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SERBIA ON THE ROAD TO THE EU

EU ac­ces­sion is Ser­bia’s most im­por­tant stra­te­gic goal. Ser­
bi­a’s ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons to join the Eu­ro­pean Union are very com­
plex and de­man­ding. Ser­bia was gran­ted EU can­di­da­te sta­
tus on March 1, 2012. In Sep­tem­ber 2013, a Sta­bi­li­za­tion and 
As­so­ci­a­tion Agre­e­ment bet­we­en the EU and Ser­bia en­te­red 
in­to for­ce. On Ja­nu­ary 21, 2014, the first in­ter­go­vern­men­tal 
con­fe­ren­ce to­ok pla­ce, sig­na­ling the for­mal start of Ser­bia’s 
ac­ces­sion ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons (1). The first chap­ters we­re ope­ned in 
De­cem­ber 2015. Af­ter six years of ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons, Ser­bia ope­
ned 18 the­ma­tic chap­ters (out of 35) from the EU acquis com­
munautaire in Ser­bia’s ac­ces­sion ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons with the Eu­ro­
pean Union and clo­sed two chap­ters in 11 in­ter­go­vern­men­
tal con­fe­ren­ces. Ser­bia han­ded over ad­di­ti­o­nal ne­go­ti­a­ting 
po­si­ti­ons in a furt­her fi­ve chap­ters. Ne­go­ti­a­ting po­si­ti­ons for 
the two chap­ters ha­ve not yet been han­ded over, and Ser­bia 
has yet to meet the initial benchmarks in the eight negotia­
ting chap­ters. It al­so ne­eds to me­et the pro­vi­si­o­nal cri­te­ria 
for Chap­ters 23 and 24. Only two chap­ters we­re ope­ned in 
2019, and no­ne in 2020, which re­pre­sent the we­a­kest re­sult 
in this fi­eld sin­ce the end of 2015, when the first two chap­ters 
we­re ope­ned (in 2016 fo­ur chap­ters we­re ope­ned, in 2017 
six, and 2018 again fo­ur). Chap­ters that ha­ve been ope­ned 
within the framework of the accession negotiations by De­
cem­ber 2020 are: 4 – Free mo­ve­ment of ca­pi­tal; 5 – Pu­blic pr­
o­cu­re­ment; 6 – Com­pany law; 7 – In­tel­lec­tual Pro­perty law; 
9 – Fi­nan­cial ser­vi­ces; 13 – Fis­he­ri­es; 17 – Eco­no­mic and mo­
ne­tary po­licy; 18 – sta­ti­stics; 20 – En­ter­pri­se and in­du­strial 
po­licy; 23 – Ju­di­ci­ary and fun­da­men­tal rights; 24 – Ju­sti­ce, 
fre­e­dom, se­cu­rity; 25 – Sci­en­ce and re­se­arch; 26 – Edu­ca­tion 
and cul­tu­re; 29 – Cu­stoms union; 30 – Ex­ter­nal re­la­ti­ons; 32 
– Fi­nan­cial con­trol; 33 – Fi­nan­cial and bud­ge­tary pro­vi­si­ons; 
35 – Nor­ma­li­za­tion of re­la­ti­ons bet­we­en Ser­bia and Ko­so­-
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vo. Two of them ha­ve been pro­vi­si­o­nally clo­sed (chap­ters 25 
and 26). Ser­bia ta­bled its ne­go­ti­a­ting po­si­ti­ons on chap­ters 2 
and 21. Ser­bia was al­so in­vi­ted to ta­ble its ne­go­ti­a­ting po­si­ti­ons 
on chap­ters 3, 10, 14, 27, and 28. So, af­ter six years, we can say 
that Ser­bia has yet to re­ach the mid­dle of ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons. Es­sen­tial 
chapters are considered to be Chapters 23 and 24, which relate 
to the rule of law, and the lack of progress in these Chapters can 
slow down the whole accession process.
For ci­ti­zens of Ser­bia, vi­sa-free tra­ve­ling to the Schen­gen 

Area has been in for­ce sin­ce De­cem­ber 2009. A re­ad­mis­sion 
agre­e­ment bet­we­en the Eu­ro­pean Union and Ser­bia has been in 
for­ce sin­ce 2008. Ser­bia’s fi­scal adjust­ments in re­cent years ha­
ve sig­ni­fi­cantly im­pro­ved the su­sta­i­na­bi­lity of pu­blic debt. The 
sta­bi­lity of the fi­nan­cial sec­tor has been pre­ser­ved, and the per­
formance of the labor market has been enhanced except for the 
dec­li­ning ac­ti­vity ra­te of young pe­o­ple. Ser­bia’s fo­re­ign po­licy is 
in li­ne with the EU po­licy of 53%, which tran­sla­tes in­to 46 of 87 
Eu­ro­pean dec­la­ra­ti­ons in the fi­eld. Ma­jor struc­tu­ral re­forms of 
public administration and tax administration have progressed 
slowly. The state still has a substantial stake in the economy, 
and the private sector remains underdeveloped. There are we­
aknesses in the rule of law and the enforcement of competition. 
In­vest­ments ha­ve in­cre­a­sed but are still in­suffi ­ci­ent. Eu­ro­pean 
Com­mis­sion re­com­men­da­tion to Ser­bia re­gar­ding tra­de ne­go­ti­
a­ti­ons fo­cu­ses on com­ple­ting ac­ces­sion to the WTO by adop­ting 
an amen­ded law on ge­ne­ti­cally mo­di­fied or­ga­nisms and com­
pleting remaining bilateral market access negotiations (2). 
In 2018, the co­ve­ra­ge of im­ports by ex­ports of com­mo­di­

ti­es in Ser­bia amo­un­ted to 74.2%. Com­pa­red to the pre-cri­sis 
pe­riod, the sha­re of ex­port to GDP do­u­bled, and in 2018 it 
amo­un­ted to 50.9% of GDP (see Ta­ble 1). Ger­many, Italy, and 
the Rus­sian Fe­de­ra­tion are the lar­gest of Ser­bia’s ex­ter­nal tra­
ding part­ners. Re­gar­ding Chi­na abo­ve­men­ti­o­ned, Serbia has 
a hu­ge tra­de de­fi­cit.

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Real GDP, y-o-y % 5.7 -2.7 0.7 2.0 -0.7 2.9 -1.6 1.8 3.3 2.0 4.4 4.2
Exports, in % 12.6 -11.5 16.9 5.6 2.9 18.0 4.3 9.4 11.9 8.2 8.3 9.9
Imports, in % 10.1 -21.9 -0.1 7.2 -0.6 6.5 5.1 4.0 6.7 11.1 11.6 10.7
NBS Key Policy Rate, in % 17.8 9.5 11.5 9.8 11.3 9.5 8.0 4.5 4.0 3.5 3.0 2.25
Nominal Wages, in % 18.0 9.0 7.6 11.2 9.0 6.2 1.4 -0.2 3.7 3.9 6.5 10.6
Unemployment Rate, in % 13.6 16.1 19.2 23.0 23.9 22.1 19.2 17.7 15.3 13.5 12.7 10.4
Current Account 
Deficit BPM-6 (% of GDP) 20.0 6.3 6.5 10.3 10.9 5.8 5.6 3.5 2.9 5.2 4.8 6.9

Ac­cor­ding to the Eu­ro­pean Com­mis­sion 2019 Re­port for 
Ser­bia, the co­un­try has con­ti­nued to per­fo­rm well in me­e­ting 
its obli­ga­ti­ons un­der the Sta­bi­li­za­tion and As­so­ci­a­tion Agre­-

Table 1. Serbia’s Economic Indicators, in % (3) Source: NBS – National Bank of Serbia



51

e­ment. In 2018 so­me re­stric­ti­ons on the pos­si­bi­lity to grant lo­
ans to non-re­si­dent bor­ro­wers we­re lif­ted, and Ser­bia al­so re­
moved the export ban on non-hazardous waste, which resto­
red free tra­de. Ser­bia con­ti­nu­es to par­ti­ci­pa­te in the mul­ti­la­te­ral 
eco­no­mic di­a­lo­gue with the Com­mis­sion and EU Mem­ber Sta­
tes to prepare for participation in multilateral surveillance and 
EU eco­no­mic po­licy co­or­di­na­tion. As part of the new ap­pro­
ach to eco­no­mic go­ver­nan­ce, Ser­bia adop­ted its fifth eco­no­mic 
reform program and is implementing reforms recommended 
by the Eco­no­mic and Fi­nan­cial Affa­irs Co­un­cil. Im­pro­ve­ments 
are needed in the area of the capacity for economic planning, 
inter-ministerial coordination, and implementation. Also, com­
pli­an­ce is­su­es re­main in sta­te aid and fi­scal di­scri­mi­na­tion on 
alcohol, and restrictions on the acquisition of real estate also 
re­main. In Ju­ne 2018, Ser­bia in­tro­du­ced new re­stric­ting ru­les – 
regarding the issuance of payment cards by banks – that are not 
in li­ne with the EU ac­qu­is and the Sta­bi­li­za­tion and As­so­ci­a­tion 
Agreement. 
Ser­bia, as a can­di­da­te co­un­try ne­go­ti­a­ting the EU mem­

bership regarding public procurement, inter-governmental 
agreements concluded with third countries, and their imple­
men­ta­tion sho­uld fol­low the EU prin­ci­ples of equ­al tre­at­ment, 
transparency, non-discrimination, and competition. Non-com­
pliance with the principle of equal treatment, transparency, 
non-discrimination, and competition, according to the mentio­
ned Eu­ro­pean Com­mis­sion Re­port, has the effect of pre­ven­ting 
EU com­pa­ni­es from par­ti­ci­pa­ting in lar­ge-sca­le in­fra­struc­tu­re 
projects implemented in the country. 
The Re­pu­blic of Ser­bia, which has been in the EU ac­ces­sion 

process for a long time now, is now turning to China as an eco­
no­mic part­ner and the EU as a ma­jor eco­no­mic part­ner. Tra­de 
bet­we­en Chi­na and Ser­bia tri­pled bet­we­en 2005 and 2016, to 
1.6 bil­lion USD, but it is a very un­ba­lan­ced re­la­ti­on­ship: Chi­na 
ex­ports ap­pro­xi­ma­tely 1 bil­lion USD in go­ods, whe­re­as Ser­bia 
ex­ports 1 mil­lion USD of go­ods to Chi­na. In­vest­ments are ri­sing 
be­ca­u­se the Ser­bian go­vern­ment can act qu­ickly as a non-EU 
member. We will see how things will go in the future, but there 
are positive developments in this economic cooperation.
Jo­han­nes Hahn, Eu­ro­pean Com­mis­si­o­ner for Eu­ro­pean Ne­

ig­hbor­hood Po­licy and En­lar­ge­ment Ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons, ex­pres­sed 
con­cern that so­me Bal­kan co­un­tri­es we­re bor­ro­wing he­a­vily 
from Chi­na. If a go­vern­ment can­not pay its lo­ans, the­re is so­
me pressure for transfer into Chinese ownership. He pointed 
out that the EU is maybe slo­wer and de­mands mo­re than the 
others, but in the end, they are by far the fairest partner (4).  
Alt­ho­ugh the EU holds the lar­gest in­ve­stor in Ser­bia, gro­wing 
Chinese investment has not gone unnoticed and unresponsi­
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ve. Re­gar­ding Ser­bia, the Eu­ro­pean Union is al­ready con­cer­ned 
over Rus­sian in­flu­en­ce, espe­ci­ally in me­dia and cul­tu­re.
On the ot­her hand, for the EU, Chi­na po­ses a much mo­re dan­

ge­ro­us thre­at be­ca­u­se its in­flu­en­ce is gro­wing not only in the cul­
ture and media but also in the economic area. Concerns about 
Chi­ne­se in­vest­ments we­re al­so ra­i­sed in a 2017 re­port from the 
Eu­ro­pean Bank for Re­con­struc­tion and De­ve­lop­ment. Chi­na, as 
a co­un­try in­vol­ved in Ser­bia, has the be­ne­fit of not ha­ving to abi­
de by EU le­gal ru­les. Most Chi­ne­se en­ter­pri­ses that ha­ve en­te­red 
the Ser­bian mar­ket are eit­her sta­te-ow­ned or ha­ve clo­se ti­es with 
the Chinese state. Chinese companies are also increasingly perce­
i­ved as dan­ge­ro­us com­pe­ti­tion wit­hin the Eu­ro­pean Union.
Ma­jor struc­tu­ral re­forms of sta­te-ow­ned en­ter­pri­ses in Ser­

bia ha­ve pro­gres­sed much slo­wer than ex­pec­ted from the EU 
offi ­ci­als. The fact is that the Eu­ro­pean Union re­qu­i­re­ments un­
der the negotiation process include those for the privatization 
of lar­ge sta­te-ow­ned en­ter­pri­ses in Ser­bia. That me­ans that all 

com­pa­ni­es ow­ned by the Re­pu­blic of Ser­bia, lo­cal 
self-government, or the province are potential pri­
va­ti­za­tion can­di­da­tes. In li­ne with the­se re­com­men­
dations, two important privatizations were comple­
ted: the steel mill Sme­de­re­vo in 2016 and the mi­ning 
com­pany Bor in 2018. In both com­pa­ni­es, the ma­jo­

rity of ow­ners be­ca­me com­pa­ni­es from Chi­na. Sin­ce the­re are 
still lar­ge sta­te-ow­ned com­pa­ni­es in Ser­bia, they are po­ten­tial 
candidates for privatization in the following years.

SERBIA’S NEGOTIATIONS FOR WTO MEMBERSHIP

Relations between the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia 
and the General Agreement on Customs and Trade (GATT) be­
gan from the ob­ser­va­tion sta­ge, which la­sted from 1950 to 1958. 
With the signing of the Declaration on the Regulation of Rela­
ti­ons bet­we­en Yugo­sla­via and GATT on May 25, 1959, re­la­ti­
ons mo­ved on to the sta­ge of as­so­ci­a­te mem­ber­ship. On Au­gust 
25, 1966, SFR Yugo­sla­via fully ac­ce­ded GATT. At the ini­ti­a­ti­
ve of the Eu­ro­pean Com­mu­nity on Ju­ne 16, 1993, a De­ci­sion 
was adop­ted which de­fi­ni­ti­vely chal­len­ged the FR of Yugo­sla­
via (Ser­bia and Mon­te­ne­gro) to “au­to­ma­ti­cally con­ti­nue” the 
for­mer SFRY’s mem­ber­ship in the GATT, thus effec­ti­vely ex­
clu­ding the FRY from the GATT (5). Ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons on Ser­bia’s 
ac­ces­sion to the World Tra­de Or­ga­ni­za­tion be­gan on Fe­bru­ary 
15, 2005. Af­ter the Wor­king Gro­up is esta­blis­hed, ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons 
for ad­mis­sion to the WTO be­gin. Ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons are con­duc­ted 
ac­cor­ding to a pre-esta­blis­hed WTO pro­ce­du­re. The pro­ce­du­re 
includes two types of negotiations:

•	 negotiations on rules, which are multilateral and conduc­
ted based on the Me­mo­ran­dum on Fo­re­ign Tra­de Re­gi­me;

Major structural reforms of 
state-owned enterprises in Serbia have 
progressed much slower than expected 

from the EU officials.
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•	 market access negotiations, which are bilateral and con­
ducted based on concession proposals.

The length of negotiations depends on the Working Group’s 
num­ber of me­e­tings ne­ces­sary to re­ach an agre­e­ment. Ser­bia’s 
working group met a total of 13 times, the last time on June 13, 
2013. The next me­e­ting of this wor­king gro­up is ex­pec­ted when 
Ser­bia com­ple­tes the pro­ce­du­re of adop­ting the re­ma­i­ning le­gal 
so­lu­ti­ons in ac­cor­dan­ce with WTO ru­les (pri­ma­rily re­gar­ding 
the tra­de of GMO pro­ducts), when the work on the new draft 
re­port of the Wor­king Gro­up is com­ple­ted and when sig­ni­fi­
cant progress is made in the remaining bilateral negotiations 
on market access (i.e., when a new bilateral protocol on access 
to the go­ods and ser­vi­ces mar­ket is sig­ned) (6). Un­for­tu­na­tely, 
from 2013-2020, Ser­bia did not ac­hi­e­ve any sig­ni­fi­cant pro­gress 
that would lead to holding a Working Group meeting.
Be­ca­u­se Ser­bia wants to join the EU, it must con­si­der the 

in­te­rests of the EU du­ring ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons with the WTO. Ser­bia 
must ta­ke ca­re of ba­lan­cing the ne­go­ti­a­ting po­si­ti­ons. Si­mul­ta­
ne­o­usly, Ser­bia’s ac­ces­sion to the Eu­ro­pean Union, which has 
a uni­fied fo­re­ign tra­de po­licy, sig­ni­fi­cantly affects the ro­om for 
ma­ne­u­ver of the ne­go­ti­a­ting te­am for ac­ces­sion to the WTO. 
The Eu­ro­pean Union re­com­mends that Ser­bia do­es not lo­wer 
cu­stoms du­ti­es be­low the le­vel of con­so­li­da­ted EU cu­stoms ra­
tes du­ring the bi­la­te­ral ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons in jo­i­ning the WTO. The 
Eu­ro­pean Union do­es not want Ser­bia to ma­ke Esto­nia’s mi­
sta­ke in en­te­ring the WTO when it re­du­ced spe­ci­fic cu­stoms 
du­ti­es to a le­vel lo­wer than the one that exi­sted in the EU. Thus, 
this community was forced to pay compensation after the ac­
ces­sion of Esto­nia du­ti­es to third co­un­tri­es. That is why the EU 
de­mands Ser­bia to per­se­ve­re in the ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons and con­so­li­
date its customs duties at a level that is at least the same, if not 
hig­her, than the one in the EU (7).

INTERCONNECTED AND INTERDEPENDENT 
NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE EU AND WTO

Due to the im­por­tan­ce that the EU attac­hes to Ser­bia’s ne­go­ti­a­
ti­ons with the WTO, the Eu­ro­pean Com­mis­sion clo­sely mo­ni­
tors them and provides comments and recommenda­
ti­ons in its an­nual re­ports. WTO mem­ber­ship re­ma­ins 
dependent on the adoption of a law on genetically mo­
di­fied or­ga­nisms in ac­cor­dan­ce with WTO ru­les and 
on the completion of market access negotiations with 
se­ve­ral WTO mem­bers. It was al­so stres­sed that Ser­bia 
should ensure the compatibility of its bilateral investment agre­
e­ments with the EU Ac­qu­is com­mu­na­u­ta­i­re.
As men­ti­o­ned, Chap­ter 30 – External relations, opened on 

March 30, 2015, has been ope­ned wit­hin the ac­ces­sion ne­go­ti­a­ti­

Serbia should ensure the 
compatibility of its bilateral 
investment agreements with the 
EU Acquis communautaire.
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ons fra­me­work. The most cri­ti­cal un­fi­nis­hed task in this chap­ter 
is ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons for WTO mem­ber­ship. So, the ne­ces­sary con­di­
tion for clo­sing this chap­ter is Ser­bia’s ac­ces­sion to the World 
Tra­de Or­ga­ni­za­tion. Un­cer­ta­inty over the da­te of Ser­bia’s WTO 
ac­ces­sion ma­kes it chal­len­ging to pre­pa­re plans to me­et Eu­ro­
pean stan­dards in ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons with the EU. 
In ad­di­tion to Chap­ter 30, the fact that the WTO ac­ces­sion 

ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons ha­ve not been com­ple­ted al­so ma­kes it diffi ­cult to 
pre­pa­re to ne­go­ti­a­te po­si­ti­ons de­fi­ning de­a­dli­nes and how to 
adapt to the EU in 29 – Cu­stoms union, be­ca­u­se WTO and EU 
mem­ber­ship affects Ser­bian cu­stoms, as well as Chap­ter 11 - 
Agriculture and rural development and Chapter 12 - Food sa­
fety, veterinary and phytosanitary policy. 
The­re­fo­re, we can see that the WTO’s ac­ces­sion is a fun­

da­men­tal is­sue for Ser­bia and sig­ni­fi­cantly affects 
the con­tent and speed of ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons with the Eu­
ro­pean Union. The pos­si­bi­lity for Ser­bia to join the 
WTO just be­fo­re the end of ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons for EU ac­
ces­sion is al­so not su­sta­i­na­ble be­ca­u­se Ser­bia’s fo­re­
ign tra­de po­licy af­ter WTO ac­ces­sion, in ad­di­tion to 

this or­ga­ni­za­tion, will be clo­sely mo­ni­to­red by the Eu­ro­pean 
Union to de­ci­de whet­her Ser­bia is ready to join the com­mon 
trade policy union (8).

CONCLUSION

As men­ti­o­ned in this pa­per, EU ac­ces­sion re­pre­sents the Re­pu­
blic of Ser­bia’s most im­por­tant stra­te­gic goal. Ser­bia’s ne­go­ti­a­
ti­ons to join the Eu­ro­pean Union are very com­plex and de­man­
ding. Ser­bia was gran­ted EU can­di­da­te sta­tus on March 1, 2012. 
Un­til this mo­ment, the Re­pu­blic of Ser­bia ope­ned 18 the­ma­tic 
chap­ters out of 35. One of the re­com­men­da­ti­ons for the Re­pu­blic 
of Ser­bia pro­vi­ded by the Eu­ro­pean Union was al­so to com­ple­te 
ac­ces­sion to the World Tra­de Or­ga­ni­za­tion.  The in­ter­con­nec­tion 
and in­ter­de­pen­den­ce bet­we­en Ser­bia’s ne­go­ti­a­ti­ons with the EU 
and WTO ma­ke our co­un­try re­du­ce the ro­om for ma­ne­u­ver to 
get the best possible position in both negotiations. Negotiations 
bet­we­en Ser­bia and WTO for ac­ces­sion star­ted back in 2005, and 
wor­king gro­ups met 13 ti­mes. The last vi­sit was in 2013, and sin­
ce then, the­re is no pro­gress on ac­ces­sion to the WTO. 
In ad­di­tion to the EU as a ma­jor eco­no­mic part­ner in re­cent 

years, Ser­bia is al­so tur­ning to Chi­na as an eco­no­mic and stra­te­
gic part­ner. The fact that Ser­bia has not yet be­co­me a full mem­
ber of the EU has, in a way, ena­bled cer­tain in­vest­ments from 
China. However, those investments are not balanced and favor 
China in terms of trade balance (i.e., China exports approxima­

The WTO’s accession is a fundamental 
issue for Serbia and significantly affects 

the content and speed of negotiations 
with the European Union.
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tely 1 bil­lion USD in go­ods, whe­re­as Ser­bia ex­ports 1 mil­lion 
USD of go­ods to Chi­na).  Se­ve­ral Eu­ro­pean Union offi ­ci­als 
ha­ve sent war­nings abo­ut Chi­na’s gro­wing in­flu­en­ce in Ser­
bia. Ser­bia’s ac­ces­sion to the Eu­ro­pean Union, which has a 
uni­fied fo­re­ign tra­de po­licy, sig­ni­fi­cantly affects the ne­go­ti­
a­ting stra­tegy for ac­ces­sion to the WTO.
On the ot­her hand, Eu­ro­pean Com­mis­sion 2019 Re­port as­
ses­sed Ser­bia as a per­for­mer, par­ti­cu­larly in me­e­ting the Sta­
bi­li­za­tion and As­so­ci­a­tion Agre­e­ment. Al­so, Ser­bia sho­uld 
deal with the rest of (large number) state-owned enterprises 
in the future. 
Ha­ving this said, the Re­pu­blic of Ser­bia has nu­me­ro­us 

chal­len­ges in furt­her ac­ces­sion to the EU and WTO. The­re­fo­
re, as the­re is an ex­cel­lent be­ne­fit for the co­un­try to be­co­me a 
mem­ber sta­te in both WTO and EU (pro­spec­ti­vely), furt­her 
efforts sho­uld be ma­de in this di­rec­tion. In­ter­con­nec­ti­vity 
and interdependence of ac­ces­sing the Re­pu­blic of Ser­bia to 
both the EU and WTO are pre­sent lar­gely. They sho­uld be 
considered for further steps in accession, as we are presen­
ting within this paper.   
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SRBIJA U 
PREGOVORIMA 
SA EU I STO
REZIME
Ključne reči: Srbija, EU, STO, 
pregovori, trgovina

Ovaj rad se bavi pristupanjem 
Republike Srbije Svetskoj tr
govinskoj organizaciji (STO) i 
Evropskoj uniji (EU). Istraživanje 
se zasniva na pregledu literatu
re, razumevanju trenutnih po
stavki u pristupu STO i EU kao 
i sintezi nalaza. U okviru rada 
predstavljena je geneza oba pri
stupna procesa kao i savremeni 
izazovi. Rezultati pokazuju da 
je Republika Srbija ima i među
sobno povezane i međuzavisne 
pregovore sa EU i STO što bi tre
balo razmotriti za dalje korake u 
pristupu kakve predstavljamo u 
ovom radu.


