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Abstract 

The economic development of Serbia is largely based on traditional sectors (food 
industry, agriculture, construction, metal industry) characterized by low productivity and 
limited added value, employing over 50% of the total workforce. Consequently, Serbia 
has failed to reduce its development gap relative to the Central and Eastern European 
(CEE) countries over the past 20 years and remains at 60% of their average level. 
Achieved growth rates have primarily relied on increased investments and employment, 
with minimal contributions from technical progress and new technologies. Therefore, a 
shift in economic policy is necessary, emphasizing the application of knowledge and new 
technologies, along with significantly higher investment participation in the gross 
domestic product (GDP) from the domestic private sector. Only growth based on these 
assumptions will be sustainable in the long term and lead to increased competitiveness of 
the economy in the global market. 
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Introduction 

At the beginning of the 2000s, Serbia faced a significant economic lag compared 
to the countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), particularly when measured 
against developed nations of the European Union. This economic 
underdevelopment was primarily the result of hyperinflation during the 1990s, 
international sanctions imposed by the global community and the 1999 NATO 
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bombing. Following political changes in 2000, Serbia reopened to international 
cooperation and initiated a privatization process, which further weakened its 
economic structure, particularly through the dismantling of its industrial sector as 
the backbone of the economy. The country’s economic policy largely relied on 
foreign direct investments (FDIs) and public infrastructure development, while 
neglecting domestic private investments, resulting in a persistent gap in 
development compared to the developed world. 

In recent years, Serbia has achieved a moderate level of economic development, 
with growth and development primarily driven by increases in capital and 
employment, particularly in traditional sectors. The immediate determinants of 
economic growth include investments, employment and technological progress, 
supplemented by the broader economic environment characterized by 
macroeconomic stability (exchange rate stability, inflation control, tax policy, 
interest rates and infrastructure). Serbia's economy remains dominated by 
traditional sectors (construction, food processing, rubber manufacturing, 
metallurgy, agriculture and mining), which exhibit low productivity and limited 
added value, employing more than 50% of the workforce. Consequently, Serbia 
has failed to reduce the development gap with CEE countries over the past two 
decades and currently stands at 60% of their average development level. 

This paper analyzes the growth of Serbia's gross domestic product (GDP) and 
investments in the period following 2000, as well as the growth trends of these 
indicators in CEE countries and the global average. Primary aim is to determine, 
through comparative analysis, whether Serbia has managed to reduce its 
developmental lag relative to CEE countries, considering that in the 1980s, Serbia 
outperformed this group of countries in several economic development indicators. 
Based on the findings, recommendations can be provided to economic 
policymakers to address and rectify policy missteps that have occurred since 
2000. 

Methodology 

The defined subject and objectives of the research have determined the application 
of both qualitative and quantitative methodologies. Qualitative research has 
enabled an overview of scientific achievements related to the observed issue and 
facilitated necessary comparisons. The empirical research was conducted based on 
secondary data from relevant domestic and international sources, including 
textbooks from economics and related faculties, scientific journals, and statist ical 
data published by domestic and foreign institutions related to economic 
development. 
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The analytical method was used to identify the fundamental indicators and factors 
of economic development, as well as to provide their theoretical and empirical 
coverage and measurement. The synthetic method was applied to integrate key 
elements of economic development into a unified whole, allowing for the 
derivation of relevant conclusions. This method was also employed to connect 
individual indicators of GDP growth and other macroeconomic variables into a 
comprehensive system from which aggregated indicators and conclusions could 
be drawn. 

A comparative method was used to analyze Serbia’s GDP growth rates relative to 
Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries and the global average over two 
separate periods: 2001–2011 and 2012–2023. Additionally, gross investment rates 
in Serbia, CEE countries, and the global average were compared for the same 
periods. The comparative analysis led to the conclusion that Serbia's economic 
development is still predominantly based on traditional sectors with low 
productivity and limited added value, in contrast to CEE countries, where 
innovation-driven and high-tech sectors are more prevalent. 

The historical method was applied to chronologically present Serbia's economic 
development alongside CEE countries from 2000 to the present, using data from 
relevant databases such as the World Bank. Furthermore, historical data on 
Serbia’s and CEE countries’ economic development before and after 2000 were 
analyzed. The findings indicate that Serbia currently stands at 60% of the 
development level of CEE countries, whereas before the 1990s, it was more 
developed than them. 

The descriptive method was utilized to present relevant indicators of economic 
growth and development, along with factors influencing economic policy. The 
compilation method was employed to integrate the findings of empirical research 
and scientific studies conducted by other authors who have examined similar 
topics. 

Literature Review 

Economic growth is a measurable, numerically expressed component of 
development that represents the aggregate economic value of goods and services 
produced within a given time period (Madžar, 2002). In addition to economic 
growth, economic development encompasses structural changes in the economy 
and, accordingly, represents a process of overcoming economic backwardness 
(Djurić-Kuzmanović, 2001). Economic development involves an increase in 
national economic output while also explaining complex transformations in the 
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composition and structure of the economy, as well as changes in the significance 
and contribution of various inputs to overall output growth (Rosić, 2002). 

The significance of economic growth is reflected in its contribution to the overall 
prosperity of society. Growth enables an increase in the consumption of goods 
and services, as well as improvements in the quantity and quality of public goods 
and services, thereby raising the standard of living within a society. Therefore, 
increasing the rate of economic growth and development remains one of the 
primary objectives of macroeconomic policy (Kitanović et al., 2008). 

Economic development is not merely an economic phenomenon. Ultimately, it 
must encompass more than the material and financial aspects of human life. It 
should be understood as a multidimensional process that, in addition to increasing 
material production, entails a reorganization of the entire economic and social 
system (Cvetanović, 2004). 

Economic development should not be perceived as a linear, historically 
determined, and constantly recurring trend. Instead, it should be regarded as a 
process characterized by continuous positive and negative deviations around a 
certain equilibrium growth trend. Development is considered sustainable if it 
meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs (Pokrajac, 2002). Sustainable 
development, beyond its economic and environmental dimensions, must also be 
socially, culturally, and politically viable. Global markets and global technologies 
have the potential to enrich human lives in every corner of the world and 
significantly expand the range of choices available to individuals (Jovanović 
Gavrilović, 2005). 

New Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) create opportunities 
for economic growth, development, improved healthcare, better services, and 
overall social and cultural advancement (Ilić, 2005). Increases in production and 
services, and consequently GDP growth, can occur even without additional 
investments, thanks to technological progress and better utilization of existing 
resources (Bajec & Joksimović, 2004). 

The most significant sources of economic growth include the size and quality of 
the labor force, the quality of capital (research and development, technology 
transfer, innovation), and improvements in the efficiency of combining labor and 
capital in production (Vukotić, 2001). The importance of natural resources for a 
country's economy is determined by its level of economic and technological 
development, the characteristics of its economic structure, the position of the 
national economy within the international division of labor, and a range of 
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strategic and political factors that shape the country’s development orientation 
(Aranđelović, 2004). 

Globalization is often presented as a qualitatively new stage in the development of 
the world economy, characterized by the dominance of transnational corporations, 
financial capital, and the consequent redistribution of economic and political 
functions between nation-states, transnational corporations, and international 
organizations (Leković, 2008). Without delving into the political aspects of 
globalization, it can be concluded that it is a long-term economic trend that should 
not be resisted, as modern society is inherently characterized by processes of 
interconnection, internationalism, and global integration (Veselinović, 2006). 

Beck (2003) defines globalization as a process through which transnational actors 
with different power prospects, orientations, identities, and networks intersect 
sovereign nation-states. Globalization represents an unstoppable process, and any 
state that opposes its manifestation would be condemned to political isolation and 
economic stagnation (Mesarić, 2002). In the globalization process, the rules of the 
game are dictated by the large and powerful, making autocracy appear as the only 
alternative to globalization. Regardless of whether globalization is beneficial for 
some and detrimental for others, isolation is undoubtedly the worst possible 
outcome, meaning it should never be considered an alternative to globalization 
(Drašković, 2003). 

Serbia’s transition began with a decade-long delay, during which the initial 
advantages the country had over other post-socialist economies were lost. The 
advantage of entering the transition later and learning from the experiences of 
others was squandered, ultimately affecting the balance of achieved results 
(Jovanović Gavrilović, 2010). Serbia’s industry lags significantly behind other 
transition economies. The technological structure of the industry has not 
substantially changed, and it remains dominated by low-tech and medium-low-
tech subsectors. The services sector has a disproportionately large share in GDP 
creation and contributes the most to its growth (Ministry of Finance, 2011). 

Serbia is too poor relative to its production potential. Consequently, the country 
should focus on developing industrial production—particularly in the machinery 
and automotive industries, as well as the broader chemical industry—to achieve 
competitiveness in foreign markets (Hausmann et al., 2009). 

Economic policy can have both positive and negative effects on structural changes 
in the economy, either bringing it closer to or pushing it further away from its 
optimal state (Marjanović, 2015). Therefore, a state's ability to shape and 
influence the structure of the economy and individual sectors through appropriate 
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economic policies is crucial. It must efficiently, continuously, and actively 
implement structural changes in accordance with the available development 
factors (Mićić, 2016). 

In developing countries, structural changes are essential to ensure faster progress 
toward higher levels of development (Lin, 2012) and to reach countries with a 
higher GDP per capita. Today, in addition to the main drivers of structural 
change—innovation and new technologies—factors such as knowledge, 
investment, externalities, skills, resource utilization, supply and demand, 
international trade, connectivity and agglomerations, institutional frameworks, 
and globalization play a significant role (UNIDO, 2013). 

Deindustrialization leads to the tertiarization of the economic structure due to the 
strong development of the service sector. This is a long-term process that varies to 
some extent between countries (Timmer, Akkus, 2008). A common characteristic 
of this process is the correlation between GDP per capita, sectoral contributions to 
GDP, value added, employment distribution, and labor productivity. 

In endogenous growth theories, technology plays a central role in explaining 
economic development and structural change (Baldwin, Braconier & Forslid, 
2005). These theories also examine the role of research and development, 
infrastructure, government, institutional factors, and organizations. Furthermore, 
they incorporate intangible factors such as organizational structure, managerial 
capabilities, and culture in explaining development and structural transformations. 

GDP Growth in CEE Countries and Serbia from 2000 to 2024 

Serbia has achieved a moderate level of economic development, with growth 
driven primarily by increased capital and employment in traditional sectors. 
However, to achieve further growth and join the ranks of high-income developed 
countries, a shift toward high-tech industries is essential. These are sectors with 
high added value, capable of attracting young, highly skilled labor to remain in 
the country and contribute to its development. 

Immediate determinants of economic growth include investment rate, 
employment and technological progress, while additional factors encompass 
economic environment, such as macroeconomic stability (exchange rate stability, 
inflation control, tax policy, interest rates, and infrastructure). Fundamental 
growth factors include geographic attributes, historical heritage, culture and 
institutions (Arsić, 2024). 

Serbia’s economy is dominated by traditional sectors, such as construction, food 
processing, rubber manufacturing, metallurgy, agriculture and mining, which 
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exhibit low productivity and limited added value, employing over 50% of the 
workforce. As a result, Serbia has failed to narrow the development gap with CEE 
countries over the past two decades, remaining at 60% of their average 
development level (Petrović, 2024). In contrast, countries like Croatia, Romania 
and Bulgaria have reached approximately 90% of the CEE average. 

Serbia's GDP growth has been driven by increased employment, capital 
accumulation and some technological progress. High growth rate has primarily 
been the result of increased investments and employment, with minimal 
contributions from technological advancements, contrary to the CEE growth 
model, where technological progress serves as the primary driver. Investment and 
employment-based growth model is gradually becoming unsustainable due to 
unfavorable demographic trends. 

Economic growth in Serbia has predominantly been fueled by investments, which 
in recent years have exceeded 20% of GDP. However, two-thirds of these 
investments have been initiated by the state through public institutions and 
enterprises, while foreign investors accounted for one-third. Domestic private 
enterprises have not contributed to this investment growth; their investments have 
declined, highlighting a significant structural imbalance. This raises the question 
of whether Serbia can sustain its current growth trajectory (Petrović, 2024). 
Domestic investments are largely concentrated in traditional sectors, reflecting a 
reluctance among investors to engage in riskier, high-tech projects that are 
prevalent in technologically advanced economies. Future growth must be based 
on the adoption of new technologies by domestic private sector, which requires an 
appropriate environment, including strong institutions, the rule of law and focus 
on education. 

Investments represent a crucial immediate factor in economic growth, as their 
level and efficiency reflect the quality of economic policy and institutional 
frameworks. Investments also influence other drivers of economic growth, such as 
technological progress and employment. The impact of investments on economic 
growth depends on numerous factors, including macroeconomic and institutional 
environment, the openness of the economy, the intensity of competition and 
others. According to Levin and Renelt (1992), investments and economic 
openness are the most significant drivers of economic growth, while Mankiw et 
al. (1992) estimate that investments in physical capital account for approximately 
one-third of economic growth. 

Three groups of factors determine differences in investment efficiency across 
countries. Institutions: these include the protection of property rights and equal 
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treatment of market participants. Structural Characteristics of the Economy: this 
encompasses the development of financial system, the openness of economic 
system, demographic characteristics of the population and similar factors. 
Economic Policy: this includes tax policy, inflation levels, public debt, wage 
dynamics, productivity and other related elements (Besley, 1995; Lim, 2014). 

The most successful episodes of high GDP growth rates and economic 
convergence with developed countries in recent decades—such as Italy (1960–
1980), Spain (1980–2009), Japan (1966–1997), South Korea (1988–2010) and 
Taiwan (1968–2008)—were primarily based on several common characteristics 
(Šoškić, 2024): 

� Ambitious initial reform packages, 
� Productivity growth, 
� A significant increase in the share of investments in GDP and 
� Development of financial system. 

Economic development consists of two primary components: 1) Economic 
Growth and 2) Structural Changes in the Economy (Devetaković et al., 2010). 
Factors influencing economic development can be categorized into: 1. Basic or 
Primary Factors - these include population and its structure, the level and 
availability of natural resources  and the size of the country; 2. Systemic Factors - 
these refer to the dominant forms of ownership, decision-making systems and 
coordination and management mechanisms; 3. Effects of Economic and 
Development Policies - these include policy interventions that shape economic 
performance and long-term development trajectories (Dragutinović et al., 2012). 

One of the most critical missing factors explaining the poor performance of 
underdeveloped countries is social infrastructure. Social infrastructure includes 
"soft" factors that facilitate economic interactions, thereby enhancing the 
efficiency of all other factors. These factors encompass property rights, human 
rights and the rule of law. Additionally, public infrastructure serves as a key 
determinant that raises the production function, ceteris paribus (Burda & 
Wyplosz, 2012). 

The most commonly used indicator of a country's economic performance is 
economic growth, measured by the increase in real GDP or real GDP per capita 
over a specific period. A growing economy signifies an increasing number of 
jobs, greater capacity to finance the public sector and improved population 
welfare. Economic efficiency refers to the effectiveness with which an economic 
system utilizes available resources (including knowledge) either in a specific 
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period (static efficiency) or over time (dynamic efficiency) (Gregory & Stuart, 
2015). 

Structural changes significantly influence the design and implementation of 
economic policy, which represents the deliberate effort by the state to achieve 
specific development objectives. Economic policy can either positively or 
negatively impact changes in the economic structure, steering it closer to or 
further away from its optimal configuration (Marjanović, 2015, p. 67). Therefore, 
it is crucial for the state to possess the capacity to shape and influence the 
economy’s structure and the composition of individual sectors through 
appropriate economic policies. This requires effectively, continuously and 
proactively implementing structural changes in alignment with the available 
development factors (Mićić, 2016, pp. 153–161). 

Data from Table 1 indicate that Serbia has achieved a higher average GDP growth 
rate compared to the average of CEE countries and the global average. However, 
it is important to consider that Serbia started from a very low baseline at the 
beginning of the 2000s. This low baseline was a direct consequence of the events 
during the 1990s, including international sanctions imposed by the UN Security 
Council, hyperinflation in 1992/93 and the 1999 NATO bombing. These factors 
left the Serbian economy severely devastated and disconnected from global 
economic flows. 

Table 1: GDP in Serbia, CEE and World from 2001 to 2011, annual growth rates 
in % 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Avg. 

Serbia 6,9 6,4 4,4 9,0 5,5 5,1 6,4 5,7 -2,7 0,7 2,0 4,44 

CEE 3,1 3,6 4,1 5,8 5,0 6,6 6,4 1,9 -3,9 1,7 3,1 3,58 

World 2,0 2,3 3,2 4,5 4,0 4,5 4,5 2,1 -1,3 4,5 3,3 3,04 

Source: World Bank, database, https://data.worldbank.org, Statistical Office of the 
Republic of Serbia 

Since 2012, Serbia’s average GDP growth rate has fallen below the average of 
Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries and the global average (Table 2). 
This period was marked by two major global events that significantly impacted 
the economies of all nations: the 2008 global economic and financial crisis and 
the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020. Both events resulted in substantial reductions in 
economic activity worldwide. However, some countries suffered less due to the 
resilience and adaptability of their economies to external shocks. 
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For Serbia, the economic trajectory post-2000 was notably shaped by the 
privatization of state-owned enterprises. This process had significant effects on 
the country's development path. Privatization effectively became a process of 
deindustrialization, as buyers of production enterprises were not obligated to 
continue operations. A considerable portion of enterprise acquisitions was 
motivated by the favorable locations of these properties, with plans to repurpose 
them for commercial and residential real estate development in the future. This led 
to numerous negative consequences, including: a decline in GDP, increased 
unemployment and a decrease in the population’s standard of living. Additionally, 
Serbia consistently faced a negative trade balance, characterized by higher imports 
than exports. The country’s external debt has also shown a continuous upward 
trend over the years. 

Table 2: GDP in Serbia, CEE and World from 2012 to 2023, annual growth rates 
in % 
 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Avg. 

Ser. -0,7 2,9 -1,6 1,8 3,3 2,1 4,5 4,3 -0,9 7,7 2,5 2,5 2,37 

CEE 0,8 0,7 3,2 4,0 2,7 5,1 4,9 3,9 -3,4 6,5 4,1 0,5 2,72 

Wor 2,7 2,8 3,1 3,1 2,8 3,4 3,3 2,6 -3,1 6,2 3,1 2,7 2,71 

Source: World Bank, database, https://data.worldbank.org, Statistical Office of the 
Republic of Serbia 

Investment Policy as a Driver of Economic Development 

Investments are one of the key drivers of economic growth, with their efficiency 
reflecting the quality of a country’s economic policies and institutions. 
Investments also impact other factors of economic growth, such as technological 
progress and employment. Differences in investment efficiency play a crucial role 
in determining the level of economic development among countries. The 
challenges of rational investment—efficient planning and execution of appropriate 
investment projects—are among the critical issues in economic development, as 
investment failures can have significant negative macroeconomic consequences. 
Macroeconomic policy must create a favorable investment climate to encourage 
domestic and foreign investments, thereby promoting overall economic and social 
development. 

The efficiency of investments varies between countries depending on the quality 
of institutions, the structure of the economy and the policies implemented. In 
addition to foreign investments, domestic public and private investments play a 
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crucial role in economic development, as demonstrated empirically in many 
developed countries. Foreign direct investments (FDIs) can have numerous 
positive effects on the host country but may also bring negative consequences, 
particularly for economies overly reliant on them. This is especially true for FDIs 
that are primarily attracted by cheap labor and significant tax incentives or 
subsidies. 

Beyond domestic savings, other factors influence the level of investments, 
including macroeconomic policies, institutional quality and economic structure. 
Economic policy positively affects private investments if it maintains 
macroeconomic stability, characterized by low inflation, stable exchange rates, 
low and relatively stable interest rates and the absence of risks related to public or 
private debt crises (Aizenman & Nancy, 1993). Fatas & Mihov (2013) argue that 
investment policy benefits more from consistent economic rules rather than 
discretionary government decisions. A stable and predictable policy framework 
enhances investor confidence, reduces uncertainty and fosters sustained economic 
growth. 

Empirical studies have demonstrated that countries with higher domestic savings 
achieve greater investment levels and faster economic growth. Feldstein & 
Horioka (1981) established that differences in investment rates among countries 
closely correlate with differences in domestic savings rates. Similarly, Aizenman 
et al. (2007) found that developing countries finance approximately 90% of their 
capital investments through domestic savings. These studies also highlight that 
economies relying more on domestic savings for investment financing experience 
higher economic growth. High levels of domestic savings reflect strong 
institutions, a favorable business environment and sound economic policies. 
Aghion et al. (2006) underscore the importance of domestic savings in developing 
countries, emphasizing that it facilitates the adoption of advanced technologies 
critical for economic modernization. 

Developing economies often base their growth strategies on foreign direct 
investments (FDIs), which provide various advantages: access to advanced 
technologies unavailable domestically, integration into international markets 
(particularly through global multinational corporations), and improvements in 
managerial practices and workplace discipline (Filipović & Nikolić, 2017). 

However, insufficient total investments negatively impact labor productivity, 
employment and future real wages, fostering emigration trends. To boost total 
investments, it is essential to increase productive public investments and use 
economic policy to create systemic incentives for both savings and investments. 
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In Serbia's transition period, FDIs were predominantly realized through 
privatization rather than greenfield investments, leading to less transformative 
effects on the economy (Maksimović & Kostić, 2019). 

Data from Table 3 reveal that investment rates in Serbia from 2001 to 2011 were 
significantly lower than the average for Central and Eastern European (CEE) 
countries and the global average. This disparity has substantially influenced 
Serbia's GDP trends compared to peer economies. 

Table 3: Gross investments in Serbia, CEE and World from 2001 to 2011, as a 
part of GDP in % 
 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Avg. 

Ser. 12,2 15,1 17,1 19,5 19,4 21,2 23,8 23,7 18,7 17,7 17,5 18,72 

CEE 23,5 22,7 27,8 22,9 23,5 24,7 27,1 27,4 23,6 22,2 22,6 24,36 

Wor. 23,3 22,6 22,7 23,1 23,6 24,0 24,2 23,5 23,5 23,4 23,9 23,5 

Source: World Bank, database, https://data.worldbank.org 

In Serbia, there are frequent changes in economic policy, with a large number of 
laws being passed through expedited procedures, often without necessary public 
consultations. This creates uncertainty in business operations and increases risks, 
which negatively affects investment decisions. Furthermore, an important cause of 
low domestic investments in Serbia is weak institutions. These institutions create 
so-called non-commercial risks, such as weak protection of property rights, 
frequent changes in regulations and similar factors. Characteristics of weak 
institutions include complicated bureaucratic procedures, high levels of 
corruption, a large informal economy and unequal treatment of investors, all of 
which contribute to increased investment costs and, consequently, a lower volume 
of investments. In such an environment, investors are forced to spend a significant 
portion of their time and resources on non-productive activities, such as lobbying, 
which results in a reduction of resources available for investment. 

After 2011, Serbia saw a gradual increase in the investment-to-GDP ratio, which 
for the period 2012-2023 was 19.54%, approaching the CEE average of 21.34%, 
but still significantly lower than the global average of 25.27%. Since 2019, 
Serbia's investment rate has been higher than the CEE countries, but it is still 
insufficient to significantly reduce the development gap. Economic literature 
suggests that Serbia would need an investment rate of at least 25% of GDP to 
catch up with the developed world. A key factor in achieving sustainable growth 
is the sectoral structure of investments, particularly a higher share of domestic 
private investments in total investments. A greater role for domestic investment 
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would significantly increase the competitiveness of the domestic economy and 
create the basis for long-term sustainable development in the global market. 

Table 4: Gross investments in Serbia, CEE and World from 2012 to 2023, as a 
part of GDP in % 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Avg. 

Serb. 20,2 16,5 15,9 17,0 17,1 17,7 20,0 22,5 21,4 22,5 24,2 19,54 

CEE 22,0 21,3 21,6 22,2 20,4 20,5 21,1 21,8 21,2 21,1 21,5 21,34 

Wor. 24,4 24,5 24,8 25,0 24,8 25,0 25,4 25,7 25,8 26,4 26,2 25,27 

Source: World Bank, database, https://data.worldbank.org 

Conclusion 

Frequent changes in economic policy are characteristic of Serbia, creating 
uncertainty in business operations, increasing business risks and negatively 
impacting investment decisions. A major cause of low domestic investment in 
Serbia is weak institutions, which create so-called non-commercial risks, such as 
weak protection of property and contract rights, frequent changes in regulations 
and similar issues. Economic literature suggests that Serbia needs to achieve an 
investment rate of at least 25% to catch up with the developed world. The sectoral 
structure of investments is also crucial, particularly the increased participation of 
domestic private investments in total investments. This would significantly 
enhance the competitiveness of domestic economy and create the conditions for 
long-term sustainable development in the global market. 

Investments represent one of the key elements of economic policy, as their 
implementation creates the conditions not only for economic development but 
also for the stability of economic and social flows. Less developed countries, such 
as Serbia, should base their economic development, among other things, on 
structural adjustment through increased investments. The economic structure of 
investments determines the productive structure of the national economy, imports, 
exports, employment and other key macroeconomic indicators. Therefore, 
ensuring a favorable investment climate is an important part of developmental 
economic policy, which includes a sound legislative framework, an efficient and 
non-corrupt judiciary, minimal bureaucratic obstacles to investments, good 
physical infrastructure, skilled and qualified workforce. 
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