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CJABOCT NPOCTOPHOT INTAHUPAIHLA Y CPBUJU HA ITPUMEPY IIVIAHUPAIBA
IMPOCTOPHOTI PA3BOJA ITIOI'PAHUYHE 30HE
INPEMA BYTAPCKOJ

Nejan Bopheuh!, Tujana /[adosuh’ u Hena ’Kupax?

Teorpadcku daxyaret, Yuusep3uteT y beorpany, Peryomika Cpouja
[pupomHo-mareMaTniku Gpakyntet, YHuBep3utet y bamwoj Jlynu, Pemybnuka Cpricka

Caxerak: HecurypHoCT je jenmuHa cTBap Ha KOjy ce JaHac Moxke padyHatu y CpOuju. YTHcak je Ja Cy TpaH3HUIMja Kojoj ce
HE BUJM Kpaj U JIOMUHUpajyhu HeonmOepanHHW KOHIENT y €KOHOMCKOj M COLMjaiHOj chepr OyKBAIHO MPHUTEpa CHCTEM
MPOCTOPHOT IUTaHUpama y3a 3uj. llITauiie, ca CTaHOBHINTA ITaHEPa TOTOBO J1a HUIITA HUjE JACHO: KO Cy IIABHU YYCCHHIU Y
TUTAHUPAbY, KO IOHOCH OIUTYKE, KOja Cy MPaBHIIa UTPe T1a YaK ¥ [JIe CY MPaHuIIe UrpanuiiTa. [[pocTOpHO ITaHuparbse je, T0IyIILe,
YBEK MPEICTABIBATIO jeJaH OOJMK MPOpauyHATOT PU3KKA, ATH TAHAC U OBJIC j& OHO TPOCT U YKCT pu3uK. CHUTyalHja je KpUTHIHA
Ha CBUM HHMBOMMA TUIAHHPAHa, OJ HAIMOHAITHOT, MPEKO PErHOHAIHOT 110 JokanHor. Canariba npakca rmianupama y Cpouju
je TIaHep-IIeHTPUYHA, Y CMHCITY [1a TOTOBO MCKJBYUMBO IUIAHEPH HACHTH(UKY]Y TPOOIeMe y MPOCTOpY U Hy/Ie AITCpPHATHBE
3a BHXOBO peliapame. [Ipemano je Mecra OCTaB/bCHO 3a Jpyraduje MHTEpece W ujacje, MehyCEeKTOCKY KOOpIHMHAIMjY H
CHHXPOHH3alM]y TIapTHepcTBa n3Mel)y jaBHOT M IpUBaTHOT cekTopa. KOHCEeKBEHTHO, peMalo je MecTa OCTaBJbEHO 3a rpaljane,
HHTPECHE IPyTIC ¥ OPraHU3allije a y Mpoliecy IUTaHNpaka YYeCTBYjY, TC Ja YUECTBY]Y U Y TIPOILECY IUIAHCKE UMITIEMEHTALIH]C.
Jlobap mpumep ayTHCTUYHOCTH CHCTeMa IuiaHupama y CpOHju je IiaHuparme MOrpaHYHEe 30HE mpemMa byrapckoj. Y oBoM
pajy cy MpHKa3aHH COLMjaTHI U CKOHOMCKH OKBUD Y KOME IUTaHupame y CpOuju TaHac JIeTyje CKyTa ca mpodieMuMa Koju Cy
ce MOIITH WICHTH(UKOBATH YHYTap CTpyKe, IITACTHYHO WIYCTPOBAHM HA MOMEHYTOj CTyauju ciaydaja. [lopen oBor, y paay ce
TP 32 YBOherhe HEMXOAHUX MPOMEHA KOje OM CHCTEM MPOCTOPHOT TUIAHUPAha YUUHIIIE CHUKACHI]IM.

Kibyune pujeun: CricteM miaHupara, TPaH3UIINja, OTpaHHYICH:a, MPpaKca IUTaHHUpamba, orpaHndHa 30Ha, CpoOuja.
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Abstract: Uncertainty is the only thing we can count on in Serbia nowadays. It seems that never-ending transition and predominant
neoliberal concept in both economical and social issues is still leaning our spatial planning system against the wall. Moreover,
nothing is clean from the planners’ point of view: who are the main actors and referees, which are the rules of the planning game,
and even where the playground boundaries are. Spatial planning has always been a kind of calculated risk, but here and now it
seems like it is just pure and simple risk. The situation is critical on all levels, from national straight to local, due to the absence
of the regional level. Most of the spatial planning institutions adhere to a traditional rigid planning model, which is deterministic,
inflexible, with fixed land use regulations. The spatial planning system is predominantly planners’ centred, implying that it is
the planner who identifies the problems and seeks for planning alternatives rooted exclusively in rational methods and objective
determinants. There is little, or no room for different interests and ideas and consequently, hardly any room for various stakeholders
and shareholders to take part in the planning process and the ensuing implementation phase. All these weaknesses are even more
obvious when shown on the particular example: development planning of border area of Serbia toward Bulgaria. This paper deals
with basic social and economic frame in which planning is performed in Serbia in recent years together with the main problems
within the planning practice itself, shown on the mentioned case study. It also argues for the necessary changes aiming to increase
the spatial planning system efficiency.

Key words: Planning system, transition, constraints, planning practice, border area, Serbia.
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YBOJ - CPBMJA KAO JIPYHITBO V KPU3U1

[Ipena3zak ca HEHTpaIM30BaHE HAa TPXKHUILHY
€KOHOMH]Y HHUKaJa HHUje JIaKO M 3axTeBa O
JpXKaBe M CTAHOBHUILTBA Ja HAIlpaBe TEIIKe
nzbope. Jlok cy apyre OHMBIIE KOMYHUCTHYKE
IpkaBe moduene oBaj mpomec 1989. romune,
Cpbuja ce ca wum cyounna Tek 2001. roaune.
EKOHOMCKO, COLMjaJlHO M HMHCTUTYLMOHAIHO
nponaaame TokoM 1990-ux roanHa, OCTaBUIIO
j€ MHOro Texe MOCHeNule U ACTEPMUHHUCAIIO
MHOTO TEXU MOYETaK TPaH3UIMjE€ HEro IITO CY
TO uMaie 3emibe Lientpanne u Mcroune Esporne.
CpOuja je, 3a pa3nuKy O JAPYrMX 3eMaba
n3ryouia Tp>KUIITE 3aXBajbyjyhul eKOHOMCKHM
caHkiujama. bynyhu na je 3emsba mpomnasmia
KpO3 IMPOAYKEHH MEPUOJ KpU3e, CMaTpajo ce,
Takohe, MOJIUTUYKH PU3UYHO HaMETame OO0
KakBe (DMHAHCHjCKE JUCLMIUIMHE, TE€ HHje
OUJI0 JTOBOJBHO CHAre 3a M3rpajmy Jp>KaBHUX
WHCTUTYLIH]a.

[Tocne pemokparcke peomymuje 2000.
TOJIMHE, [Ty T EKOHOMCKUX M TOTUTHYKUX pehOpMHU
je Ouo ocurypaH, U Maga TPHOBHT, JOHEO je
UMIPECUBHE pe3yiTare IMoceOHO y o0nacTu
MakpoekoHoMmcke kiume. Mnak, CpOuja je 1o
MoYeTKa HOBOI Tajaca eKkoHoMcke kpuze 2008.
roJIMHe, 3a0CTajaa y OAHOCY Ha CBOjE Cycele,
nmoceOHo y cTonu HezanocneHocTH (rpeko 20%);
HUCKO] KOMIIETUTUBHOCTH (87. Ha CBETCKO]
JIMCTH); 3HAYaJHOM YHYTPAIIHEM U CIIOJbALITHEM
oynerckom nedunuty (croma wuHbIanmje on
17,7% u nedunut o1 9,2% BTy 2005. roguan);
U3pa3sUTO  HEPABHOMEPHOM PETrHOHATHOM
pa3Bojy 1o eBponckuM ctanaapauma (Yugoslav
Survey Online, 2007). Yak u nanac CpOuja ynaxe
BEJIMKE Halope J1a JOCTUTHE HHBO E€KOHOMCKOT
pa3Boja u3 1989. ronguHe: KOPUCTH OJ] TPHKHIIHE
EKOHOMHje M JIeMOKparuje Cy, JaJeKo OJ Tora
na Oyqy Marepujaju3oBaHe, W MpPEd CPICKUM
JPYLITBOM jOII YBEK MOCTOje OOJNHU Kopaliu
koju he BepoBaTHO OMTH peaTU30BaHU Ha PauyH
HajCUPOMAIIIHUJUX CJI0jeéBa CTAHOBHHUIITBA, KAO
ITO je To 6uo ciry4daj u 10 cana. [Ipunus ctpaHux
JUPEKTUHUX WHBECTHIIMja KOjU Cy MOIIHM Ja
yOnaxke OBe HEraTMBHE €(eKTe M TOJACTaKHY
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INTRODUCTION: SERBIA AS A RISK
SOCIETY

The move from a centralized to a market
economy is never easy and it requires from
government and citizens anywhere to make
difficult choices. But while countries other
ex-communist/socialist  countries  started
this process in 1989, Serbia did not initiate
its reforms until early 2001. Economic,
social and institutional deterioration of the
1990s left a more difficult legacy than the
stabilization and reform vagaries facing other
countries in Central and Eastern Europe at
their transitional beginnings. Serbia unlike
those lost its international markets due to
international economic sanctions. Also, since
the state was going through a long period of
deep crisis it was considered politically risky
to impose any kind of financial discipline
and there wasn’t enough strength to build
government institutions.

After the democratic revolution in 2000
the path of economic and political reform, if
not always linear, has been definite and has
had impressive accomplishments especially
in making good macro economical climate.
However, the Republic today still lags behind
many of its neighbours, particularly in the
rate of unemployment (over 20%); low per
capita GDP of about US§ 3,525; high poverty
rate (about 20%); low competitiveness
(87th on the world list); striking internal
and external imbalance (17.7% inflation
rate and high balance-of-payments deficit
amounting to 9.2% of the GDP in 2005); very
uneven regional development by European
standards (Yugoslav Survey Online, 2007).
Unfortunately, now that it has reached the
same level of economical development as in
1989, Serbia is standing at the point where
the benefits of a market democracy have not
yet been materialized and there are still other
painful steps ahead that should be taken which
will mostly cost already poor layers of society.
Foreign direct investments inflow to the
country which would mitigate these negative
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€KOHOMCKH pa3oBj cy HemoBosbHE (7,7% on
BHII) 3axBasbyjyhu nomem wumuyy CpOwuje,
BHCOKO] CTONM KOPYMIHWje U T3B. PU3UYHOM
MIOCIIOBHOM OKpy’kewy. ColMjaiHu Kojarc ce
MaHHudecTyje Kpo3 TyOuTaK TpaaulMOHAIHUX
BPEIHOCTH, pa30ujamy NOPOAUYHUX CTPYKTYpa,
CMambeHkEe MPOCEUHE BEIWYMHE IOPOIUIIE,
HU3aK CTeleH HaranureTa U nosehame Opoja
JEeIHOYIAaHUX U CTapaykuXx JomahuHcTaBa. JaBHH
uHTEpeC je «He3amTuheH» y cBuM cdepama —
COLIMjaJIHO] CUTYPHOCTH, 3APABCTBY, IMPOCBETH,
na ¥ y HpOCTOpHUM moiuThkama. Ha xpajy,
YCBOj€HH Cy MHOTY HOBH 3aKOHH (YKJbyuyjyhu u
HOBH YCTaB), alli Cy MCTU NocTanu melycoOHO
HeyckiIal)leHu M HeKoAM(UKOBAaHH, IITO YECTO
JIOBOJIU 1O H-MIXOBE 3JI0YNOTpeOe MK pazIuunTe
MHTEpIpeTalmje.

OcuM OBako TEIIKOT OMOpaBKa oJ Haciieha
1990-ux u tpansunuje, Cpbujy ontepehyjy
U 3JI0YMHHU TIOYUE-CHU Y MME HEHOI Hapoja, a
MOKYIIa] J1a Taj CIOXKEH MpobieM 100Hje HEeKO
MIPUXBATIEUBO PEILCHE U COLMjaTHU KOHCEH3YC,
Cpbuja mnponanasu Jbysbajyhu ce wusmebhy
aJTepHAaTHBAa — JIECHOT KpWIa M MOJUTUYKOT
LEHTpa. Y TPOTEKJIOM MEPHOAY je Yy TUPEKTHO]
BE3M Ca TUM CTajaji0 U MHUTAakE EBPOICKUX
uHTerpauuja. ['eHepaiHo, HECUTYPHOCTH Koje
HOCcH mMpewme EBporicke yHHje y ycClIoBUMa
KpH3€ eBPO30HE U CTaIHA yCiIoBJbaBama Cpouje,
MOrOTOBO 10 MUTaky Kocosa u Mertoxuje, Moru
0u n1a ymame 3Hauaj npuoImkaBama EBporickoj
YHH]JU KaO OCHOBHE MOTHBALIMj€ y CIIPOBOleHY,
4yecTo 00JIHUX pedopMH. YHYTpallbU (HaKkTopH
HECTaOWJIIHOCTH  Cy  pe3ylTaHTa  TpajHOT
cykoba u3Mely IeMOKparcku OpHjeHTHCAHUX
MOJIMTUYKHUX MAPTHja KOje Cy IOHEAaBHO Ouiie Ha
BJIACTH, Ca JeJIHE CTPaHE, U HAIIMOHAIMCTHYKUX U
MOMYIUCTUYKUX CTPAHAKA YHMjU YTHIIA] CBE BUIIIE
pacre, ca Apyre cTpaHe, y3 NepMaHEHTHY KpU3y
jaBHor cektopa. Kao mocnenuua, eBuieHTaH je
HEIOCTaTaK TOJUTUYKOL, jaBHOT KOHCEH3yca
OKO JIpP)KaBHUX IHTama, Pa3BOJHUX MOJIUTHKA
U HAjBOXHUJUX COIMJATHUX, CKOHOMCKUX H
MOJUTUYKUX OJyKa, IITO, Takole, ycropasa
HEOMXoaHe pedopme.

VKyNHO ~ y3€BIM, IMOCTOjU  HpPEBUIIE
OTBOPEHHMX MUTaWka y YCIOBUMA IEPMAHEHTHE

effects and accelerate economical growth is
not sufficient (7.7% of GDP) due to Serbia’s
bad image, existence of risks and high rate
of corruption. Social collapse is manifested
through the loss of traditional values, break
up of family structures, decreased family size
(very small birth rate), and growth of single
and elderly households. Public interest is
unprotected in all spheres — social security,
health, education, and spatial policy. Finally,
many new laws are introduced (including the
new Constitution), but are not well codified
and harmonized — the fact that leads to their
frequent misinterpretation or misuse.

Recovering from the legacy of 1990s
and the transition, Serbia is at the same time
burdened withthe crimes committedinthename
of its nation, swinging between alternatives —
right wing and the political centre, on how to
deal with it. Directly connected with it stands
the future of its European integration, and
all that it implies. In general, uncertainties
regarding EU expansion as a political issue
of EU and compliance with the International
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia
as a political issue of Serbia could reduce the
value of EU integration as a key motivator for
reform. Attention to reform is also diverted by
the status of the 15 % of its territory called
Kosovo and Metohia. Regardless of outcome
of the negotiations between internal and
external actors, there is a potential for negative
and possibly destabilizing effects in Serbia.
Other destabilizing factors are coming from
constant infighting among democratically
oriented political parties which form today’s
government, weak public sector and transition
delays which have created opportunities
for a rise in the influence of nationalist and
populist parties. This has also resulted in a
lack of political and public consensus on every
important state issue, key transition policies
and consistent political will to make difficult
but necessary reforms.

Taken together, there are too many
questions and uncertainties regarding Serbia’s
future in general and a lot of them are highly
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HecurypHoctu y norneny moryhnoctu CpOuje
Jla HarOKOH n3alje U3 TpaH3uiyje, He pauyHajyhu
OBJIe, BHMCOKY 3aBHUCHOCT o0Jf MelyHapomHux
(akTopa; oBakBe Mel)y3aBUCHOCTH HE IONPUHOCE
Jla CUTyallMja MOCTaHE Mame KOMIUIMKOBAaHA M
BUIIe TpenBuUbMBA. [locTaBiba ce mNUTamE:
KaKO Y TaKO HECUTYPHO] 3eMJbH Ca TAKO JIOUINM
HCKYCTBUMA U U3paKCHUM MPOOJIEMUMA, IIJIaHEeP
Koju Ou Tpebaso aa 3acTyra JyropoyHe UIbEBE
pasBoja, mporpec ¥ 00JbM KBAJIHUTET XKHBOTA U
Kao0 BECHHUK, yIJIaBHOM J0OpHX BecTH — OHMBa
JO)KMBJbABAH OJI CTPAHE OHUX KOjU Hapydyjy
IUTAHOBE M OHHUX 3a KOje c€ TU IJIAHOBHU paje?
Kako rmianupame yonuTe Jeinyje y 3eMJbU MOIyT
CpOuje? bynyhu n1a je npBo NUTame PETOPUUIKO,
nokymrahemo J1a y HacTBaKy TEKCTa OJIrOBOPUMO
Ha JIpyro MuTame.

CPIICKO INTAHUPAKBE ¥V ,,TPAH3NLINT

Y ToKy 1Be J[elieHHje KOje Cy MPOTeKIe
oA onbanuBamba KOMYHH3MAa y LEHTPAJIHO] H
uctouHoj EBpomu porommne cy ce 3HauajHe
MIPOMEHE y TOIIeay MPUPOAE, YJIore U HauuHa
(yHKLIMOHHCAka BIIAJa U JPYyTUX MHCTUTYIH]A
YKJbYUYCHHX Y MOJUTHUKE IPOCTOPHOT U ypOaHOT
pas3Boja (Tasan-Kok, 2004). Yp6ano niaHupame
u nparehe MOJUTHKE Ha JIOKAJHOM HHUBOY Oue
Cy pasiuuuTe, Kao pe3yiaTar cnenupuyHux u
YeCcTO JpaMaTUYHMX OKOJHOCTH: MOJUTHYKE
JIeMOKpaTHu3aluje, IIOHOBHOT yBohemwa
TP)KUIIHUX TpUHIMINE, (UCKaTHE Kpu3e Ha
JpXXaBHOM HHBOY, MAacOBHE IpUBaTH3alyje,
KOMepLMjanu3alyje, TNPUBPEMEHOr YKHIamba
nporpamMa Koju Cy KapakTepucald TepHOj
T3B. «JApKaBe Omarocrama», Te mnosehama
MelyHapoaHUX  (UHAHCHJCKUX  TpaHCaKIHja
u o0MMa WHBECTHLMja, MOCEOHO y ypOaHUM
noapyyjuma (Tsenkova and Nedovi¢-Budi¢,
2006). HoBe okomHOCTH 3axTeBajlie Cy HE
caMO HOBE MHCTUTYLMje Beh M HOBO CXBaTame
IUTAHUpPamka KOje je, Yy HacTojamy Jia MOBpPaTH
JETUTUMUTET, TOCTajasio cBe (UIeKCUOWIHHU]E
yBakaBajyh HOBE EKOHOMCKE M MOJUTHYKE
okoinHocTH (Kornai, 1997; Maier, 1994). V¥V
TaKBOj] JAMHAMHUIM M TEXH J1a C€ MPUIIaroau
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dependent on international scene and factors.
Consequently, there are those that depend
on reaching the consensus between internal
players which doesn’t make them any less
complicated or more predictable.

Other questions are: In this country of
uncertainty and bad experiences, how is a
planner, a spokesman of long-term goals of
development, progress and better quality of
life, the carrier of mostly good news, being
seen by the ones he is planning for? How does
the planning work in a country like this? Since
the first one is rhetorical, we will try to answer
the second question further in the paper.

SERBIAN PLANNING IN ,,TRANSITION*

In almost two decades that have elapsed
since the overthrow of state socialism (or
communism) in Central and Eastern Europe
(CEE), substantial changes have occurred in
the nature, role and functioning of government
and other institutions involved in spatial
development and urban policy (Tasan-Kok,
2004). Urban planning and policy responses
of localities have been quite diverse, reacting
to specific and often dramatic conditions:
political democratization, reintroduction of
market principles, the state’s fiscal crisis,

massive privatization, commercialization,
discontinuation of “welfare state” programs,
and intensified international financial

transactions and investments in urban areas
(Tsenkova and Nedovi¢-Budi¢, 2006). The
new circumstances have prompted not only
new institutions but also a “new notion of
planning” that strives to regain its legitimacy,
become more flexible, and adapt to the new
economic and political circumstances (Kornai,
1997; Maier, 1994). In those dynamics, an
idiosyncratic mix of old, new and innovative
practices interjects into the transforming
reality (Nedovi¢-Budi¢, 2001).
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CTalHO Memajyhoj cTBapHOCTH, CTBOpEHa je
UAMOCUHKpPATCKa MEIIaBUHA CTapuX, HOBHUX
U MHOBUPAHUX NpOILEIypa U METOO0JOTrHja Y
obnactu anupama (Nedovi¢-Budié, 2001).

Tpancdopmanuja apymrBa M rpajgoBa U3
KOMYHHCTHYKOT Y MOCT-KOMYHUCTHYKU 00pasail
NojjpasyMeBajia je — IOpeA OCTaJor — HOBH
o0nuK Biajge (WM Biajama), HOBU 3aKOHCKH,
YCTaBHU W MHCTUTYLHMOHAJIHU OKBHUP; HOB
€KOHOMCKH TOpPEIaK U COIMjajHa MpaBUIIa; Kao
U HOBE MOJHUTHYKEe M300pe y Morieay mojaesna
NpUBaTH3alMje M Ipepacrojene APYLITBEHUX
npuxona (Harloe, 1996, Andrusz et al., 1996,
Offe, 1997). O0jammeme TpaH3UIH]je TPHU TOME je
npoHal)eHO y OKBHpY TeopHje JeMOKpaTu3aluje
KOja je TpaH3UIHjy MocMarpajia MpUMapHO Kao
nonuTHdky mponec. Kana cy ce pasmarpanu
NPOCTOPHM  YTHIAJU  TpaH3UIMje, IOpes]
MOJIUTUYKOT Pa3MaTpaH jé U €KOHOMCKH aCIEKT
npobiemMa (He M COLMWjaJIHU, WKW MpodiIeM
3alITUTE CPEAMHE), IITO HUje MPEICTaBIHAIO
BUJIHY PA3JIMKy Y OIHOCY Ha T€HEPaTHU MPUCTYTI
(Holmes, 1997; Wu, 2003).

[Tpumep koju HOOPO MITYCTpPYje TPOMEHE KPO3
KOj€ je CHCTeM IUIaHMpama MOpao Ja npohe aa
OU ce MpUIIaroMo HOBOM IOJIMTHYKOM PEKUMY
U U3MEHEHUM  COIMjaTHUM, EKOHOMCKHM
U MHCTUTYLHMOHAJIHUM YCIOBHUMa je OuBIIa
JyrocnaBuja u panamma CpOuja (VujoSevié
and Nedovi¢-Budi¢, 2006; Nedovi¢-Budi¢ and
Cavri¢, 2006). Jlok cy apyre 3eMJbe Y UCTOYHO)]
U 1eHTpanHoj EBponu y nBazeceToroamiimeM
NepUOJy TOJIaKo Ipuiarohasajie cBOje cUCTEME
IUIaHupamwa, y ciaydajy Cpouje Tto ce morahaino
[0l TEPEeTOM HECBAKUAAUIBUX  OKOJIHOCTH
(paroBu, CcaHKIMje) HETUINMYHUX 33 TMOCT-
KOMYHHUCTHUYKY TpaH3MLHUjy: pe3yaTar je ma
cy ce rpagosu y Cpbuju no peunma Kcenwmje
IletoBap (2003) wnamm ,u3mel)y apxase u
rpahana“. EkcTpeMHe Bapujangje y HaYUMHy Ha
KOju cy mpodecHoHaTHU IUIAaHEpU pearoBajiu
y METOAOJIOIIKOM U TIPAKTUYHOM MOIJIeTy
Ha TPOMEHE y HOBHM JpKaBaMa HacTaJIuM
JIe3UHTErpaljoM OuBIIE JyrociaByje MOYEBIIN
on 1989. rogumHe Hyne oOWBE aHamU3a M
3aKJby4aKa y Morjiely OIHOCa 3aKOHCKHUX OCHOBA
IUIAHUpPaka M ILIMper KOHTEKCTa ca jelHe H

The transition of societies and cities from
communist to post-communist, therefore,
involves — among other things — new
systems of government (or governance);
new legal, constitutional and institutional
frameworks; new economic order; new rules
of social integration; and new policy choices
for privatization and redistribution of public
assets (Harloe, 1996; Andrusz et al., 1996;
Offe, 1997). The theory of transition is rooted
in the democratization theory that views
transition as primarily a political process.
Transition specifically of urban phenomena
and processes, too, is viewed as essentially
political and economic, and perhaps not
distinguishable from the transition in general
(Holmes, 1997; Wu, 2003).

The case of former Yugoslavia and
present Serbia illustrates well the changes
that a planning system undergoes in response
to the changing political regime, socio-
economic system and institutions. While
the planning systems in other Central and
Eastern European countries have been under
transition during the post Second World
War and the more recent post-communist
period, the Serbian case is particularly heavy
in societal dynamics and scope that went
beyond what could be considered a typical
experience and context of a communist or a
post-communist CEE country (Vujosevi¢ and
Nedovi¢-Budi¢, 2006; Nedovi¢-Budi¢ and
Cavri¢, 2006). In Petovar’s (2003) words,
Serbian cities are “between the state and the
citizen.” The more extreme variations in how
planning profession and practice operated in
former Yugoslavia and how they responded
to the societal circumstances from 1989 on
offer a rich set of observations that would
point to the relationships between planning
law and its broader context on one hand and
planning practice on the other hand. The
lingering transition (or what Thomas (1998)
terms “the moment of discontinuity”), which
in Serbia seems to have been more complex
and less predictable than in other post-
communist countries in Europe, also allows
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IIpaKce IUIaHUpama ca JIpyre cTpaHe. 3akacHesa

Y BeoMa OroJbeHa, KOMIUIEKCHA U HeNpeIBUINBA

TpaH3ULHMja »MOMEHT  JMCKOHTHHyHUTETa“

no Tomacy 1998) koja je kapakTepucTHYHa

3a CpOujy, mapaJoKcaqHO je 3a HayuyHHUKe
o0e30eaua MPOAYKEHH MEpUoJ] IMocMarpama
mporeca U OKOJHOCTH Koje mpaTe (opMHpame

HOBOT' CUCTEMA TJIAaHUPAha.

Kao 'y cBUM  eKC-KOMyHHCTUYKHM/
COLIMJATUCTUYKUM 3eMJbama, TModeTkoMm 1990-
TUX TOIMHA Y 3eMJbaMa Koje Cy Hacrajie
pacnazom OuBiie JyrocinaBuje JI0LUIO je ciaoma
€TaTUCTUYKOI/CAMOYTIPAaBHOT  IUIaHUpama. Y
HapeaHo] JIeKaaM, CyoueHa ca MOJIUTUYKOM
IUTYpaJIM3alijoM aJld U XaOTHYHOM CUTYallljoM
y 3emipu, CpOuja je mpoXuBJbaBaja TEILIKY
KpHU3y MPOCTOPHOT IUIAHHUPamka KOje je TEIIKO
HaMyIITajao JOTJIe AOMHHAHTaH ONTHMHUCTHYKH
u purugad obpasau. bumo je mokymaja ga ce,
Kao peakiyja Ha TypOyJeHTHa BpEMEHa, CTBOPE
HOBHM 3aKOHCKH U IUTAHCKU OKBHP KPO3 YCBajarhe
IIpoctopuor miana Penybnuke Cpouje u3 1996.
roJIMHe, alM je peajHoOCT Owiia Ja je mpakca
IUTAHUPaka y3 He3HATHE M3MEHE HAcTaBUIIA IO
CTapoM, CBE C€ BHUIIE PAa3HJIA3MBIIM Ca HOBOM
MOJIUTUYKOM, EKOHOMCKOM U  COLMjaJIHOM
cutyarjoM. CucreM mianupama y CpOuju je
O3HaYaBaH Kao ,,...4yJJHa MEIIaBUHA XETEPOr€HUX
eJleMeHara IMpey3eTHX W3 Pa3IUuUuTHX MOJiena
MOMYT KPU3HOT IUIAaHUpama, IJIaHWpama Kao
NOJPIIKE JIMBJbAY TPXKUIITA, MPOjEKTHOT
wianupamwa, uta. (Byjomesuh, 2002, crp.
59). TakBO Heycleno peTylIupame CHUCTEMA
IlaHupamwa y nepuoay ox 1996. mo 2003.
roguHe Haj00Jbe WIYCTpyje UMECHUIA Ja CY
TOKOM 7 roauHa paljeHa W yCBOjeHa cBera JBa
MIPOCTOPHA TUIaHa (jelaH PErHOHAIHY U jeJIaH 3a
aKyMyJalujy) JOK je MeTHaecTaKk APYrux Ouio
y pasnuuutuM ¢azama uspage. TakaB cuctem
IUTaHUpama Ouo je kapakrepucan kao (Stojkov,
Suboti¢ and Djordjevi¢, 2004):

e (CucreMm ca BHILIE-Malke pPa3BUjCHOM
MaTpUIIOM  TPOCTOPHUX  KpPUTEpHUjyMa,
OJJHOCHO  HAuMHa  pa3MHIUbakba O
OPOCTOPHUM  YyCJIOBHMa 3a  aJlOKalujy
o0jekara W  ¢QyHKUMja, KOjU  HHje
JUCKPEAUTOBAH HHU IMOjeJUHUM TI'pyOouM
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for an extended time period for studying

the processes and issues that underlie the

formation of a new planning system.

As in the other ex/communist/socialist
countries, former state-centred planning
system broke down also in Yugoslavia at
the beginning of the 1990s. In the following
decade,along with the events we mentioned and
the new key factors that transition introduced:
political pluralization, privatization and
marketization, Serbia witnessed a deep crisis
of planning, not only because of the chaotic
state of the country but also as a reaction
to too optimistic and rigid planning that
characterized previous period of communism/
socialism. There was some effort to meet the
challenges of these turbulent times with the
creation of the new legal arrangements and the
adoption of the Spatial Plan of the Republic
of Serbia in 1996 but in fact, the practise
showed to be a mixture of old habits and few
institutional changes which couldn’t match the
impact and of the new political, economical
and social factors. The planning system as
a whole was recognised like a “strange mix
of heterogeneous elements from a number
of disparate modes i.e. ‘crisis — management
- planning’,‘planning — supporting — wild —
marketization - and-privatization’, ‘project
— based - planning’ etc.” as in Vujosevic
(2002, pp. 59). This unsuccessful retouching
of the planning system that happened in the
mid 1990s is well illustrated with the fact
that in the next 7 years besides the national
spatial plan only 2 spatial plans (one for water
accumulation and one regional) have been
adopted while 15 others were in different
phases of elaboration. Such a system of spatial
and strategic planning was characterised as:

e More or less developed spatial-
geographical environmental system of
criteria, i.e. a way of thinking on the
spatial conditions for locating networks
and development; Certain crucial
mistakes of planners, which we encounter
from time to time still do not discredit
this planning dimension;
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rperikama IiaHepa;

e (CucreM ca HEIOBOJHHO
u HEa/IeKBaTHO MO3UIIMOHUPAHUM
NOCTyNIMMa  OLEHe W  BpeIHOBamba
(PMHAHCH)CKO-€KOHOMCKE  OIPaBIAHOCTH
IUIAHCKUX peIlemka M, joll Tope, Kao
CHUCTEM KOJU y HEJOCTaTKy peJIeBAaHTHUX
JPYLITBEHUX cTpareruja, OITUKY]Y
NPOCTOPHU IUIAHOBU KOjU C€ TMpaBe y
HEpeaJHOM EKOHOMCKOM IpOCTOpY |
BpPEMEHY;

e Cucrem MOTIyHE UMIIPOBH3AIIH]e
MH/IMKAaTOpa M WHCTPyMEHaTa COLMjaTHOT
pa3sBoja  (cTaHOBame,  ypOaHM3alyja,
00HOBa, jaBHU CEpBHCH, MoceOHEe moTpede
CTAaHOBHMIIITBA), U3 KOjuXx Ou Tpebaso aa ce
1pIIe U3BOPH y NIOIVIE Ty NOTpeda, BpeIHOCTH
U [[UJbEBA JAPYIITBEHE 3ajeTHUIIC 32 KOjy ce
TUTAHOBH U pajie.
ok je mpoctopHo miuaHupame y CpOuju

HACTOjaJI0 Jla TPEXHBH, IUIAHUPABE HA T3B.

3amaay je yuwio y HOBY €BOJYTHBHY (ha3y.

[Mocnenune  miobanu3anmje, Jaeperyiaiuje,

JIClIEHTpaan3alyje, HeraTUBHUX I[poleca y

KMBOTHO] CpeIuMHHM U Kajga je peu o Epormw,

MHTETrpalija HAMETHYJIH Cy HEOIIXOITHOCT HOBHUX,

WHOBAaTMBHUX MeEXaHM3aMa M HMHCTPyMEHaTa

KOju O1 OOJIMKOBAJIM M HOBY IIPAKCY TUIAHUPAhA.

Pesynrar cy Ounm mpomonyja mapagurme

OAPKUBOCTH, CyOCHIIMjapHOCTH, €(PUKACHOCTH,

capalibe, KOMYHHUKAaIMje W KOOpAMHAIH]E,

CTpPATEUIKOT IUIaHHpara, CXeMa, WHUIIMjaTHBA,

yMperkaBamba, UT/I.

[onuHy paHa HAaKOH T3B. JEMOKPATCKUX
npomena, 2001. roguHe, modenu Cy Haropu
Ha pedopmu cucrema rianupamwa y CpOuju,
ca LIMJbEM Jla Cce MOIyHE Mpa3HHWHE HacTale y
MOCIENIO] JeKaau Te Ja ce Halje aJexBaTHO
peliele Kao  OArOBOp Ha  HOBOHACTAIHU
MOJIUTUYKH, EKOHOMCKH, COLHMjalHW Ta H
NPOCTOPHU KOHTEKCT Yy KOME IUIaHHpame
(GYHKLIMOHHUIIE, HCTOBPEMEHO YyBaXkaBajyhu
HOBE KOHIIENTE U MHCTPYMEHTE KOjH Cy YBEJICHH
Ha 3amnajay. Buie myra cMo onucanu KOJUKO Cy
TH HAIlOpHU OWJIM MYKOTPITHH M KaKO Cy pe3yITaTH
TUX Haropa Ownn He3anoBoskaBajyhu (Pordevié
and Dabovi¢, 2009; Nedovi¢-Budi¢, Djordjevié¢

pa3BUjeHUM

e Utterly undeveloped and inadequately
established assessment and evaluation
system of the financial-economic
feasibility of planned solutions and
an even more serious problem of the
complete lack of an passable economic
development strategy, without which
the spatial plan is placed in an unreal
economic space and time;

e Not of lesser significance is the social
system development out of which should
derive the idea on the needs, values and
goals of a social community for which
we make plans. This system, as yet, has
been subjected to a mere improvisation
in plans (urbanization, housing, renewal,
public services, special assets) (Stojkov,
Subotic, Djordjevic, 2004).

While Serbia’s planning was trying to
keep its head above the water, so called
Western planning was entering another
phase of its evolution. The consequences of
globalization, deregulation, decentralization,
negative processes in the environment and in
the case of Europe its integrations, lightened
the necessity of new more innovative
mechanisms and instruments that would shape
a more ‘plan-led’ practice. This has resulted
in promoting sustainability, subsidiarity,
efficiency, cooperation, communication,
coordination, spatial and strategic planning,
schemes, initiatives, networks etc.

One year after the democratic change in
Serbia, in 2001 works on reforming the system
of planning began. The intention was to fill out
the gaps created in the previous decade and to
answer to the new political, economical, social
and spatial context of planning as well as to
incorporate new concepts and instruments that
were at that time dominating the Western one.
We did describe on several occasions how this
works were hard and obsolete (Pordevi¢ and
Dabovi¢, 2009, Nedovi¢-Budi¢, Djordjevié
and Dabovi¢, 2011). In summary, local
(municipal) spatial plans, together with
spatial plans for areas of special use, are
being produced more than ever. Accordingly
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and Dabovi¢, 2011). CymapHo mocmarpajyhu,
HakoH 12 roxumHa, NPOCTOPHU  IIJIAHOBU
OIIITHHA, 33jJ€HO Ca MPOCTOPHUM IUIAHOBHMA
nojipyyja moceOHE HAMEHE U PErHOHATHUM
IUTAHOBMMA C€ pajie BUIIEe Hero ukaja (yKynaH
Opoj ONIITMHCKUX IJIAHOBAa M YPOAHUCTHUKUX
IUTAHOBA 32 TPAJIOBE U OMIITHHCKE LEHTPE KOjU
Cy CTpaTeIIKH M0 CBOM KapakTepy J0CTHXke Opoj
on oko 150 3a cBaku Tum). Y 0BOM TpPEHYTKY
OHH Cy jeIMHO Ma3uBO Koje Mokpehe Touak
NPOCTOpHOT TaHupawa y CpOuju u jenuHu
M3BOp TpUXofa 3a meHe maHepe. Mako um
je Opoj mmmpecuBaH, Hajsehu Opoj HcTHUX He
O/VIMKYyje TIIOMaK y METOJOJOTUjU KOju Ou
omoryhuo 6p3 u ajiekBaTaH OrOBOp Ha M3a30BE
y CBHUM JIpYIITBEHUM acleKTUMa, a MMOHAajBUIIIE
y obnactu ekoHoMuje. TakBe TIaHOBE OJUIUKY]Y
ciabe aHamu3e W OICHE/TIPOLEHE EKOHOMCKHUX
U COIMjaIHUX KpeTama (I1a Yak U IOTpelIHe
IpoIeHe Yy TOIIeqy IpOMEHa y IMpocTopy),
TE€ WCTH TPeICTaBiba)y (HU3UUKY, OTHOCHO
reorpadcky JAepUHUIM]Y YEeCTO MIY30pHHUX
TUTAHCKUX IIMJbEBA, peIIekha U IPOMO3HUIHja.
be3 npumene Moziena MHTErpaaHOT TUIAHUPaba,
BHIIIE €X Post U eX continuo BpeTHOBAKkA YMECTO
JIOMHMHAHTHOI €X ante, Temko ga he mohm mo
1o0oJbIIakha BUXOBOT KBAJIUTETA U YHarpehema
cucTeMa IUIaHUpama y HeIUHU. TakBU IUIAHOBU
pe3yntupajy He3amHTepecoBaHouhy Japyrux
aKTepa y TMpolecy IUIaHUpama — BJIACTH H
rpaljana — KaKo J1a y ’bbUXOBO]j U3paIu YUECTBY]Y,
a JOII BUIIIE J]a UM TaKBH TUTAHOBU Oy/ly BOAUIbA.
Capgamma mpakca rianupama y Cpbuju je,
JlaKIie, TUIaHep-1eHTPUYHA, Y CMUCIY 3 TOTOBO
WCKJBYYHMBO TUIAaHEPH UACHTU(DHKY]y mpolieme
y TPOCTOPY U HyJAE aJTepPHATHBE 32 HHXOBO
pemaBame. Ilpemasio je MecTa OCTaBJbEHO 3a
Apyrayvje HMHTEpece M ujaeje, MelyCeKTOCKy
KOOpPJIMHALIM]Y U CHHXPOHHU3AIM]y MapTHEPCTBa
u3Melly  jaBHOr M TNPHUBATHOI  CEKTOpa.
KoHcekBeHTHO, ITpeMasio je MecTa OCTaBJbEHO 3a
rpaljane, HHTpECHE rpyne U OpraHusanuje aa y
Ipoliecy MJIaHUpamba YUECTBY]Y, TE J1a yUYECTBY]Y
U y Tpoliecy IIaHCKe uMIieMenTanuje. Jlobdap
IpUMEp ayTUCTUYHOCTH CUCTEMa IUIAHUPAbA Y
CpOuju je miaHupame NOorpaHuYHe 30HE MpeMa
Byrapckoj.
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to the current Law, these plans determine
the starting point, the spatial development
objectives and land use, organization and
protection rules of the planning area. In
theory, the number of municipal spatial plans
and general plans for municipal centers,
both sorts having strategic developmental
aspirations can climb up to 150 each. For now
they are unique wheals that are turning in
Serbia’s planning and the main source of our
planners’ existence. They are accommodating
the quantitative development of planning in
Serbia but most of them are not showing any
shift in methodology which would enable
the planning to respond quickly to changes
occurring in all societal domains but foremost
in the economic sphere. They are backed up
by poorly assessed economic and social needs
development analyses (sometimes even badly
assessed spatial dimension), so that they come
down to the physical/geographic definition
of the often illusory planning objectives,
solutions and propositions. Without applying
integrative planning method, more ex post
and ex continuo instead of prevailing ex ante
evaluation these plans will hardly contribute
to quality improvement or more importantly
to a prosperous development of the planning
area. There lays the chief indifference of
the authorities and citizens to participate in
elaboration of such plans, let alone be guided
by them. The current planning practice is
therefore, predominantly planners” centered;
implying thatitis the planner who identifies the
problems and seeks for planning alternatives.
There is little or no room for different
interests and ideas, intersectoral coordination
and synchronization or partnership between
public and private actors. Consequently, there
is hardly any room for various stakeholders
and shareholders to take part in the planning
process and the ensuing implementation
phase. The good example of the existing
autistic planning system is planning of the
border area of Serbia towards Bulgaria.
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CAXETH IIPEIJIEA TNTAHUPABA
I[TPOCTOPHOI" PA3BOJA IIOI'PAHUYHE
30HE CPBUMIJE ITPEMA BYTAPCKOJ

[Tpomwnoje 15 roquna o mociaemer Hay YHOT
panaxoju je Ha OJiceKy 3a MPOCTOPHO IIIAHUPAHE
myOIMKOBaH, a KOjU CE€ TaKCaTMBHO OJHOCU Ha
TUTaHUpPakEe NMOTpaHuYHe 30HE Mpema byrapckoj
(bophesuh, 1994). Hako je y wmehyBpemeny
OUJI0 KOHTaKTa, Ia M MOKyIlaja Ja ce Halpase
3ajeJHUYKU TIPOJEeKTH W HMHCTUTYLHOHAIIN3Y]je
capaZmba y 001acTH IUJIaHHpama MPOCTOPHOT
pa3Boja, OHa je 10 JaHac OcTaja HacyMH4YHa
U ToBpeMeHa, oOyxBarajyhu y MpOCTOPHOM
CMHCITY BpJIO OTpaHU4eHa nojpyy4ja. Y Hajsehem
Opojy ciydajeBa, OO0 capalme je JIOILIO0
MOCPEHO: Tako je mpojekar lron Gate (2001 —
2002. godine) ¢unancupana Brnaga Hemauke,
y3 yuemhe ekcnepata u3 PymyHnuje, byrapcke
u CpbOuje — mpojeKar je HaCTaBJbEH IO0J] HOBUM
HazuBoM Kyimypne cmasze Ilodynasma, anu je
HETOB OJJ€K Y CTPYYHO] U TOJIUTHUYKO] JABHOCTH
Cpbuje 6uo MapruHamiaH.

[Torpanmuna  3oHa  CpOuje  mpema
Byrapckoj cieau MaxoM NPUPOJIHE TpaHUIE
— opoxuaporpadcko passohe Crape (bankan)
[Tnanune u OpACKO-TUIAaHUHCKY oOnacT Bnacune
u Kpajumra. Jequau npoaopu Kpo3 IIaHUHCKY
6apujepy (1 Hajoospa Beza Cpouje ca byrapckom)
cy ycke peune nonune /lynaBa u Humage, koje
[0 CaBPEMEHO] HOMEHKJATypu NpPEeACTaBIbajy
TpaHceBponcke kopuaope — ynas kopunop VII,
a npasai] Hum-Coduja kpak nHppacTpyKTypHOT
xopuropa X. MUMO pedeHMX TPaHCBEP3aIHUX
mpaBalla HMCTOK-3amaji, MOrpaHUYHA  30Ha
Cpbuje mpema byrapckoj je mOpuUBpeIHO
Hepa3BUjeHa, caoOpahajHo cmabo noctymnHa,
M3pa3UTO JIETIONYJIAIOHA €A CBUM HETaTUBHUM
nokazareJpumMa y — Tomieny — aemorpadceke
CTPYKType, Cca BEIMKHM IPOLEHTOM LIYMCKOT
y YKYIHOM 3eMJbUIITY. Y TOJbONPUBPEIH
JOMUHHMpa  CTOYapcTBO, a Hajsehu  11eo
uHAycTpuje w3rpahleH y nmoba comujanusma
j€ WIN HEeNUKBUIAH, WIMA je Y TPaH3ULUjU U
Ipoliecy MpHUBaTU3alje yciuen MalBep3amnuja 1
KOPYIIIMje 3aTBOPEH WMJIM C€ Hala3W y CTEYajy.
Pacte ctoma He3amocieHoctd W anaruja meby

CONCISE OVERVIEW OF SPATIAL
DEVELOPMENT PLANNING OF SERBIA-
BULGARIA INTERBORDER ZONE

It has been 15 years since the last scientific
paper refering to planning of interborder
zone towards Bulgaria was published at
the Department of Spatial planning (see:
Bophesuh, 1994). Despite the fact that there
have been some attempts at making joint
projects within the field of spatial development
planning, the cooperation has been nothing
but random and occasional with reference to
only those narrow border zones. In most cases
the cooperation was indirect: via the [Iron
Gate project (2001 — 2002) financed by the
German government, with the participation
of Romanian, Bulgarian, and Serbian experts
— the project continued under the name of
Cultural paths of the Danube region, but its
echo in public and academic society of Serbia
was marginal.

The border zone towards Bulgaria is
mostly run through natural borderline —
orohydrographic dividing line of the Stara
Planina Mountain and highlands area of
Vlasina and Krajiste. The only path through
the mountain area (and the best of all physical
connections with Bulgaria) are the narrow
river valleys of the Danube and the Nisava
River, which, according to the modern
nomenclature, are actualy trans-European
corridors — the Danube corridor VII, and Nis-
Sophia road is an attachment of infrastructural
corridor X. Except for these East-West roads,
the border area towards Bulgaria has poor
economy, traffic availability, and is extremely
depopulated along with negative indicators of
demographic structure, with high percentage
of forest area. Agriculture is dominated by
cattle breeding, and most industrial facilities
originate from the age of socialism being either
non-liquid, in transition due to the process of
privatization, or are closed due to corruption.
The unemployment rates are getting higher
followed by the population’s apathy, and the
roads through Timocka Krajina are rarely
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CTaHOBHMILITBOM, a MMyTeBUMa THMOUKE KpajuHe
nposiazu ce pehu u pehu caodpahaj.

[lepudepHOCT ¥ HEPa3BHjEHOCT MOApYYja
je KOHCTaroBaHa U de facto je mocrojana u y
noba comujanusMma. IlnaHOBM JTOHOIIEHH Y
TO BpeMe — MOmyT PermoHajsHOr MpOCTOPHOT
wiana Tumouke kpajune u3 1976. rogune — y3
MOJbOTIIPUBPEY Cy Kao IJIaBHH Pa3BOjHH aayT
UCTHLIAJM MHIYCTPUJCKH pa3Boj (moapydja
bopa, Majnanneka, Herotuna, 3ajeuapa,
[Mupora u ap.), eHEepreTuky (XUIpOoeseKTpaHe
‘Bepnan 1 u 2) u, y HEmITo Mamk0j MEPHU, TypU3aM.
[Touetkom 1990-Tux roxmMHa HacTyma TeEIIKa
KpHU3a — pacraj 3eMmJbe, CaHkiuje, rpahancku
par y 6uBmioj JyrociaaBuju. Mepa U UHAMKATOD
CTama je y NomIely IUIaHHpama MPOCTOPHOT
pa3Boja Omo IIpoctopuu mnan PenyOGnuke
Cpbuje, ycBojeH 1996. romune. Mako HyX)HO
KOHLIEMNIIMJCKH 3aTBOPEH, 0e3 pellema MOIyT
TPaHCTPAaHUYHE Capajiibe, OH j€ MIaK MCTHIAO0
norpe0y U3rpajme TOMEHyTe MarucTpaiHe
uHppacTpyKType, noBehawme  JOCTYyNHOCTH
TEPUTOPH]jE Y LIETHHH, 3ayCTABIbAHE TOMEHYTUX
HETraTMBHUX TPEHA0Ba, OpKU pPa3BoOj Typu3Ma
(063upoM Ha mocTojehe nMpUpoHE MOTEHIIMjae
U KyITypHO-HUCTOPHJCKE  CIIOMEHHUKE), Te
u3pajpy 4YUTABOT HHM3a PETMOHAIHUX IUIAHOBA
U IUIAaHOBAa 3a Mojpydja MoceOHE HaMEHE —
3a MH(paACTPYKTypHE KOpHIOpe, 3a Moapydja
eKCIIoaTaluje pyla U MUHEPAJIHUX CUPOBHUHA,
3a CJIMBHA MOJIPYY)ja BEIUITAYKUX aKyMyJlaluja, 3a
HaIlMOHAJIHE TTApKOBE U Jjpyra NpupoaHa a06pa,
3a 3Ha4YajHU]j€ KyATYPHO-UCTOPH]CKE CTIOMEHUKE,
3a TypUCTHYKa NOApydYja, UTA. Y MEPUOLYy 0
2000. romuHEe TOTOBO Ja HMIINTA HHje ypaheHo
y ToIeqy HMIIEMEHTAIMje OBOT 3Ha4yajHOT
CTPATELIKOT JOKyMEHTa. YMECTO TOra, JIOIUIO je
no OombapnoBama 1999. roguHe u HeKke BpCTeE
nemokparcke pesoayuuje 2000. roguxe.

Hakon 2000. roxumHe TmouMmE HOBA
— mocneama (aza y mnomieqy IUIaHHpamba
POCTOpHOT pa3Boja u CpOuje U MOrpaHUuYHOT
noapyyja npema byrapckoj. Ty, Ha3oBuMO je
TpaH3UIMjCKy a3y, mopea ocTajor, OIHKYje
MOTIYHA TMPEBIAaCT MPUBATHOT  HMHTEpeca
y OIHOCYy Ha jaBHU — T3B. HMHBECTUTOPCKH
ypOaHn3aM M IUIaHUpPakEe — IITO HUjE YCaMJbEeH
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used.

This area was peripheral and undeveloped
de facto even in the age of socialism. The
plans that were adopted at the time — such
as the Regional spatial plan of Timocka
Krajina from 1976 — along with agriculture,
pointed out the proces of industrialization as
main development solutions (areas of Bor,
Majdanpek, Negotin, Zajecar, Pirot, etc.),
as well as the energetics (Djerdap 1 and 2
hydroplants) and tourism to some extent.
In the early 1990s there was a severe crisis
— the country fell apart, sanctions, civil war
in former Yugoslavia. The Spatial Plan of
Republic of Serbia adopted in 1996 was an
indicator of condition of spatial development.
Though its concept is rather closed, without
any solutions for interborder cooperation,
the plan still stressed out the need for the
aforementioned road infrastructure, making
the territory more available stopping those
negative trends, tourism outbreak (taking into
account the existing natural potentials and
cultural-hystorical monuments), making a
whole range of regional plans and plans for
the areas of specific usage— infrastructural
corridors, mine exploitation, river valleys
for artificial accumulations, national parks,
monuments of cultural herritage, touristis
sites, etc. Up to 2000, almost nothing was done
in order to implement this strategic document.
Instead, there was the 1999 bombardment and
some sort of democratic revolution in 2000.

After 2000 there was a new and the last
phase in spatial development planning of both
Serbia and its border zone towards Bulgaria.
This transition phase was accompanied by
total reign of private interests — so-called
investment urbanism and planning— which
was not only problem in Serbia but also of
most transition countries. Market domination
within the development process and the
role of spatial plans reflect the power and
influence of a state, which did nothing
regarding social balance, economic prosperity,
regional balance, etc. except from selling out
public/state property. Economic and social
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ciyuaj Cpbuje, Hero je y Behoj wim Mamoj
MEpHU MPUCYTaH y CBUM 3eMJbaMa Koje Cy Kpo3
TPaH3ULM]y TPOLUIE WM CE Y HOj JOIl YBEK
Hanaze . JloMuHaMja TP)KUIITA y Pa3BOJHOM
IpoIieCy U ciiadalrHa ysaora i 3Ha4aj IpOCTOPHUX
IUTAHOBA OIVIENIAJIO Cy CHAre M yTHIaja JIpKaBe,
KOja OCHM pacmponaje y Oecueme IpixaBHe/
jaBHE MMOBHMHE HHje TOTOBO HHINTA ypaauia
10 MUTaky COLMjaIHE PABHOTEXE, EKOHOMCKOT
MPOCHEepUTeTa, pPErHOHAJIHOr OamaHca M CI.
ExoHOMCKE © coIUjalHE HEJeHAKOCTH CY
CBE H3pakeHHje, KOHTpacTH usMel)y Oorarmx
U CHUPOMAIIHMX CBe BehM, a y peruoHaIHOM
CMHCITY Cy pas3yinke u3Mely pa3BujeHHjer ceBepa
Penyonuke Cpbuje (ca beorpagom) u jyra cBe
m3pakenuje. OcnabsbeHa JpxkaBa, MehyTum,
HUje TMPUCTyNHIAa JACLUEHTPAIU3alMjU U3 BHIIE
pasnora (NOJMTHKA, TpaaulMja, HEraTUBHU
UCTOPUJCKU OaylacT M HMCKYCTBa, WUTA), INTO 3a
JUPEKTHY TOCIEINIy MMa Ja je IUIaHHpambe
norpanuyne 3oHe CpbOuje mpema byrapckoj y
CTBAPHOCTH TOTOBO Y TMOTIYHOCTH Yy pyKama
ApXKaBe — WIyCTpaluje pagd, y IMEpUOLy Of
2000. no 2009. roguHe yCBOjEH je camo jelaH
NPOCTOPHU IIJIaH OMNIUTHHE Y MOTPAHUYHOM
nojacy — 3a onumrtuny KiiagoBo Ha Tpomehu ca
Byrapckom u Pymynujom 2005. romuHe — mro
JACHO U OILTPO OIUCYje CTamE U JOMETE JIOKATTHE
camoytpase y CpOuju y OBOM TPEHYTKY, YKYITHO
Y3€BIIM Ma U [0 MUTambUMa CTBAPHOT YyTHUIlaja
Ha TPOCTOpHU pa3Boj. Hemocrarak HOBUA |
Ha/IJISKHOCTH Ha JIOKAJTHOM HHUBOY, HETIOCTOjathe
pPErMOHAJIHOI HUBOA yNpaBe M Pa3BOJHUX
areHIMja CBEJO je IUIAHCKE HHCTPYMEHTE Ha
jenaH — p>kaBHO IuaHupame. Ocraje 1a ce UcTo
y KpaTKHM L[pTama OIHILIE.

[Topen HaBeneHUX MPOCTOPHHUX I[UIAHOBA
nozipyyja mnoceOHe HaMEHE KOju ce paje
32 TPOCTOPHO OrpaHWYECHE 30HE 3aIITUTE
XUIpOoaKyMyJalnja, HPUPOIHUX M KYITYpHO-
UCTOPUjCKUX po00apa, y TOKy je wuspaga 4
NPOCTOpPHA IUIaHA OJ KJbYYHOI 3Hayaja 3a
MIPOCTOPHU pa3Boj morpaHnyHe 3o0He CpOuje
npemMa byrapckoj. /[IBa ¢y perumoHamHOr
3Hauaja M opHoce ce Ha mnoapyyja CpOuje
npema byrapckoj ceBepHo ox peke Hwuiase
— Pervonannu mnpocropuu mnaH Tumouke

differences are ever larger as well as the rich/
poor contrast, and regionally speaking there
are vast differences between the developed
north parts of the country (with Belgrade) and
the south. Nevertheless, the weakened country
did not start the process of decentralization for
numerous reasons (politics, tradition, negative
hystorical burden, lack of experience, etc.),
the consequence of which is that the state is
fully responsible for the planning of border
zone towards Bulgaria — just to illustrate in
2000-2009 period only one spatial plan was
adopted on a municipality level in the border
zone — Kladovo municipality in border with
Bulgaria and Romania in 2005 — which
clearly describes the state and reaches of local
self-government in Serbia at the moment in
general, taking into account the actual impact
on spatial planning. The lack of finances and
local authorities, no regional management
agencies and development agencies narrows
the planning instruments down to one thing —
state planning. This will be briefly described
in the following lines.

Apart from these spatial plans for special
purpose areas that are devised for spatially
limited zones that protect hydroaccumulations,
natural and hystoric goods, there are 4
pending spatial plans that are key for the
spatial deveopment of border zone towards
Bulgaria. Two of them are regional in their
relevance and refer to the zones north to the
Nisava River in Serbia — Regional Spatial
Plan for Timocka Krajina, and south to the
Nisava River — Regional Spatial Plan for
Juzno Pomoravlje area municipalities, that
refers to the area between Romanian border
in the north and Macedonian border in the
south. Besides these two regional plans, there
are pending plans for two directions through
orographic barriers that seperate Serbia and
Bulgaria: Spatial plan for the infrastructural
corridor Nis-Bulgaria borderline and Spatial
plan for the Danube area, which should
be the result of the DONAU REGIONEN
international project (regarding its devision).
The first three are under the Republic of
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KpajuHe, M Jy)KHO O] Te peke — Pernonamnu
MPOCTOPHHU IUIAH OMIUTHHA Jy>KHOT TOMOpaBJba,
Koju 00yXxBatajy 11e0 npocTop uzmely pymyHcke
IpaHMIIe HA CeBEepy U rpaHulle ca Makel1oHHjoM
Ha jyry. Ilopen oBa nBa pernonainHa, paje ce
MPOCTOPHM IUIAHOBM 3a JIBa MpaBLa Npojopa
Kpo3 opoxuaporpadcky Oapujepy Koja Jaenu
CpOujy u byrapcky: IIpoctopHu miaH noxapydja
UHPPACTPYKTypHOT Kopujaopa Humi-rpanuna
Bbyrapcke u IlpocropHu 1uian koju oOyxBaTa
[TonyHnassbe, 3a cajia 6e3 3BaHMYHOT HA3MBA, M
Koju Tpeba Ja mpoHCTEeKHE M3 MelyHapomaHor
npojekta (y CMHUCIYy HEroBe paspaje) IO
HazusoM DONAU REGIONEN. IlpBa Tpu paau
npxaa CpOMja caMOCTaiHO, JOK je YETBPTH
Mel)yHapoJHOT KapakTepa, Kako Yy TMOIeny
yUeCHHKA, TAaKO U (PMHAHCUPAbA. 3ajeTHUYKO 3a
CBa YETHPH j€ Ja je TVIABHU HOCHUJIAI] IIJTaHUpamba
y Cpbuju PenyOnuuka AreHiuja 3a IpoOCTOPHO
IUTAHUPAE, aJlM UM j€ TO MPAKTHYHO U JeTUHU
CTBApHH 33j€IHUYKU UMEHHUTEJb, YIIPKOC HEKHM
JIeKJIapaTUBHUM TBPAbaMa y, HA30BUMO UX TaKo,
,»CPIICKUM‘ TUTaHOBUMa.

[Ipa Tpu HaBeleHa IUJIaHA, YKPAaTKo,
OVTMKY]y TpEeTepaHd ONTHMHU3AM U OCIabambe
Ha jOII YBEK HEIOCTYIHE EBPOIICKE pa3BOjHE
¢doHIOBE, MITO je Yy OIITPOM Hecarjaacjy ca
a) EKOHOMCKOM U COIIMjaJIHOM CHUTYallljoM Yy
3eMJbH, 0) YKYITHUM aMOHjeHTOM IUIaHUpamba U
1) TPEHJOBUMA y OJIMKEM U JJaJbeM OKPYXKEHY.
be3 ymaxema y jJerasbe IUIAHOBA JIOBOJHHO je€
ropiby TBPIKY WIYCTPOBAaTH ca CLEHapujuMa
pas3Boja: Tako cy 3a Tumouky kpajuny no 2025.
roIMHe MpenBul)eHa TpU ClieHaApHja KOjU, PeIOM
NPeTHoCTaB/bajy uHTerpauujy y EBpomcky
yaujy 2015. romuHe (ca MPOjeKTOBAaHUM
B/IT-om Tumouke kpajune ox 4 797 eypa 1o
CTaHOBHMKY), CLEHapuo ,bankancku turap*
KOJU TIPETIOCTaBJba joll OpKe YKJbyUHBame
y EBpomcky yuujy (mo 2012. romune ca
npojexktoBaHuM bJII1-om Tumouke KkpajunHe
o1 8 316 eypa mo CTaHOBHMKY) W TOCHEIHU
»-.. KaKO ce, MO Halloj MpOLEeHH, HU Tpehom
MIPOJEeKIIjOM HE JIOCTIDKE 3a]10BOJbaBajyhu
pa3Boj Cpbuje mo 2025. ronune, ypahena je u
YeTBPTa MPOjeKIMja ca MPOCEYHOM T'OIUIIEHOM
cToroM pacta of 8,2% Kkoja moapa3zymeBa OpyTo
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Serbia single jurisdiction, whereas the fourth
is international — both by the participants and
finances. What these four all have in common
is the State Agency for Spatial Planning of
Serbia, but this is also the only thing that
puts them together, despite some declarative
statements of so-called ’Serbian plans’.

First three plans, briefly, are too
optimistic and rely on some still unavailable
European development funds, which clearly
confronts a) economic and social situation in
the country, b) total atmosphere in planning,
and c) trends in near and distant surroundings.
Without going into details, it is sufficient to
illustrate this statement with the following
development scenarios: up to 2025 there are
three scenarios for Timocka Krajina that refer
to EU integration by 2015 (with planned gdp
in Timocka Krajina of 4,797 euros per capita),
»Balkans tiger scenario that presupposes
even faster EU integration (up to 2012 with
GDP of 8,316 euros per capita) and last one...
but, in our estimation, not even the third
projection shall reach the necessary Serbia
development by 2025, and there was the
fourth projection with the average growth
rate of 8,2% that includes 15 000 GDP per
capita in Timocka Krajina. Even the most
pesimistic scenario includes the growth
from current 2,000 euros up to 3,323 euros
per capita, which would mean reaching the
current Serbia GDP of 3,354 euros per capita
(based on: Regional Spatial Plan for Timocka
Krajina — Implementation Plan, State Agency
for Spatial Planning, Belgrade, 2007, p.65).
Similar, though somewhat less unrealistic
plan assumptions appear in the Regional
spatial plan for Juzno Pomoravlje2006-2021
(PAIIII, december 2008). Even the Spatial
plan for area of infrastructural corridor Nis-
Bulgaria borderline (PAIIII, 2004) that has
engineering-like nature has some unrealistic
deadlines for the completion of a modern
highway that should connect Nis and Sophia
as a part of European corridor X (the road
should have been completed by now, but
the construction has not even started — as
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JIOXOJIaK TI0 CTAHOBHUKY TuMouKke KpajuHe of 15
000 eypa. Yak U MeCUMUCTUYKU CLEHAPUO WIIU
CIICHapHO HUCKOT CTETEeHa pa3Boja Moapa3yMeBa
pact ca camammux 2 000 eypa Ha 3 323 eypa
110 CTAHOBHUKY YMME OM Cc€ IOCTUTA0 CaJAlIbH
BAIl no cranoBHuky CpbOuje KOjU H3HOCH
3 354 eypa (cBe Ha OCHOBY: Peruonamnu
npocTopHu 1an Tumouke kpajune — Ilporpam
u3pane, PemyOnmuuka areHimja 3a HpPOCTOPHO
mwianupamwe, beorpaa, 2007, ctp. 65). Cinune,
MaJla HElITO Mambe HepeasHe IJIaHCKe ITOCTaBKe
MojaBJbyjy ce u y PernoHamHoM mpoCTOPHOM
IlaHy onmrTuHa JyxHor mnomopasiba 2006-
2021. roqune (PAIIII, 2008) Yak u [Ipocropuu
IUIaH TOApYYja HMHPPACTPYKTYPHOT KOpUIOpa
Hum-rpanuna byrapcke (PAIIII, 2004) xoju
je To CBOjUM OJJMKama ,,MHXCHEPCKH'* TUIaH
UMa HepeajHe POKOBE 3aBpPIIETKA MOJAECPHOT
ayTo-1yTa koju Ou Tpebano na mosexe Humr u
Codujy xao neo eBpomnckor kopumopa X (ImyT
je Beh Tpebano nma Oyne 3aBplIeH, a 3ampaBo
EroBa M3rpajiiba joll HHUje HU Ioyena — a
Kaga he cTBapHO OWMTH 3aBpIIEH 003MpPOM Ha
BPJIO 3aXTeBaH W 3a M3TPaJkby HENOBOJbAH
tepeH CuheBauke Kiucype, T€ Ha JOCaJAllby
JIMHAMUKy wu3rpagme mnyreBa y Cpbuju Huje
3axBaJIHO HUA IPOTHO3MpaTH ). Ha Tako HepeaTHuM
CIICHapHMjUMa MpelH3upaHa cy MIaHCKa peliema
KOja Cy HY>KHO TIOJ[je/IHaKO HepeaslHa Te UX HeMa
CMHCIIa HU HaBOIUTH. TakBa MOMYyIHCTHYKA
MOJIMTHKA TPOCTOPHOT pas3Boja je pes3ynTar
YKYITHE HepeajHe TOJIUTUKE JpxKaBe y TeKkyhem
NEPUOJTY KOja C€ TOTOBO Y MOTIYHOCTH 3aCHUBA
Ha JBe Mpemuce: 1a he Ham y BeoMa KpaTKOM
POKy cThi HEBEpOBAaTHO BEJIMKA KOJIMYUHA I1apa
kojoMm hemo pemuTi Haromuiiane npodneme (ma
Y OHE y IPOCTOPHOM Pa3Bojy), Te 1a hemo nmopen
TOT ITOKJIOHA YCTIETH U J1a PACIpoiaMO CBE CBOje
NPUPOIHE M ApPYre pecypce MO BeoMa BUCOKO]
LIEHU CTPAHUM MHBECTUTOPHUMA.

Haj6osme METOOJIOLIKI paspabeH,
HajMETOIUYHU]je paben, Haju3/alIHuje
¢uHaHCUpaH TpojeKaT KOjU c€ OAHOCH Ha
norpannyHo noxpyydje Cpbuje nmpema byrapckoj
je mB. DONAU REGIONEN, koju ce paau
noj; mokposuresbcTBOM EY. Mako uma cBojux
caboCcTH, y HEAOCTaTKy OOJbUX U, HAjIpe,

to when it shall be finished regarding the
difficult terrain of Sicevacka Canyon and
the dinamics of work so far is not hard to
guess). Hence, such unrealistic scenarios
produce planning solutions that are equally
unrealistic and should not be named here after
all. Such populistic policy of spatial planning
is the result of the overall unrealistic policy
of the state, which almost fully relies on two
hyptheses: we shall receive an enourmous
amount of money in a short period of time
that should solve the problems accumulated
(including those within spatial development),
and that we shall somehow manage to sell out
all of our natural and other resources to the
foreign investors at very high prices.

The best methodology and finances are
those of the project refering to the border zone
towards Bulgaria called DONAU REGIONEN,
under the EU patronage. Despite some of its
weaknesses, as there are no better ones, this
project deserves to be fully set as an example
(see: JKuanoBuh, Dophesuh, Dophesuh
2011) as how to make a spatial development
plan under difficult circumstances at the
beginning of 21 century.
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pealiHO MOCTaBJbEHUX IpOjeKara, 3aciyxkyje aa
Oyze mpukaszaH kao npumep (Buau: JKusanosuh,
Bophesuh, DHophesuh 2011) wu, 3amro He,
o0pa3ail kako 61 Tpedaso IIaHuPaTH MPOCTOPHU
pa3Boj y BeoMa TEHIKMM OKOJIHOCTMMAa Ha
noueTky 21. Beka.

3AKJbYYAK

ToxoM mepuoza TpaH3ULMje MIaHUpambe OU
Tpebano aa yOnaku HeraTMBHE e(eKkTe HOBe
1ojaBe — TPKMIITA Ha jaBHU uHTepec. M3rena,
MehyTuM, Ja IUTaHUpamke HUje YCHeno Ja ce
n300pH ca TPXKHUIITEM yHyTap npodecuje kao
takBe. I[Ipe Tpansunmje miaHepcke dupme u
MHCTUTYLIMj€ Cy NpUIaiaie UCKIbYYHBO jJABHOM
cexTopy. [laHac je curyanuja HEWTO Apyrauuja
— ca jeJlHe CTpaHe BelUKe IulaHepcke pupme cy
YIJIaBHOM OCTaJIe y JaABHOM BJIACHHUILTBY U UMAjy
JEeAHy BpPCTY MOHOIOJA HaJ W3pajoM IUIaHOBA
BHUIIET Pe/ia JIOK Cy ca Jpyre CTpaHe Mambe pupme
yIJIaBHOM TpuBaTu3oBaHe. W jeqHe u npyre cy
Ha TPXKUIITY TOKymasajyhu ma nohy mo mro
BHUIIIE MOCA J1a OU ce (PUHAHCH]CKH OCUTYpaJIe,
panehu cBe BuIe TIaHoOBa 3a cBe Kpahe Bpeme
U 3a cBe Mame HOBIA. [locnenuia TakBor crama
Ja ce TakBe (pupMe y HOBOM HEIPH]jaTEIHCKOM
OKpYXXElY Koje IUKTHUpa Heonubepanusam,
6opehu ce na mpexuBe, YIJIIABHOM 3ajipKaie
cTapu, puruiaH u HeduekcuOuinan oOpasail
IUIAHUpPamka, Cca  CTPUKTHUM  IpaBHIUMa
Kopuihema 3eMJbUIITA, JEAHOCTABHO HeMajyhu
HU BpEMEHa HM HOBLA Jla YCBOj€ HOBE WIH
WHOBHUpaHE MoOjele IUIaHupama ca 00JbOM
NApTUIMIIANI]OM, CTPATEHIKHUM TPHUCTYIIOM H
noBehanom nenoTBopHoIIhy.

Cnenehu npoOiieM je 1a y TAKBOM OKpPYKEHY
MOJIMTUYApU HE IPENO3Hajy BaXKHOCT M CBPXY
IUTAHUPamka, T€ JIa OJf CTpaHe CTPyKe MOCTOjH
cy1ad WM HUKAKaB MPUTUCAK JIa IPOMEHE TaKBe
CTaBOBE, ILITO 32 MMOCJIECANILY UM Ja MJIaHUPabe
JOII YBEK HHje CTEKJIO JIETUTUMUTET Koje je
HeKaja wuMano. HMimycTpatuBHa — YHMEbEHUIA
y Tnomieny KoHQy3Hje OKO MecTa U yiore
NPOCTOPHOT  IUIAHUpAma j€  IpeMellTambe
HA/IJIS)KHOCTH 32 IJIAHUPakE y KPaTKOM POKY Off
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

With  the transition, planning was
supposed to mitigate the negative effects of
the new player - market to the public interest.
But, seems like our planning didn’t find the
mechanisms to mitigate those effects created
by the market inside it. Planning institutions
in pretransitional period were exclusively in
public sector. We now have on one side, some
big planning institution, partially financed from
the state’s budget usually with the monopoly
over elaboration of one group of plans and on
the other side, smaller ones which are being
privatized. Both are thrown to the market and
are trying to acquire as much engagements as
possible in order to secure enough financing.
They are producing more plans for less money
in a shorter period of time. As a result, these
former public agents diverted by the new
hostile conditions given by undeveloped market
and neoliberal environment are still presenting
traditional rigid planning model, deterministic
and inflexible, with fixed land use parameters
and regulations. Seems like the turbulent times
in which the most important task is to survive
didn’t give them a chance to develop and to
introduce more innovative and novel models in
view of participative, strategic and action plan
oriented planning.

The other problem lays in insufficient
recognition of importance and purpose of
planning among politicians and the lack of
persuading voices and pressure coming from
the profession, as well as in the loss of its
legitimacy. To illustrate the confusion and
neglect politicians express when planning
is concerned we are informing that spatial
planning was situated first under the Ministry
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MuHMcTapcTBa 32 KamUTalHE MHBECTUIH]E 10
MunucraperBa HH(pacTpykType, na Ou raHac
npumnaaano MUHHCTApCTBY 3allTUTE >KUBOTHE
CpenuHe.

Jlok ce crabunm3anyja cucreMa IjiaHupamba
HE JIOTO/11, ciabaIIHy MOKYIIAju [1a ce AP)KaBHOM
MOJIMTUKOM HCIIPaBe COLMjaJIHE, EKOHOMCKE M
MIPOCTOPHE HEjeTHAKOCTH — EKJIaTaHTaH MpUMep
je morpanuyHa 30Ha Cpbuje mpema byrapckoj
— Hehe MMaTH BelMKe JIOMETE a HHU pe3yJTare.
Jlorn4Ho je mojauyaBaTv IPEKOTPAHUYHY Capalmby,
6e3 003upa Ha Oynyhu qpkaBHO-TIpaBHU CTaTyc
CpOuje ynyrap nim Ha obony EVY jep To Hanaxe
3paBanamert u npodecnonanuzam. Hu rmobamna
EeKOHOMCKa Kpu3a Helle BEUWTO Tpajaru, ma he
(¢uHaHCHjCKa CpPENICTBA, HEOIXOAaH IMPEeayCioB
CBAaKOT' IUIAHHMpama MPOCTOPHOI pa3Boja, OUTH
cBakako Beha Hero jgaHac, a U lHMXOBO TPOLICHE
U pacriojiena MpaBUYHUjU U e(PUKACHUJU HETO Y
0BOM TpeHyTKy. OcTaje a ce MPOMEHHU HelTO Yy
KOHLENTY M MPHUCTYIy IJIAHUPama MPOCTOPHOT
pa3Boja — Ja MCTH MOCTAaHy pPEaTHH, OIMKH
CTBapHHUM NOTpebdaMa 1 mpuopuTeTuMa rpahana,
a Mame madnoHcku, npenucanu on Crapujer
Opara, yoIITeHH, AeKJIapaTUBHU U MIPAa3HHUKaBU
— kao mro je To Crpareruja NpoCTOpHOT pa3Boja
u Ilpocropun mnan CpOuje, umja je u3paga
HeToM 3aBpiueHa. Ocrtahe, Ha KajoCT, HEITO
IITO HU MeTontoNoruja, H1 EY HU HOBaIl He MoTy
Ja TpoMeHe: KkaracTpodanHa gemorpadceka
cUTyauyja y morpanu4Hoj 3oHu CpOuje mpema
Byrapckoj. O Ty unmenuiry he ce npBo CoTHIATH
CBH pa3BOjHHU IUIaHOBH y OyayhHOCTH.
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