementing the regulation, the impact on market forces, benefits of the regulation and expected effects and so on (it is practiced in Australia and USA).  In Germany, interest groups are involved even before drafting begins.  The German Government also can call on over 6,000 experts from a variety of scientific advisory committees, commissions, and specialized committees that have been formed by the government.  Under the Action Plan developed by the Business Environment Simplification Task Force (BEST), all EU countries are committed to developing coordinating bodies for regulatory reforms, and are committed to promoting the use of regulatory impact assessments to review all proposed new regulation.
In Bulgaria, regulatory impact assessments are not included in the legislative process.  The draft regulations are accompanied by a financial justification prepared by the leading ministry, and approved by the Minister of Finance.  The estimation of the alternative forms of actions cannot be found in the materials on drafts.  The analyses and forecasts made by private firms are not estimated in the drafting process.  For example, public officials in the Ministry of Economy do not collect statistics and analyses (other than available through official sources) and do not use forecasts of private institutions.  The interested parties are not properly identified.  For public institutions (departments and agencies) the principle is the following: the interested parties are those that should be responsible for applying the new regulation.  It could be found in usual disagreements on the drafts on the CM meetings, especially for laws.

Rights to represent private interests

Because certain groups possess established rights and practices to be involved in public-private dialogue, and others feel excluded, there is an ongoing debate in Bulgaria over rights to present interests.  During the past few years, the public institutions found that one mission of the government is to protect private interests because private parties are not strong enough to do that.  Part of such activities is to select private parties that could influence public policies.  To recognize such parties as representative of the interests of their members, public officials mandate particular numbers of members and regional offices.  In most cases the Bulgarian Industrial Chamber ("BIA") and Bulgarian Chamber of Commerce and Industry ("BCCI") are the recognized representatives of all Bulgarian businesses.  These institutions relied on already established structures and possessed facilities.  Some of their members are legally included in such structures.  The Trade Register that is compulsory for the trade representation offices of foreign persons, in compliance with Art. 6 par. 1 of the Law on Foreign Investments is kept by the BCCI.  As the information is not regularly updated and companies’ files are updated only when the company requests services from BCCI, the registry reflects company intentions rather than the actual activity.  The difference between both structures is in presented interests.  There is no clear difference between BIA and BCCI.  They take part in working up and preparing draft bills and other normative acts related with the structural reform.  Both institutions are “representative” for employers in terms of Labor Code and as such they can take part in different committees.  Almost each committee that provides various parties with opportunities to influence decision-making process can include representatives of BCCI and BIA (or its members).

Public officials believe that private institutions are not strong enough to defend their interests; according to their estimations, private parties would be stronger, if they consider on branch or industry interests.  In case of several representatives in a branch, government believes that private parties cannot agree on their interests; although they compete on the market and try to take advantage over their rivals improving offered services.  Public officials agree on that the level of represented interests (territorial and sectoral) is not clear.  For this reason, there should be legal provisions that state whether some of such institutions could present interests of a particular industry.  If administration is to decide upon who is interested and who can access information on draft regulations, there will always be allegation for discretion and special interests protection.  Therefore, the government should make decision-making procedures transparent and allow the private participants to impact policy instruments.  Whether the private interests are strong or not cannot be judged by the administration.  The private sector better knows its interests. The public-private dialogue is a learning process for both sites.  The regulations are only the policy instruments that could be evaluated in practice.

This approach to private interests could be found in a couple of laws.  There is a draft law on branch organizations, but it has not yet been adopted.  The idea of the draft is to identify intuitions that could speak for everybody in the branch.  It is presumed that all entrepreneurs in a particular branch have identical interests.  However, since they are competitors (and hopefully sometime partners in advocacy, etc.), they will often have differeing interests.  Recently, the government established Council of Economic and Social Policies.  The idea was to select participants that could express the “will of the civil society structures on different issues related to social and economic development”.  The parties in the Council shall be “legitimate” as deemed by the Labor Code.  The consultations shall be between public servants  and “official” organizations of employers and employees, two representatives of the agrarians, one – of the craftsmen, one – of the professional organizations, one – of the women and two of the scientists.  The approach of the government is to select private parties to be included in the decision-making process.

Such approaches to private interests could be explained with public attitudes towards interested parties.  Public institutions believe that private complains would be weaker, if legislation provides for “special privileges” to participate in public bodies.  Because of such practices, it is considered to be valuable to participate in such public committees.  Public officials prefer to contact several persons on certain issues and select among proposed options.  They believe that sectoral interests are the same for all the companies in a particular market niche.  This approach could be found in legal provisions. The Labor Code, with the new amendments of March 2001 stipulates that the government can extend collective labor contracts for a given sector of the economy, if representative organizations request so.  This means that after “representatives” (branch organizations and labor unions, supposedly) agree on terms of contract and demand the line ministry to extend it to the entire branch, private companies in a particular sector could be forced to obey the rules of the collective contract.  In fact, these legal rules summarize the public approach to private interests.  It is supposed not only that interests of all companies in the sector or industry are the same (even for private and state-own companies) but also that interests of the affected companies could be protected better by someone else than the company itself.   In the beginning of the April, several “representative” institutions (Bulgarian Industrial Association, Independent syndicates confederation in Bulgaria and Labor confederation “Podkrepa”) signed a “national” agreement on terms of collective bargaining in different sectors and branches.  The idea of the draft was to agree on labor issues that are related to private strategies on labor market.  In fact, those who prepared the “national agreement” draft not only accept the provisions of the Labor Code on collective bargaining but even made further steps to put them in practice. They agreed that peculiar and particular should be leading in collective bargaining; benefits for the workers will be negotiated only after a special review of specific business conditions in the companies in sectors is done..  Although these activities try to apply market principles, the right to “free contracts” is seriously endangered.  A couple of questions are not answered in the draft: whether private interests need to be represented (and “protected”), if particular needs could be identified in private deals on the market (affected parties would always hold balance of their interests); and whether representatives could evaluate different driving factors on the market, given that a main part of the companies in the sector (but not all of them) could agree on a contract that imposes additional costs on the others.

The legal rules influence private efforts to take part in task forces, consultative committees and others.  Private parties, as has been mentioned, have tried to change the rules of the game and thus discuss regulations and programs with public officials.  Recently, the government amended Labor Code provisions that set conditions under which organizations will be considered “representative” and as such will be allowed to influence public decisions.  The amendments stipulate that associations of employers must have at least 50 organizations in more than half of the sectors and at least 10 000 employees to be acknowledged as nationally representative.  The Employers Association of Bulgaria made great efforts to amend these provisions.  They believe that provisions do not reflect private capabilities to protect represented interests; instead, they proposed revenues of the companies that are members of the organization and employees number to be used as measure of presented interests.  The proposal tried to set different rules that limit rivalry in such services.

This begs the question of whether a national "employers association" can represent all business interests in Bulgaria on a particular legislative, regulatory, or policy issue.  It seems obvious that in many cases different interests - especially different industries - will disagree..  Currently most branch level associations are too weak to publicize this fact and demand participation.

Topics of Dialogue

Some of the discussions are focused on general legal regulations related to tax regimes, licenses, social and health reforms and their enforcement.  Most of such private activities contribute significantly to the improvement of tax practices, including lower taxes, quicker software depreciation, more favorable and clear procedures for asset repairs, more liberal version of the “thin capitalization’” regulations and so on.  Most private demands are based on the principle that all parties on the market should operate under a rule of law.  They develop legal practices and assist the process of creating a more attractive economic climate.  Examples are the government's recent establishment of the Consultative Council on the Tax Laws’ Administering, the Ministry of Finance's Internet tax policy discussions, and the government established task force that revised existing licenses (which abolished 44 licenses and changed 104 other special regimes).

Although some of the topics aim at improving business environment, there are also several attempts of private parties to use public institutions to gain “competitive” advantages over rivals.  As it is expected, such efforts can increase, if the government approves different privileges and protections.  The usual practice in such cases is to contact personally ministers or other public officials.  For example, the more recent case was with fertilizers.  The main competitors (e.g. in Romania) have similar chemical technologies and range of products
.  In December, the government enforced a decree that imposed 40 percent customs duties on ammonium nitrate-based fertilizers.  The purpose of protection duties was to support domestic producers that after increases of gas prices had raised domestic production costs.  After that, chemical companies did not only increase prices of the products (as it was expected on the market without rivals) but also delayed deliveries on contracts.  These results forced the government to “support” farmers and abolish protection duties.  Both interested groups fight for protections through line ministries.  The arguments of the farmers were not that the government should not intervene on the market but that the public officials should “support” them.

There are problems that are not topics of dialogue because affected parties simply do not find them useful to discuss.  The dialogue could be costly and inefficient.  This could result in accepting strategies that do not enforce legal rules.  This was the case with contracts under the Public Procurement Law.  The procedure under the law is too long and very complicated.  Thus, OTE Company decided simply to import the equipment that should be purchased after public procurement procedure.  In fact, the Public Procurement Law forces private companies that rendered public services (post services, telecommunication, etc.) to select their contractors.  In such case, the activities did not include a public campaign to improve the procedure; instead, the companies did not apply legal provisions.

The dialogue could not be effective, if public institutions and private companies do not agree on their rights and duties.  The government should provide better public services and lower costs of doing business.  However, public officials still believe that support services (e.g. one-stop-shops) should be developed to “support” business not to provide better services.  Most likely for that reason, the government presented private success as its own success, while the failures of the public administration – as partially caused by the private sector (see: the government report published in the beginning of January).  For example, it seems that the government found as its own success companies obtaining certificates under ISO, although they are more or less private choices rather than public policies.  Private parties do not set clear limits of public institutions “duties” on the market.  Some of them still rely on the government to grant them market positions.  As Employers Association of Bulgaria mentioned in its Project 2005, the official forecasts of GDP are not “ambitious” enough to secure long-term prosperity and economic growth.  The competitive companies are those that create new products and technology processes and add value to the national economy.  Bulgarian Industrial Association, on its turn, demanded innovational, industrial and trade policies to develop competitive sectors.  Their proposals supposed that entrepreneurs do not understand their competitive advantages and hence cannot manage without the state; it is not the business but the state creates wealth and competes on the free market.

Examples

Tripartite Council.  Several regulations recognize the right of certain private parties to participate in the legislative process.  Several “official” associations of employers and employees organizations have a statutory right (under the Labor Code) to be consulted by the government in the framework of the Tripartite Council, which discusses social issues: Bulgarian Industrial Association, Bulgarian Chamber of Commence and Industry and labor unions - Podkrepa and KNSB (known as the "social partners").  In spite of the legal status of the body, the Council can control not only social issues but also others that influence social reforms (e.g. budget structure).  In 2000, the consultative body convened about seven times.  It decided on minimum wage rates, average wages and salaries in public sector, labor problems and provisions in state-own enterprises, government activities to reduce unemployment, and regional development.  At a Council meeting, business representatives and labor unions shared with public officials their visions of the public expenditures.  The interests of both groups, as it was expected, differed.  The business associations insisted that smaller share of the budget revenues shall be centrally distributed and advocated for lower fees that are considered as indirect forms of taxation.  The labor unions maintained that the budget structure should focus on solving social problems in the transitional society (low wages in public sector, high unemployment and so on).  We can conclude that social partners meet to decide on public policies that could lower costs of economic reforms.  It seems that labor unions demand certain activities (as different programs); public officials select among available options (as possible financial sources); business associations are ready to trade off their support for some of the government programs in exchange for certain improvement in the business climate (as increased spending in social programs for better administrative procedures).

Consultative Council on Foreign Investments.  The consultative council discusses public policies that promote foreign investments, national and sectoral programs that support foreign companies and particular problems related to legal provisions on foreign investments.  Foreign companies, banks, consultants and international organizations are represented at the Council meetings.  It contributes to better legal rules and practices.  For example, the government officially accepts the Bulgarian International Business Association ("BIBA") reports (the "White Paper") and submits them to all ministries and agencies and government officials who met with BIBA members to discuss various problems and solutions.  It appears that public officials have accepted some of the proposals for legal and regulatory reform (e.g. legal changes in Commercial Code in its part on firm management, proposals to develop capital markets). Public officials did not agree with other suggestions, arguing that some of them contradict public policies (national and sectoral), existing legal rules, “interests of the society,” or they are results of incorrect readings of the law (e.g. Law on Competition).

The responses of the government to private demands could be used to discover the policy differences between both sectors.  Many of the proposals form the private sector  do not consider all options but only those that are related to direct government regulation.  The problems could be solved by other means, particularly if the costs of government intervention outweigh the benefits.  However, it is difficult to find other than regulatory proposals (e.g. enforce existing legal provisions, amend or supplement current laws and secondary legislation).  It seems that private suggestions do not set limits of public policies.  This could be dangerous from political perspective.  The results of such private strategies could be even stronger public efforts to control the market.  The uniform standards should be applied in different cases to evaluate private proposals.  Such principles should be market approach to different issues.  Thus, it could be easy to evaluate whether private suggestions and comments on public policies should be taken into account in the decision-making process.

In fact, all these comments on private proposals unveil public officials views on “private” and “state” affairs.  It appears that many public servants still believe that private parties are “immoral” in their operations on the market.  Under this view, the government should limit their desires to take advantage of rivals, employees, and consumers.  The labor provisions that contain an excessive number of mandatory rules for employers are an example of such approach to enterprises.  The Competition Protection Commission rejected proposals for legal changes related to advertisements (in this case, BIBA insists on unlimited preliminary promotional activities preceding a product launch, such as raffles and lotteries).  The arguments of the Commission are that such practices (although popular worldwide) replace the purpose of the ad, which for the Commission is “to inform consumers for products and services qualities”.  It is not “accepted” to “control” sales by such games, according to public officials.  The consumer should be motivated to purchase products and services by qualities not additional “presents”, according to the Commission. Thus, we could expect that the government shall accept private proposals, only if they do not “contradict” its “mission” (e.g. to protect consumers from “bad” entrepreneurs, employees from “bad” employers and so on).

The form of the dialogue in Bulgaria is important in developing a better business environment and increased business responsibility for economic and social issues.  Because private interests are not well considered in public policies, private parties do not believe that they should be responsible for the outcome of the consultative process.  The problem is not only in public efforts to control the market; it is in different visions of the public policies.  The BIBA members insist on adoption of market principles in public governance.  The public officials find themselves responsible for “public good”, which however has not yet been clearly and publicly defined. This misunderstanding could be solved adopting general principles such as limited government intervention on the market and free operations of private parties.

Private strategies

Political leaders are always under pressure to support special interests.  In low-income economies companies with survival and subsistence strategies tend to put political institutions under pressure to support them at the expense of competitive companies.  The difference between these companies is not only in their strategies and positions on the market.  It is also in their attitudes towards market principles and public institutions that on its turn affect their market performances.  The competitive companies rely on market forces to take advantage over rivals.  They believe that public institutions should protect individual rights, private property and contract enforcement.  The other companies – survival and subsistence – find that public institutions should grant them special privileges.

Such attitudes could be partly explained with their background
. Many of the business associations are, in fact, heirs of communist era quasi-government.  Their role was to intermediate international co-operation with foreign and international guilds.  Their task in transition reforms was to maintain these contacts, to keep the structure alive as an instrument of indirect and invisible control over specific sectors of the economy.  Another typical group of professional organizations consists of those that were established by a leading company or businessmen to promote their specific interest in a given sector. With the development of the association they either evolved into a real representative of the all businesses in the sector or motivated an establishment of an alternative and competitor association; thus we witnessed twin-associations and, as a rule, only the third or even fourth association in a given sector is already more or less independent and viable.  In some industries and geographical areas, branch associations are maturing, but most are still too poorly organized and managed to be effective
.

The private strategies can be explained with their attitudes towards government role in achieving competitive advantages and national prosperity.  Public institutions are encouraged to intervene on the market, when private companies cannot gain competitive advantages over rivals.  When private efforts aim at improving their positions on the market through market tools (e.g. offering special services, improving the quality of the products and so on), then their vision of its role would be more limited authorities of the public institutions.  The findings of the survey conducted by the Institute for Market Economics last year are that about 20 percent of business respondents believe that their competitive advantages can be gained without government support.  The private companies can perform competitively only when they develop their own competitive advantages, and use public institutions and personal contacts to support economic policies that promote economic growth and an improved business environment.
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