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UDC Abstract: The union of the most developed European countries and
338.45 their heavy industry based economies after the World War II,
(4-672EU) seemed like the only answer to USA’s and Japan’s powerful
Review paper economies. At the same time, it was the only chance for Europe to

become competitive in the global market. That was achieved
through various forms of economic communities, formed in Europe
in the second half of XX century. Since the 1992. Maastricht Treaty,
they are known as the European Union. European Union industrial
policy had the same priorities since the very beginning — to make
Europe the leader of global economy, through investments in
knowledge and high-tech inovation. However, that still hasn’t
happened and considering all the economical and political crisis
shaking the Union lately, chances are it can hardly happen at all.
Reasons are numerous and different, both inside and outside the
Union. The implicit question being posed here is have the most
developed world countries and their economies reached their peak
and can the EU achieve further growth on the supersaturated
global market? This paper investigates the role of industrial policy
as one of the key factors for solution to many problems in the past
as well as in the future of the EU, which would make this economic
and political community of FEuropean countries much more
competitive on the global market.
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Introduction

The European Union (EU), which exists today as igueneconomic and
political community of 28 member states (which aomest of the European
continent area), has its roots in the first decadts World War Il (European
Union, How the EU works, 2013). The idea of warwBuropean countries was
to build a form of economic cooperation and thustaee their national
economies, prevent possible renewed conflicts antbemselves and protect
the Union from the worldwide competition. In thecddes that followed, the
USA and Japan turned out to be the most dangemupatition for European
economies, during the second half of thd' 2entury. As a war winner, the
USA based its powerful economy on mass productiwh lzad no significant
competitors during that period. Japan on the ofiaerd, as one of the biggest
war losers, which was pulled down to the groundhvanatic dedication and
help from American engineers and consultants, hagidcame a superpower
nation in the global economy.

All of the above resulted in signing of the TreafyParisin in 1951, which
established the European Caald SteelCommunity, for a period of 50 years.
This community was supposed to be the first stefatds the European Union
and also to eliminate every possibility for possifiirther conflicts between
member states, by merging their heavy industridss &lso represented the
intention of European countries to defend theirneoay from the worldwide
competition (European Union, The Schuman Declanat®14). The same six
states that have established the European @uw@lSteelCommunity (West
Germany, France, Italy, Belgium, The Netherlandd hoxembourg), signed
another agreement in Rome in 1957, which estaddithe EuropeaAtomic
Energy Community and the European Economic Community. Treaty of
Rome basically shared the jurisdiction between mhest influential states
regarding larger industry investment. Their goal swdo increase
competitiveness of the European industry, in orderaise the Community
performance efficiency, both in the internal mayleet well as in the global one.
The 1992 Maastricht Treaty established the Europdaion, based on the
structure of former European communities.

The European Union designed the Lisbon Strate@000 (also known as
the Lisbon Agenda) — a new concept of industraicy, which was supposed
to make EU the most competitive economy in the evdny 2010. Although
some researches indicated positive trends of oedapects in the Lisbon
Strategy (like for example 1,8% GDP growth and 1&%ployment growth in
2002.), there were also estimates pointing out higbts regarding many
unrealized goals of this strategy, particularly gnewth of a potential gap. This
gap was noticeable between the member states, lhasMeetween the Union
and its foreign trade partners (Council of the peam Union, 2005).
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Europe 2020 was a new strategy, as a required consequence dbrigest
and hardest crisis in the history of the Europeaiok) since its beginning. The
2008 economic crises created domino effect caugethd collapse of some
biggest US investment banks, which additionailhfensified accumulated
problems of European economy.

Europe urgently needs a sustainable developmeategyr, coordinated with
the industrial policy. The development and competitess of the Eropean
Union on the global market is largely determineditgustry development in
the member states. In this respect, industriacpakpresents significant factor
of EU competitiveness on the global market.

European Union Industrial Policy and the Global Market

Establishment of economic communities in Europthésecond half of the
20th century created the need to define regulatitamss, procedures, both
national and supranational, which were supposethytothe groundwork for
these communities. The European Union industrificypoas an aspect of its
economic policy, represented all the activities séhaoal was to improve
production within various industries, through camst inovation, for the
purpose of conquering the most profitable markgirsmnts.

The development of the European Union’s industpalicy was very
complex and had to be carried out in phases aratdajn the very beginning
the founding member states put the emphasis oa gtatectionism and heavy
industry investment, in order to achieve global petitiveness (which was very
difficult after World War Il). Frequent disagreentgrregarding this problem
between member states has led to the situationendmmmon industrial policy
of the Union mostly resulted in “...summary of isthial policies of member
states. Such industrial policy had “sterile” hontal effect, in accordance with
conventional wisdom that industry’s dominant paositiwould be lost with its
deindustrialization” ( Sa¢j 2013, p. 203). In time, as the number of the dnio
member states grew, it became clear that the imtenmarket needs to
“...facilitate structural transformation of traditial industry, set the environment
for small and medium business and improve ovemtidiions for research,
innovation and technological development” ($aw013, str. 205). Small and
medium-sized enterprises, especially the ones tjob@ented and dedicated to
continuous innovation, represent the main driviogcé in many European
countries. With national and supranational incesgtiin forms of research and
development funds, small and medium-sized ent@priggeatly contribute in
national income of those countries. However, hatigaiion and coordination
of industrial policies is a highly complex processid reasons for this are
different apprehensions of the market among the méisental member states,
their economic and political tradition and theilaten with market and the way



300 Boskovié, Stojkovié/Economic Themes, 52 (3): 297-312

they choose to perform on it: “In France, ever sidean-Baptiste Colbert, there
is a long tradition of centralized economy managgm8ome Mediterranean
countries have similar approach to this matter. aGrBritain, ever since
Margaret Thatcher, has been following almost cotepfe classic liberal
economic course. In German theory, as well as litigad system, Ludwig
Erhard has been the role model, with his concemoofal market economy”
(Vajdenfeld and Vesels, 2003, p. 157).

Although different countries had different visiooisthe Union market, they
all agreed on creating common market of commoditiegpital, human
resources, information, new technologies. The igaa to form aupranational
industrial policy, whose main goal would be balancing of nationaics and
coordination of mutual actions within the EU amgliitstitutions. Another issue
that should have been taken into account was aisabte development — a
phrase which arised at the end of thd" 2@ntury, became one of the most
important guidelines in the overall developmentbfstakeholders, as well as
countries and their economic policies. It was aulte®f many negative
consequences of high-tech development, that hagtangered the survival of
the world we live in. Global warming, intense exfadton of non-renewable
energy sources, massive and continuous pollutioth@fplanet, ruthless and
endless race for profit on the global market, anmes of these consequences.
This fact had to be revised with a shift in econosirategy, which included
significant involvement of environmental standasd=l other instruments of
sustainable development in the European Union’sstrdl policy. Therefore,
in its new regulations regarding further developtrierthe new millennium, the
Union had to pay much more attention to sustaindblelopment, based not
only on economic, but also on environmental postslaOne of the most
important goals of industrial, as well as overalb@omic policy in the EU is to
create the environment which would promote an opeuatual market and
encourage competition among all participants. Tdas be achieved through
continuous innovation development, as a resuleséarch and development of
industry in general.

Many authors have dealt with the topic of the indak policy in the
European Union. Regardless of different sources iatetpretations, opinion
that has prevailed is that development phases ddisinial policy mostly
concure with ones of the EU development, which iarngely shaped by global
developments of that period. Period after World Was considered to be the
first phase of the European industrial policy daatAs already stated, this
phase brought certain forms of integration and eaation of European states.
The goal of these efforts was to restore their wam national economies and
the most significatresult of those activities were already mentionedthie
Treaty of Paris from 1951 and the Treaty of Ronamfr1957. Numerous
researches of this area consider this period tonleeof most important periods,
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not only in the EU industrial policy developmenythalso one of the most
important periods of the Union itself, with consegaoes that affected global
economic and political scene.

After the creation of European communities in t8&ds, a certain type of
foundation for the integration of European coustiias been set and the 1960s
brought an intense growth and development of Ewmo@Eonomies, especially
of the founding member states. It seemed that e @ defend themselves
from their biggest competitors (USA and Japan) widrtain forms of
cooperation was going to work, which meant a place the significant
segments of the global market for the most prodaati them. The 1960s were
known as the Golden age of European economy. latecsnomic development
in many European countries also enabled progresthef important aspects of
life, such as culture, science, human rights, foeeadf speech and media etc.
Occurrence that contributed most to this kind afgpess was, without a doubt,
a powerful development and transfer of new techyiek It was a result of
large investment in the field of research and dgwakent by newly founded
European communities. On the other hand, it wasrectdeffect of the US
economy investment in European plants, in orderooijuesting that important
segment of global market (Cornet, 2009). Most & thcome per capita in
Europe was a result of investment and innovatioimdtustry, with particularly
significant structural change and migration of laffom the non-industrial to
industrial sector. At the same time, a higher lewél education among
population resulted in intense growth of produtyivand efficiency in the
European industry. Consequences of this kind oheadc growth in Europe
were infrastructure, transportation and trade dgrakent in the mutual market,
which resulted in record low prices of energy. #llthe above led to a faster
growth of income per capita, and the biggest ecangnowth among European
countries in the 1960s was achieved in the NethdslaSweden, ltaly, Spain
etc. (Gales et al, 2007).

As it usually happens in economics and its cyclicaihds, after an intense
overall progress in the 1960s, the 1970s brougitiadicrisis in the form of oll
prices shock, caused by embargo of Arabian counttiee world’s biggest oil
manufacturers. In 1973, after the military inteiem of Egypt and Syria in
Israel and the US’ support to Israel in weapongpbygome Arabian countries
have imposed an oil embargo to Canada, Japan, &tileefands, Great Britain
and the USA. As a result of that action, the adit@jumped from 3 to 12 USD a
barrel, since October 1973 till March 1974 (Yerd2008). That further led to
stock market crash in 1973-1974, which was the dsggtroke for global
economics since the Great Depression in the 19PBs shock inevitably
brought heavy consequences for European economitci#sagrowth, which has
been stopped for the first time after World War $tagnation and negative
trends were particularly apparent in Eastern andtr@eEurope. The whole
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system of command economy and central planningagsdd and that was a
serious hit for authoritarian political structutiesthese countries (Eichengreen,
2006). Another chain effect recession spread gipbahusing a purchasing
power decline even in the most developed countyéh, global market which
could no longer absorb all of the products manufact worldwide. It was a
beginning of the end of central planning productifmm some European
countries, which based their economies on that afesx World War Il. The
solution which appeared instead was a direct careseg of that particular
period and following ongoings on the global markete time has come for
neoliberalism, or neoliberal capitalism, which Istikists nowadays in certain
modified forms.

Second half of the 1970s and the beginning of 8804 brought efforts of
not only European countries, but also other coestworldwide, to restore their
economies, after the oil shock collapse. “Betweeid 1960s and the 1970s, an
industrial structure has been made within mutuairimal market, with industrial
policy strategic goal to focus on organizationtmeguring of companies and
high-tech development. Period of early 1980s wperad of defense industrial
policy and after crisis restructuring, and in 198dustrial policy begins high-
tech industry promotion” (Sauter, 1997, pp. 75-79).

However, just like after World War I, European aties had to accept the
fact that the high-tech leaders on the global mavkere still the USA and
Japan, but also some countries from Southeast Abkiese countries exploded
economically during last decades of the 20th centamd became fierce
competition on the global market, which requiredoatinuous benchmarking
and some emergency measures in the EU industrigdypdne of those
measures was a shift from strict national intetegntation to a precise and
coordinated supranational industrial policy strategthin mutual market. First
step in this modern European industrial policy \wwasommitment to research
and development of new technologies in order tarawg a high-tech industry,
which was an absolute priority of industrial poliogw strategy. Furthermore,
orientation to new high-tech developments in Euappimdustry became a key
element of active industrial policy of the EU, ath@t strategy was confirmed
with Maastricht and Lisbon Treaties, which are ed&ied to be the foundation
of the EU functioning policy. The Maastricht Tredtgm 1992 establishes the
industrial policy area, as one of the six new miogportant areas for the
European Union in the future (Summaries of EU Uegisn, 2010). It was a
beginning of the initiative in the Union, as well among the state members in
order to raise competitiveness of the Europeansindwn the global market.
This initiative meant to apply all the activities hiwh could boost
competitiveness through significant structural «emn of the European
economy, especially towards world leading economigSA and Japan. The
goal was to create the base for integration andiar&tof large corporations,
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state owned and private companies in the intertalintarket. That kind of

combination of financial power, educated workfoesel continuous high-tech
application could compete with global economy leadevho have already
taken the most profitable segments of global matRetvine et al, 1996). On
the other hand, the Union had to constantly impneeking environment for

small and medium-sized business, especially the wité inovative orientation

and globally competitive. These companies are densd to be the economy
foundation in many European countries, as they rgé@ea significant part of

their income.

A very obvious shift fronsector (measures designed for traditional industry
restructuring — production of steel, textile, shijpthng, automotive industry, all
of which were suffering severe competition from U&#d Japan and their high-
tech products) to a much more compexizontal development,’ in accordance
with other different policies, was an introduction procreation of most
important strategy in the history of European Uni{owwt only in industrial
policy area, but also all the other aspects afxistance) — The Lisbon Strategy.

The Lisbon Strategy — Industrial Policy Concept for Fostering
Competitiveness of the European Union

New millennium continued with fierce competition time global market,
which allowed survival only to most powerful, adape and prepaired players,
ready to adjust to everyday changes of contempolarsiness instantly.
Creation of the EU’s industrial policy new strategyas supposed to be the
answer to economic and political domination of tHeA, constant inovation of
the Japanese industry, intense development of @hioa new global economy
leader, but also some other countries developmeatldwide (Brazil,
Azerbaijan, Singapore, Mozambique). By then it beeaclear that the
weakening of the EU competitiveness was caused foyp@damental mistake -
policy creators have been focusing less on a stimmehgstry maintenance, and
more on the services sector, which was considesedeta base of modern
economy. New strategy program set industry devedopras a foundation of
sustainable (economic, social and environmental) d&velopment, in the
Lisbon European Council summit in 2000. Main tasksthis strategy were
establishing stable growth of all economic perfanoes, higher employment
rate, continuous researh and development, innaovasiod education, and
particularly constant implementation of sustainatdgelopmet and CSR. (lvan-
Ungureanu and Marcu, 2006). According to this stgt these goals were

! Implementation of horizontal industrial policy ‘mlid create space for other policies and their
actions, which would improve competitiveness of Bi¢, because their instruments often match
(competition, internal market, research and devalmt, education, policy of exchange and
sustainable development)” (S&vR013, p.223).
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supposed to be realized by 2010. However, aftey faw years it was obvious
that the implementation of the Lisbon strategy vitagoing according to plan —
non of the strategy areas has achieved plannetis:ésu

New rules of global economic and political scenguieed adjustments in
the industrial policy activities according to sdcénd environmental rules of
sustainable development concept, while minding rfaoturing needs at the
same time. Concurrently, there is opinion abbigh-tech society (where
consumers and their preference rule among manyablaihigh-tech products),
depending on services based on knowledge and huraaaurce key
competence, rather than manufactoring sector, nvithe EU, as well as
globally. The economic structure of European countries heerlgl shifted from
traditional economic sectors, such as agricultmkindustry, towards services.
Some authors believe that this process was laigélyenced by outsourcing
phenomenon. It practically meant that activitiesickhwere done ,at home*
before, have now been assigned to manufacturexam,fthe outside”.
Outsourcing has both internal and internationatificance. Internally, some of
the activities that were being done independenyiythe companies, such as
transport, logistics, accounting, are now done theiocompanies as services.
However, an international aspect is also signiicandomestic company
transfers a part of its manufacturing process ¢orapany in a foreign country,
because of much lower human labour cost than idesscountry. Besides cost
reduction, companies from developed countriesdrgdnquer most significant
segments of foreign markets. Such structural crengmulted in 3,2% decrease
of industry share in total gross added value in Ehe27 between 1997 and
2007, while at the same time services share inecefs 3,3% (Marjanovi
Boskovi, 2010, p. 96). Admittance of new member statethé Union has
brought new challenges to the industrial policycrsuas coordination of
different industrial systems, which were not at siane level. Despite all this,
the European Union continued with incentives fomuafacturing sector and
industrial policy, emphasizing its significance fbigher employment rate,
industrial growth through continuous innovation aus$tainable development,
higher living standard and overall social integmtbased on knowledge and
information.

The analysis of global economic leaders’ results sfeown that the USA,
Japan and some other Asian countries, based onrmaitgh-tech industry,

2 Main goal, to make European economy leader onajlotarket, based on knowledge, human
resource key competenece, sustainable developmensacial cohesion till 2010, seemed less
achievable. Among other things, it was a conclugiba High Level Group for analysis of the
Lisbon Strategy implementation (The Kok Report)nfed by the EU in 2004 and chaired by ex
Dutch Prime Minister Vim Kok (Report from the Higleltel Group chaired by Wim Kok, 2004).
Lisbon Strategy failure was primarily caused byskely defined goals and contradictory priorities,
which led to 2005 European Council revision of lasbStrategy, diverting EU priorities to
growth and employment.
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have more success on the global market than Eunapmantries. This is due to
higher productivity, achieved through continuouse usf new technology
developments (primarily the Internet). Hence, with Lisbon Strategy the EU
insisted on further industry development, with isglial policy based on
research and innovation, continuous development irdbrmation and

communication technology and human resource invastmtheir constant
education and training, in accordance with latesthmology of modern
business. In order to achieve such ambitious gestidy this strategy (in the
first place, a plan to make the EU economy the npostuctive and most
dynamic global economy based on knowledge till 202 Union continued
with its industrial policy idea to maintain the nudacturing sector key role in
economic growth, even in a high-tech society, wattmphasis on services
(Commission of the European Communities, 2002)th¥g point, however, its
further development had to be in compliance withiaoand environmental
aspects, which meant industrial policy had to coat its further industry
growth and development with sustainable developmeptinciples and

gudelines.

Although some EU member states have a long traditioresearch and
innovation, effects of their research have oftemamed unused within the
Union. Reason for this is the fact that a large péit was carried out through
national or regional research program, which waghe same time, the area of
their implementation, without broad use on the Wnioarket (according to
innovation parameters, only Sweden, Switzerland Bimdand are ahead of
Japan and USA). These problems initiated Lisboat&gy revision in several
occasions, and revisions from 2005 and 2008 magtefisant progress in this
area, on the Union level as well as some membggsstadhis encouraged EU
institutions to prioritize further investment in dwledge and innovation, free
competition and business potential (especially bnzald medium-sized
companies), higher flexibility and faster adaptifpibn human resource market
and better inclusion in climate change and enesgyss, in the Lisbon Agenda
of 2008-2010 (EU Law and Publications, Eur-lex, 200

However, this period was marked by global recesswimch started in
2008, severely affecting the European Union as.viteidded more trouble to
accumulated problems in the EU functioning andwhele situation resulted in
significant losses in European economy, especfallySouthern and Eastern
European countries. By 2010 it became clear thatUhion needed a new
strategy for overcoming the crisis. The new strategs Europe 2020 and it
was suggested by European Commission, in March 2(EOropean
Commission, 2010).
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The Role of “Europe 2020” Project in the European Union’s
Competitiveness on the Global Market

Europe 2020 is a ten-year development strategy, suggested @maded by
the European Commission, adopted on European Susnndiine 17th 2010.

Project Europe 2020 is a follow-up of Lisbon Strategy, which failed to
achieve scheduled goals of EU growth and developiinetihe first decade of
the new millennium. Basis of the neiurope 2020 strategy is a realization of
smart, sustainable, inclusive growth and develogmeith higher coordination
of national policies and supranational Union poli@&uropean Commission,
2010). “In the EU industry competitiveness improest key role is intended
to knowledge, innovation and entrepreneurship..nddyic and competitive
industry is a widest foundation for efficient ackdenent of social,
environmental and economic goals of the EU” (§a2013, p. 230).

The main goals of this strategy, especially impdrfar the EU industrial
policy area, refer to industry growth increasehkiginvestment in research and
developmet of high-tech innovation (3% of GDP, vihig still significantly less
than USA and Japan). However, this growth and dgweént has to be in
compliance with sustainable development principlese of the main priorities
in the EU development strategy is a reduction eeghouse gas emission for at
least 20%, increase of renewable energy sharetahdoaergy consumption for
the same percentage, as well as increasing endfigierecy. Also, industry
development must provide increase in the employmeet from 69% to 75%,
especially among population between 20 and 64 yeaith continuous
education and modernization of human resources riseroto increase
competitiveness of this factor of production (Ewap Council, 2010).
However, Europeans are far from monolithic in thpegferences. It was just not
possible, with all the different cultures, naticarsd heritage that they brought.
Many authors believe that the plan to make Eurdpe most dynamic and
competitive economy in the world failed, becauds & Europeans do not want
to live in the most dynamic and competitive econamyhe world They want
long holidays, restrictive labour laws, generoudfave states and 35 hour
weeks (Charlemagne, The Economist, 2010). Thisaisiqularly the case in
traditionally hedonistic oriented Mediterranean rmnies which have most
problems, at least statistically speakingxamples like this one show why the

3 According to information of numerous real estagermies in Europe, Western Europeans and
Scandinavians have bought thousands of houses martiments in Spain in the last ten years.
Reason for this is very simple — Spain has oversg®y days a year, beautiful islands and cities
on the coast, and all of this pretty much resemtules perfect life. The other side of this perfect
life is unemployment rate which exceeds 30% anthpsé of the banking system, due to inability
of a large number of people to pay off their hogdimans. Sounds impossible, but it is actually
true - a 4 bedroom apartment in Valencia, 115 mZw ncosts 25.000 eur
(http://www.rightmove.co.uk/overseas-property/pnip&6814231.html, June 15th 2014)



Boskovié, Stojkovié/ Economic Themes, 52 (3): 297-312 307

European Union struggles, ever since the beginimgarry out its plans and
strategie$. In hyper dynamic tendencies of modern businesEwopean and

global market, it is hard to imagine a strategy clihivill be able to reconcile

and integrate different ways of living, value sys$e habits and attitudes of
different EU residents.

Despite the evident effort of all EU institutions &chieve economically
justified smart, sustainable, inclusive growth adelelopment of the Union
(with simultaneous integration and coordination national policies), it is
highly unlikely that this will be fully achieved.RE EU leaders orientation on
Lisbon strategy industrial policy, to target higieh industry research and
development with 3% of GDP was ambitious. Facthiswever, that only
Sweden and Finland met that target, while the Etiaye remained at 1,84% of
GDP, way behind the USA and Japan. Similar indisagppear in the area of
education, which is one of the major problems ie turopean economy,
considering that knowledge and continuous educdtawe been set as the main
goals of the EU economic strategy.

Question is, would any strategy in the modern lassirera, especially after
the 2008 recession, set Europe as the world ecenteader on the global
market. Since the beginning of a new millennium,renand more different
parameters and research results indicate a supertsan of the global market
and severe stagnation of the most powerful ecoroomaldwide. For some it
might be a surprise, for others a logical sequafiayclic events on the global
level, but there are many predictions about Aftieing the only continent with
economic growth potential in the next ten yearsrtiNoAmerica, Europe,
Australia, Japan, have already reached their pealgnly in terms of economy,
but also in political, social, and cultural sendbgerefore it is quite
understandable that the only remaining countriete dor growth and
development are the ones far behind the most desela@ountries of global
economy. A large number of world’s biggest corpors from most developed
countries are outsourcing in African countrieshie tast few years, to achieve
significantly lower production costs, especially lfforce costs, basing their
business on traditional industry. At first glancéne data looks almost
unbelievable: (1) Ethiopian economy grows ten tirffeeger than economy in
Great Britain in the last decade, and this growdhbased on high-tech
transformation of agriculture and on services; (RJozambique has annual

4 Because it is simply not possible in a long runhawe the same brand of espresso coffee cup,
which costs 1 euro in downtown Munich and 4 eurosismall seaside village beach bar in

Greece. This is trivial and simplified example, uthe backgroung of such examples one can
discover the essence of the EU existential prohleindias become obvious that ten year

development plans, created by bureaucratic comasittehich often have no tangents with real

economy that is going on in factories, corporatiomarkets, restaurants, small and medium

companies, are doomed to fail from the start.
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growth of over 7% ten years in a row now, which it one of the countries
with the highest growth in the world. A particuladignificant fact is that this
growth is being achieved in almost every sectoreobnomy, from heavy
industry and mineral exportation (mostly coal), itdense development of
financial services, transport, communication andstwiction; (3) Tanzania
smoothly bypassed global recession, basing its@ogron the stocks of gold —
exportation of this natural resource enabled irgemsvelopment of industry,
services and construction, causing a 7% annualtgrowthis country for years;
(4) Ghana made an incredible 9% growth in 2012,esas China, thanks to
revenues from oil, gold and coconut export and a vices growth; (5)
Because of its oil reserves, Nigeria became a smompetitor on the global
market, and a long-term stable economic growth ,6f47is being achieved
through development of telecommunication, consioact industry and
agriculture, wholesale and retail, hotel and cateservices (Jackson, 2012).
Table 1 shows world’s ten fastest growing econorsiese the beginning of the
millennium, with projection till 2015.

Table 1. World’s Ten Fastest Growing Economies, 200- 2015

World’s ten fastest growing economies accordingrioual average GDP growth, %
2001 - 2010 2011 - 2015

Angola 11.1 | China 9.5
China 10.5| India 8.2
Myanmar 0.3 | Ethiopia 8.1
Nigeria 8.9 | Mozambique 7.7
Ethiopia 8.4 | Tanzania 7.2
Kazakhstan 8.2 | Vietnam 7.2
Chad 7.9 | Congo 7.0
Mozambique 97 Ghana 7.0
Cambodia 7.7 | Zambia 6.9
Rwanda 7.6 | Nigeria 6.8

Source: Economist online

As it can be seen from Table 1, not only therenar&uropean countries in
world’'s ten fastest growing economies, (Kazakhssalargely Asian country,
with small part of its territory on the Europeamtinent), but there are mostly
African and some Asian countries on the list. Whthis African and Asian
growth and development so important for Europeaiotmnd what kind of
relation can be established here? It is importactibse it brings us back to the
question if the most powerful and developed woddrdries have reached the
peak of their economies and how to achieve furtrewth on oversaturated
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global market. This question goes beyond the sadpeconomics, taking a

social and existential dimension — has the modenswmer society reached its
final limits, both in terms of production, but alsoterms of consumption? No
doubt that the industry has repeatedly altered iamgtoved the quality of

human life with its accomplishments. These charayas improvements have
been most obvious in the past few decades, wittngg development of
information and communication technologies, irretdg changing our lives

and the world we live in. One of the most importassues regarding further
growth and survival of this world and all of ushiew to conceive industrial

policy and its future strategic foundation, to méke future possible at all.

Conclusion

Power relations in global economy were establisth@dhg mid-twentieth
century, when the USA and Japan seized the mofitginle segments of the
global market, keeping it to the present. What &hdwave been the biggest
strength of the EU economy through its integratmification and increased
number of members, turned out to be one of its tgstaweaknesses.
Irreconcilable differences in culture, habits, lewé development and work
ethics between North and West Europe on one sieSauth and East Europe
on the other, have brought confusion, failure amability to implement any
strategy of industrial and overall economic growithin the EU. Creators and
leaders of the biggest industrial revolution sg fiathe field of information and
communication technologies, are still the USA, Jadaut also some highly
developed Asian countries, while the most develofgoiopean countries
mainly follow their development and achievements.

Mediterranean countries facing bankruptcy, Ukrainierisis, possible
referendums in some countries regarding their fepthe EU, as well as
demands for secession all over Europe, are sortegiroblems in the biggest
EU crisis, since its establishment. On the othemdhaconsidering intense
competition of modern business, rest of the woriltlwithout a doubt use their
chances for entering global market and strengtlygpirsitions on it. Because of
all this, Europe urgently needs sustainable dewvedop strategy with
compatible industrial policy — a factor which woudtbbably solve a large part
of its accumulated problems, getting Europe backhi game with biggest
global players.
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INDUSTRIJSKA POLITIKA KAO FAKTOR KONKURENTNOSTI
EVROPSKE UNIJE NA GLOBALNOM TRZISTU

Apstrakt: Ujedinjenje najrazvijenijih evropskih drzava i njihovih ekonomija
baziranih na teskoj industriji, nakon Drugog svetskog rata, izgledalo je kao
jedino resenje da se evropsko trziste odupre zahuktalim privredama SAD 1
Japana, odnosno da tim privredama postane konkurent na globalnom trzistu. To
je ostvareno kroz razlic¢ite oblike ekonomskih zajednica, formiranih na teritoriji
Evrope tokom druge polovine dvadesetog veka, a koje su 1992. godine
sporazumom u Mastrihtu, preimenovane u Evropsku uniju. Industrijska
politika Evropske unije je od svog nastanka imala iste prioritete — da, na bazi
investicija u znanje 1 visokotehnoloske inovacije, Evropa postane lider globalne
ekonomije. To se, medutim, jos uvek nije desilo, a s obzirom na razne
ekonomsko-politicke krize koje poslednjih godina potresaju Uniju, Sanse da ce se
desiti su sve manje. Razlozi za takvo stanje su brojni, kako unutar same Unije,
tako 1 van nje. Implicitno se postavlja pitanje da li su najrazvijenije zemlje u
svetu 1 njihove ekonomije dostigle svoj zenit i kako Evropska unija moze postiéi
dalji rast na prezasi¢enom globalnom trzistu. U radu se razmatra uloga
industrijske politike kao faktora koji je doprinosio 1 koji u buduénosti jos vise
moze doprineti da se reSe mnogi nagomilani problemi u Evropskoj uniji, ¢cime bi
ova ekonomsko-politicka zajednica evropskih drzava postala konkurentnija na
globalnom trzistu.

Kljune reéi: industrijska politika, Evropska unija, konkurentnost, globalno
trziste, ekonomsko-politicke krize



