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Efficiency in achieving objectives and measures defined by the Development
Strategy of the Republic of Serbia until 2020, will depend on the level of reached mac-
roeconomic stability during the Strategy implementation.

Estimations show that on macroeconomic level this period will be marked with
bigger or smaller degree of instability and presence of many risks (Government of the
Republic of Serbia, 2010). Mentioned is pointed out by economic trends in transition
period, which are additionally burdened with impacts of the world economic crisis
(started at the end of 2008), where crisis has led to a global fall of all macroeconomic
aggregates and indicators.

As more serious phenomenon, with longer recovery process, in 2011 came to new
wave of crisis (public debt crisis), followed by the deepening of foreign trade deficit,
fluctuation of exchange rate, low capital accumulation, higher investment risk and gen-
eral 1lliquidity of business entities. Mentioned aspects affected further weakening of na-
tional economy.

Macroeconomic aggregates represent a system of global and synthetic indicators
for expression of structure, dynamics and results of the economic activity of certain
economy. Basic macroeconomic indicator of any economy is the GDP (Gross domestic
product), which expresses the sum of values of final goods and services produced during
the defined period in observed territorial unit (Velickovi¢, Bara¢, 2009).

Until 2006, in statistical methodology of the Republic of Serbia were calculated
slightly different macroeconomic aggregates. Consequently, GDP is fit to DP (Domestic
product) which was formed exclusively by sum of values of final goods (excluding ser-
vices). This was mainly the consequence of administrative division of activities on econ-
omy and non-economy (established in 1977). Theoretically, mentioned division is based
on narrower concept, where only the economic activities were created domestic product,
and non-economic activities were involved in its redistribution and consumption.

It should be noted that after 2005, Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia
(SORS) was not published data about GDP per municipalities, as on municipal level this
indicator does not have large explanatory power. So, until 2006 were available only data
about total DP and DP per capita expressed in current prices. There are no complete data
on the DP structure, nor about its growth, as it is impossible to calculate having in mind
that there is no data about DP measured by base period prices (it can be only calculated
the growth of nominal DP), (Subi¢ et al., 2013). Although, there is necessity to make a
certain conclusions according to available data, present problems and analysis limita-
tions should be clearly stressed.

Methodology and data sources
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By paper will be presented the results of the national economy macroeconomic
indicators analysis: GDP (Gross domestic product) and inflow of FDI (Foreign direct
investments), within the period 2006-2012, both on republic and regional level. Data
were collected from official databases of Statistical Office of Republic of Serbia
(SORS).

Table 1 - Basic macroeconomic trends in Republic of Serbia (period 2006-2012)

Year Aver-

age an-

Indicator nual

2006 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | growth

rate (in

%)
GDP, current

prices, 1962,10 | 2.276.9 | 2.661.4 | 27201 | 2.881.9 | 3.208.6 | 33487 | 932
in mld. RSD

GDP, growth | 1655 | 1604 | 1689 | 221 595 | 1134 | 437 ;
rate , %1

G%%I‘{ml' 2332744 | 28.473.9 | 32.678.9 | 28.951.9 | 27.967.8 | 31.472.4 | 29.601.0 | 4,05

GDP,per | 3 14744 | 38574 | 44460 | 39547 | 38357 | 43506 | 4.111.8 | 456
capita, EUR
Population,

mid-year aver- | 7.411,57 | 7.381,58 | 7.350,22 | 7.320,81 | 7.291,44 | 7.234,10 | 7.199,08 | -0,48
age, in 000
GDP, mld.

RSD (current
prices previous | 2.702,60 | 2.848,06 | 2.956,83 | 2.853,17 | 2.881,89 | 2.927,06 | 2.882,48 1,08
year, ref. year
2010)
GDP, real
growth, %1
FDI2, net, mil.

3,60 5,40 3,80 -3,5 1,00 1,60 -1,50 -

3.322,60 | 1.820,80 | 1.824,40 | 1.372,50 | 860,10 | 1.826,90 | 231,90 | -35,83

EUR3 .4
FDL growth 116570 | 4520 | 020 | -2477 | 3733 | 11241 | -87.31 :
rate, %
FDL %GDP | 1424 | 639 | 558 | 474 | 308 | 580 | 078 | -3837
Exchange rate
EUR-RSD, | 84,10 | 7996 | 8144 | 9395 | 10304 | 101,95 | 113,13 | 507

period average
Number of em-
ployed, aver- | 2.026,00 | 2.002,00 | 1.999,00 | 1.889,00 | 1.796,00 | 1.746,00 | 1.727,00 | -2,63
age, in 0005
Unemployment
rate, MORG6

Results with discussion

20,90 18,10 13,60 16,10 19,20 23,00 23,9 -

Achieved domestic product (DP per capita) represents one of the basic economic
indicators with main goal to roughly describe level of development of observed econ-
omy. As indicator it has greater explanatory power (different levels can be directly com-
pared), but because of certain imperfections it is taken with a reserve.

According to previously mentioned, availability of data about DP for municipal
level represents serious limitation (data are available just for the period until 2005, in
current prices, what disabled the growth rates calculation). There is also a limitation
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from the aspect of time range, and there is no data about the structure of DP. Basic trends
of macroeconomic indicators in Serbia (for the period 2006-2012) are given in next table
(Table 1).

Note: 1 From January 2011 new methodology for GDP calculation is applied; 2
Foreign direct investments; 3 From Ist January 2010 was introduced a general system
of trade that covers all goods which enter/leave the economic territory of some country,
except goods in transit. According to this are corrected 2007, 2008 and 2009; 4 From
2007 is established a new methodology for balance of payment; 5 SORS is corrected the
data about employed persons starting from March 2009, besides all because of organi-
zation of records of Republic fund for health insurance; 6 Annual data of SORS from
Questionnaire of labour force for population older than 15 years.

Source: SORS, Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in Republic of Serbia 1997-2012;
Ministry of Finance, Basic indicators of macroeconomic trends; NBS, Basic macroeco-
nomic indicators.

Although the recovery of economic activity in Serbia after the first wave of crisis
is noticeable, indicators of macroeconomic trends are still at the level below the pre-
crisis (transition) period 2006-2008. In 2011 had been achieved a slight recovery of na-
tional economy (real growth of GDP for 1,6%), but with the presence of certain dose of
risk of further deterioration under the influence of a new crisis wave. For complete co-
ordination of national socio-economic and political goals, along with the process of ac-
cession to the EU, Serbia has harmonized its goals with the strategy Europe 2020 (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2010). As previous model of growth, based on growth of domestic
consumption and import, was unsustainable, new model of economic growth based on
industrial growth, investment and export, acceleration of reforms and European integra-
tion was established (Assembly of AP Vojvodina, 2013).

New wave of recession, during the 2012, brought to appearance of debt crises in
EU countries, as well as to real fall of GDP in Serbia (of 1,50%). In compare to 2011, it
comes to significant decrease of FDI (real fall of 87,31%). According to obtained nega-
tive variations in trends of observed macroeconomic indicators within the period 2006-
2012, it can be noted considerable instability of the Serbian macroeconomic environ-
ment. Coming out the crisis is imposing the institutional and economic-political adjust-
ments that will initiate changes in consumers and investors behaviour (Bosnjak, 2011).

State should has a key role in overcoming the market collapse and from that
aroused mistrust among market players. So, the view that market can solve by itself the
crisis it caused with short-term losses is unfounded, and without the state intervention
and institutional adjustment it can not be increased the market efficiency and stability,
as well as the quality of economic policy.

Effects of the global economic crisis that affected the entire national economy dur-
ing the period 2006-2012, have also spilled over the economy of Vojvodina Region. It
should be noted that in 2011 Region had larger share in formation of national GDP than
it was the case in 2010 (respectively, it was achieved the growth of 0,8%). Also, men-
tioned Region had in 2012 slightly higher participation in national GDP creation than it
was the case in 2011 (respectively, it was achieved the growth of 0,6%), (Table 2).

After focus on Vojvodina Region, according to calculation principle — place of
work in 2012, it can be ascertained:

Share in Republic GDP is 27,4%;
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With GDP of 477,000 RSD per capita it has for 2,6% higher value per capita than
republic average (what is for about 5,9 % higher value in compare to data from 2010);

Index is slightly above the republic level, what reflects relatively higher growth
rates of mentioned region within the period 2010-2012.

Table 2 - Regional GDP? (period 2011-2012)

SiDly BDP per
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Note: 1 without data for KiM.
Source: SORS, 2013; SORS, 2014.

Summarizing the macroeconomic trends in previous decade, it can be concluded
that the economic growth and development was driven through the attempt of simulta-
neous achievement of personal and public consumption growth, as well as through mar-
ket reforms, privatization and inflow of foreign direct investments, with establishment
of institutional and material assumption for sustainable development. However, if re-
sults achieved in the period 2006-2012 are analyzed, it can be concluded that they are,
in best case, just halfway. Achieved average annual rate of real GDP growth of about
1.8%, at first glance is acceptable, but it is still insufficient to compensate the large
developmental gap created during the 90s of the XX century. On the other side, great

2 Regional GDP represents regional equivalent of GDP as most important macroeconomic aggregate of certain national
economy and parameter of its productivity and efficiency in goods and services production needed in different types of
consumption. Sum of all regions GDP is identical to GDP of the Republic of Serbia.
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problem is reflected through the unfavourable structure of creation and use of moder-
ately increasing GDP, what leads to increase of foreign trade/economy imbalance
(growth of foreign trade and current balance of payment deficit). In this period main
components of economy growth were services.

Conclusion

Contemporary concept of management and decision making in regional develop-
ment includes 3 principles (Assembly of AP Vojvodina, 2013): decentralization, plan-
ning and partnership. So, synergy of terms and stakeholders at different management
levels is enabled by complete business environment, or by:

system of strategic decision-making on lower levels (decentralization);

planned management and targeted investment attraction (planning);

establishment of network within the public-private sector (partnership);

competitiveness advantages (of local area).

Development Strategy of Republic of Serbia up to 2020 is based on new model of
economic growth, established on sustainable and dynamic industrial development,
which can be adjusted to unique EU market, and hold out the competitiveness pressure
of its member countries.

Without stable industry growth and its dominant influence on export, and through
it on balance of payments, it is not possible to keep economic growth and macroeco-
nomic stability of the Republic and all regions. So, in period up to 2020 economic
growth and development will be based on next principles (Authors team, 2010): dy-
namic and sustainable industrial growth and development; proactive role of the state -
institutional building; improvement of investment ambient (attraction of more FDI re-
quires opened economy and health market ambient); encouraging of faster entrepreneur-
ship development; export increase and restructuring; educational system reform in line
to needs of economy; active and dynamic cooperation between science and industry;
reform of labour market and employment policy (decreasing of fiscal burden of labour);
polycentric development of regional industrial centres and regional business infrastruc-
ture; improvement of energetic efficiency; environmental protection, etc. According to
mentioned, basic scenario of future development include the change of domination of
consumption growth with growth of investments.
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KbI3bU10pAMHCKUI TOCY1apCTBEHHBIN YHUBEpPCUTET MEHN KOpKBIT ATa
Pecny6nuka Kazaxcran

AHrnuiickoe ciaoBo «hospitality» mpoucxoaut ot crapodpaHIly3CKOro ClioBa

«hospicey, 4TO 03HaYAET «TOCTENPUUMHBIN JoM». [losiBIeHNE MTepBBIX TPOOOPaA30B roc-
TUHUII, KaK U caMOi TTPO(ECcCHu 1Mo 0OCITyKUBAHUIO KIUEHTOB, YXOJIUT CBOUMH KOp-
HSIMU B Jlaniekoe mponuioe. ['ocTuHble JoMa ObUTH HMIMPOKO PaCIpOCTPaHEHBI MOBCE-
MECTHO. Y CJIyraMH 3TUX TOCTUHBIX JOMOB TOJIb30BAJTUCH KaK My TEIIECTBEHHUKH, TaK U
TOHIIBI, KYPhEPHl U BBICOKOIIOCTABJIICHHBIE TOCTH, TPABUTEILCTBEHHBIE CiIyKamiue. B
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