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FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT IN TRANSITION ECONOMIES 
SOUTH EASTERN EUROPE 

 
Abstract 

 
Foreign direct investment (FDI) are considered to be one of the key instruments in 

the reform process of South-East Europe (SEE). The extent to which these countries 
conducted reforms towards market economy, restructuring and privatization of 
enterprises, achieved macroeconomic stability and positive growth rates, finished the 
volume of inflows of FDI and its structure. Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia have 
received most of the capital in the region, following the Montenegro and Serbia, while 
other countries have much lower income. Also, the structure of FDI in Bulgaria and 
Romania was more favorable than in other countries of this region and is more 
oriented towards the export and production activities. This is more attractive in these 
countries because of their membership in the European Union, reached the level of 
reforms, and favorable investment climate. Political and economic risks in Serbia is 
still very strong, unlike the situation in Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia, as a 

СТРУЧНИ ЧЛАНЦИ consequence of delays in reforms. Advancement in association with the European 
Union and economic and social reforms, Serbia can expect a greater inflow of FDI and 
the change of its structure in favor of greenfield investment, production and export 
activities. 

 
Key words: foreign direct investments, privatization, the level of economic reform, 

investment climate. 
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 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007* 2008* 

  1,7 2,5 3,0 4,0 6,5 5,0 5,0 

 4,5 2,4 8,6 6,2 5,7 5,0 5,0 

 5,2 4,3 3,2 4,3 4,8 5,0 5,0 

 0,3 2,8 4,0 3,8 3,1 4,0 4,0 

 4,8 4,5 4,5 6,2 6,1 6,0 6,0 

 4,9 4,7 4,5 4,1 7,7 6,0 5,5 
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      2.        2002.-2007. e (  . ) 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007  

 0.13 0.18 0.34 0.26 0.32 0.65 1.88 

  0.08 0,04 0.06 0.48 0.6 0.88 2.14 

 0.47 1.4 0,97 1.5 4.3 2.2 10.84 

 1.1 2.0 1.1 1,78 3,6 2.5 12.08 

  0.26 0.38 0.7 0.59 0.7 1.4 4.63 

 0.08 0,1 0.16 0.97 0.42 0,32 2.05 

  2.12 4.1 3.33 5.58 9.94 7.95 33.02 
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THE INTERNATIONAL CAPITAL FLOW AND ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT OF SERBIA 

 

Abstract 
 

The international movement of capital as a global phenomenon today is the lacking 
of development of countries with their own funds, but also a danger that these countries 
find themselves in a subordinate position in relation to the decision-making centers on 
the placement of the capital. In this paper, the author analyzes modern forms of 
international planet-circling capital placement, the good and bad sides of debt, 
supporting the idea of good governance towards the cosmopolitan role of international 
capital. Our country, which is going trough a transition, is very interesting for foreign 
investors. According to the autor, our country should establish immediately the Serbian 
Development Bank in order to complete the placement of capital coming from 
international development sources, instead of using the commercial banks assets. 

The author concludes that, as a response to the global crisis, Serbia should follow 
the idea of the EU and the USA which founded EBRD, that is, the American Bank for 
National Development. 

 

Key words: international capital, foreign investment, direct foreign investment, 
portfolio investment, banks and stock exchanges, investment funds,…. 


