Socioeconomic and environmental characteristics of regional development in Slovenia after 2010

Katja Vintar Mally*

SOCIOECONOMIC AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS OF
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN SLOVENIA
AFTER 2010
Izvirni znanstveni članek
COBISS 1.01
DOI: 10.4312/dela.56.53-87

Abstract
The primary goals of regional policy in Slovenia are reducing regional development
disparities and ensuring balanced development based on the principles of sustainable
development. This article examines the performance of Slovenian regions in achieving these goals in the socioeconomic and environmental fields after 2010. For this
purpose, four synthetic indicators (gross domestic product per capita, ecological footprint per capita, development risk index and indicator of sustainable regional development) and 32 separate economic, social and environmental indicators, which are
also included in the calculation of the indicator of sustainable regional development,
were examined. Most of the economic and social indicators indicate progress towards
the strategic development goals, while most of the environmental indicators show a
shift away from them.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Over the past two decades, the long-term efforts of Slovenia’s regional policy to reduce
development disparities in the country have been increasingly backed by support for
more sustainable development patterns. More balanced regional development in
Slovenia is promoted by national legislation and measures (Promotion of Balanced
Regional..., 2011) as well as by the cohesion policy of the European Union, which
encourages economic, social and territorial cohesion. The upcoming programming
period anticipates particularly strong support for the green and digital transition (Cohesion Policy 2021–2027, 2021). Slovenia and its regions are committed to sustainable
development not only through regional policy but also through many other policies
and documents, such as the umbrella European and national strategy for sustainable
development (Renewed EU Sustainable Development Strategy, 2006; Slovenian Development Strategy 2030, 2017) and The European Green Deal (2019), the contents of
which closely follow Agenda 2030 (Transforming Our World…, 2015) and its predecessor Agenda 21 (1992).
The analysis presented in this article is based on the twelve Slovenian statistical
regions at the NUTS-3 level (hereinafter: regions), which do not have the status of
administrative units in Slovenia but are nevertheless responsible for regional policy
planning and regional development tasks (Promotion of Balanced Regional..., 2011)
as so-called development regions. The focus of the research was on the characteristics
of Slovenia’s regional development and its evaluation in the light of approaching the
goals of sustainable as well as more balanced regional development in the socioeconomic and environmental fields. For this purpose, we examined four synthetic indicators (gross domestic product per capita, ecological footprint per capita, development
risk index and indicator of sustainable regional development) and also studied in
more detail all 32 indicators included in the calculation of the indicator of sustainable
regional development. Based on the analysis of the current state as well as trends after
2010, the study sought to answer the question in which areas regions are approaching
the goals of more balanced and sustainable development and in which areas they are
most lagging behind.

2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND METHODS
The Promotion of Balanced Regional Development Act (2011) is of key importance
for regional policy in Slovenia. It defines regional policy as a structural policy for
achieving balanced regional development, with all decisions to be taken in keeping
with the principle of sustainable development. The Act stipulates that regional development programs prepared for multi-year programming periods are the basic strategic and program documents at the regional level, and the government sets goals and
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guidelines for them through two strategies: Slovenia’s development strategy and spatial development strategy (Promotion of Balanced Regional..., 2011). While the most
recent Slovenian Development Strategy for the period until 2030 was adopted in
2017, the Strategy for Spatial Development until 2050 is still in preparation (Priprava
Strategije…, 2021). Slovenia’s development strategy does not prioritize more coherent regional development either in terms of strategic guidelines or goals, but it nevertheless emphasizes the importance of more balanced development for the country
and its regions in several places. The central ambition of the strategy is to achieve a
high quality of life for all inhabitants, which applies to all regions in the country and
which can be achieved “through balanced economic, social and environmental development which takes account of the planet’s limitations and creates conditions and
opportunities for present and future generations” (Slovenian Development Strategy
2030, 2017, p. 17). As Slovenia no longer prepares an independent national strategy
for regional development (Pečar, 2020b), the regions can only rely on the said strategies and the guidelines of the line ministry (Operativni načrt…, 2019) and the government (Cilji, usmeritve in instrumenti…, 2019) in preparing regional development
programs for the 2021–2027 programming period. By 2030, regional development
programs must take into account four basic development objectives (Cilji, usmeritve
in instrumenti…, 2019, p. 21):
• “raising the quality of life in all regions through balanced economic, social and
environmental development based on the principles of sustainable development,
• catching up with European regions in terms of development,
• reducing regional development disparities,
• realization of development potential and exploitation of global opportunities
through international interregional integration and cooperation”.
Thus Slovenia has a basis for the promotion of more balanced regional development, which, while increasing the quality of life in all regions, is expected to reduce
regional disparities and achieve the goals of sustainable development in all basic areas (economic, social and environmental). However, a comprehensive and unified
approach to monitoring the results of regional policy is lacking (Pečar, 2020b), as
the law only determines the method for classifying regions according to the level of
development with the so-called development risk index (Promotion of Balanced Regional..., 2011); government materials for the programming period 2021–2027 (Cilji,
usmeritve in instrumenti…, 2019) propose several indicators for monitoring individual objectives but do not set target values for them. Nevertheless, in the future we
can expect some progress in monitoring the effects of regional policy compared to
previous periods with the defining of these indicators.
To study the socioeconomic and environmental characteristics of the regional development of Slovenian regions after 2010, we used four key indicators that can be
used at the regional level and are highly synthetic: gross domestic product (GDP)
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per capita, development risk index (DRI), ecological footprint (EF) per capita and
the indicator of sustainable regional development (ISRD). The last years or periods
for which data and calculations of the above-mentioned indicators are available were
selected. We then examined the trends of the last decade in more detail through the
ISRD, which includes as many as 32 indicators for economic, social and environmental aspects of sustainable development, including GDP per capita and individual
indicators that are also taken into account by the DRI.
GDP per capita has been a leading indicator of economic prosperity and growth
for decades, but its continued use to reflect socioeconomic progress and welfare is
unjustified (Kalimeris et al., 2020; van den Bergh, 2009; Ward et al., 2016). Despite
its many methodological shortcomings, it was chosen as a key economic indicator for
the needs of a basic comparison of regions, as several other indicators in the economic
field include both the ISRD and the DRI. GDP per capita was set by the Slovenian
Development Strategy 2030 (2017) as one of six key indicators for monitoring the
success of the strategy, according to which the country aims to achieve the average
GDP per capita in the European Union by 2030 (in the base year 2015, the country
had reached 83% of the average GDP per capita in the European Union).
At the same time, we have chosen the EF per capita as the leading environmental
indicator, which calculates the amount of bioproductive land and water areas needed
to produce resources consumed by the average inhabitant of a given area and to absorb the waste generated. The EF is expressed in global hectares (gha) as hectares
with average global productivity (Global Footprint Network, 2019). Although this
indicator also has many methodological limitations (Galli et al., 2016), it is extremely
useful for raising awareness and communicating the problem of excessive consumption (O’Neill et al., 2018; Wiedmann, Barrett, 2010), especially in terms of exceeding the carrying capacity of the environment. At the same time, the biocapacity of
regions as the capacity of the biosphere to provide and renew natural resources and
services is calculated (Global Footprint Network, 2019). The EF per capita was chosen
by the Slovenian Development Strategy 2030 (2017) as an indicator in evaluating the
achievement of the goal of sustainable management of natural resources. The goal set
by the strategy is to reduce the EF per capita in Slovenia from 4.7 gha per capita to 3.8
gha per capita from the base year 2013 to 2030. According to the latest calculations of
the Global Footprint Network (2021), in 2017 the EF per capita in Slovenia amounted
to 4.9 gha and thus exceeded the available biocapacity per capita in the country by
2.7 gha. In our analysis, we used the calculations of the ecological footprint and biocapacity of Slovenian regions for 2016 from a study prepared by Lin et al. (2020) as a
starting point for the formulation of regional development programs, for which the
government stipulated that the ecological footprint be used as the leading indicator in
the environmental field (Cilji, usmeritve in instrumenti…, 2019).
The third selected indicator is the DRI, whose calculation is described in the Promotion of Balanced Regional Development Act (Promotion of Balanced Regional...,
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2011) and the accompanying guidelines for each programming period (Pravilnik o
razvrstitvi…, 2021). Based on these documents, the DRI includes 14 indicators: GDP
per capita, gross value added per employee, gross fixed capital formation as a percentage of GDP, registered youth unemployment rate (15–29 years), employment rate
(20–64 years), share of college degree holders (25–64 years), gross domestic expenditure on research and development as a percentage of GDP, share of treated wastewater
with secondary and tertiary treatment, share of protected areas, estimated damage
due to natural disasters as a percentage of GDP, registered unemployment rate, population aging index, disposable income per capita and population density. The latest
calculations of the DRI are available for 2019 (Pečar, 2020a) and based on these a
classification of regions according to the level of development for the programming
period 2021–2027 was performed.
Even before the introduction of the DRI for the purpose of monitoring the results of
regional policies in Slovenia, the ISRD had been developed and calculated for several
consecutive periods from the second half of the 1990s on in order to assess Slovenian
regions’ success or lack thereof in approaching the goals of sustainable development
(Vintar, 2003; Vintar Mally, 2009; 2018; 2021). The ISRD has also undergone some
methodological changes due to (in)availability of data or changes in the collection of
data used. For the period 2015–2019, the ISRD was calculated on the basis of the following 32 indicators (Vintar Mally, 2021):
• economic indicators: GDP per capita, gross value added per capita, expenditure
on fixed assets per capita, average R&D expenditure as a share of GDP, disposable income per capita, share of service sector employees;
• social indicators: unemployed with uncompleted or completed primary school,
share of unemployed women, population density, population growth index,
population aging index, average age at death, at-risk-of-poverty or social exclusion rate, usable floor area, registered unemployment rate, number of students
per thousand inhabitants, share of households with PC users, share of college
degree holders;
• environmental indicators: share of organically farmed land, wooded areas per
capita, road freight transport growth index, intensively farmed land per capita, share of households in polluted environment, municipal waste per capita,
share of Natura 2000 sites, water consumption per capita, average expenditure
on environmental protection as a share of GDP, share of built-up areas, share of
treated wastewater, share of housing with district heating in place, motorization
rate, livestock density index.
Worth noting is that the DRI and ISRD include six identical socioconomic indicators (i.e. GDP per capita, share of college degree holders (25–64 years), registered
unemployment rate, population aging index, disposable income per capita and population density); however, completely different methods are used in formulating the
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composite indicator. For the ISRD the calculation of the standard deviation for each
individual indicator is used, which forms the basis for classifying regions into four
classes according to the distance of the value from the regional average and the desired direction of the indicator from the point of view of sustainable development.
The score (++, +, - or - -) assigned to the region for each indicator is the starting point
for calculating the average score of the region in each of the three development areas
– economic, social and environmental – and the average of all three areas, which is
the ISRD value (Vintar Mally, 2021). In the case of the DRI, standardized values are
calculated for each indicator on a scale from 0 to 1, based on the application of the
minimum and maximum values that occur in the regions for particular indicators.
Whereas in the DRI each of the fourteen indicators has the same weight or influence
on the final result (Pečar, 2018), in the ISRD only the indicators within a particular
individual area (economic, social and environmental) have the same weight, and each
of the three areas has the same influence on the final value of the ISRD for the region.
It can be concluded that environmental indicators in the ISRD have one-third of the
influence on the final value of the composite indicator, while in the DRI they have at
most a one-fifth impact (i.e. three indicators out of fourteen, if we count alongside
the indicators on the share of treated wastewater and the share of protected areas also
damage due to natural disasters).

3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
From the standpoint of more balanced and sustainable development, it is desirable to
increase material prosperity and growth in gross domestic product. In 2019, the lowest
GDP per capita was in the Zasavska region (EUR 12,287 per capita) and the highest in
the Osrednjeslovenska region (EUR 32,620 per capita), with the ratio between the two
regions being 1:2.7. This indicates that there are still large differences between regions,
and moreover these increased in the period 2010–2019 (in 2010 the ratio was 1:2.4)
(SURS, 2021). The three economically weakest regions were the Zasavska, Pomurska and Primorsko-notranjska regions, while among the strongest were, in addition
to the Osrednjeslovenska region, the Jugovzhodna Slovenija and Obalno-kraška regions (Table 1). Thus all statistical regions that make up the cohesion region Zahodna
Slovenija (i.e. the Osrednjeslovenska, Obalno-kraška, Gorenjska and Goriška regions)
at the NUTS-2 level, as well as the Jugovzhodna Slovenija and Savinjska regions from
the cohesion region Vzhodna Slovenia, ranked in the top half of the scale (Figure 1).
Similar results are shown by the DRI calculations, according to which the rankings
in nine regions completely overlap with or differ by no more than one place from the
rankings for GDP per capita, while the Podravska region ranked two places higher in
GDP per capita, and the Zasavska and Gorenjska regions three places lower. Based
on the calculations of the DRI for 2019, the Osrednjeslovenska region proved to be
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the most developed and least at risk (index 49.6), while the Pomurska region (172.5),
Primorsko-notranjska region (138.3) and Podravska region (133.4) proved to be the
least developed. A comparison of the results of the DRI for 2014 and 2019 showed that
in most regions the indicators included in the DRI have improved, but the lagging of
regions behind Osrednjeslovenska has increased and thus also the difference between
the best and worst ranked regions (Pečar, 2020a). The GDP and DRI calculations thus
show the progress of the regions, but also an increase in interregional disparities.
Table 1: Comparison of the results of Slovenian statistical regions based on selected
development indicators.
GDP per
capita (€),
2019

Ecological
footprint
per capita
(gha), 2016

Biocapacity
per capita
(gha), 2016

Development
risk
index,
2019

Indicator of
sustainable
regional development,
2015–2019

Osrednjeslovenska

32,620

5.28

1.11

49.6

0.73

Jugovzhodna Slovenija

23,096

5.27

5.38

93.0

0.48

Gorenjska

20,790

5.29

2.69

85.3

0.48

Goriška

20,707

5.29

5.30

117.1

0.44

Obalno-kraška

22,894

5.26

2.54

103.2

0.18

Primorsko-notranjska

16,154

5.25

8.02

138.3

0.17

Koroška

18,694

5.40

3.98

127.7

−0.09

Savinjska

20,954

5.19

2.15

109.3

−0.31

Posavska

19,456

5.19

3.03

121.8

−0.36

Zasavska

12,287

5.16

2.18

132.3

−0.45

Podravska

18,887

5.18

1.46

133.4

−0.59

Pomurska

15,705

5.15

2.46

172.5

−0.82

Slovenija

23,165

5.24

2.50

/

/

Sources: Lin et al., 2020; Pečar, 2020a; SURS, 2021; Vintar Mally, 2021.
Note: The most favorable values of indicators are written in bold.

In contrast to the results of the primarily socioeconomic indicators presented
above, the regions are ranked completely differently based on the EF per capita as
compared to the synthetic indicator of environmental pressures. In this indicator,
lower values are more favorable for sustainable development of Slovenian regions, so
the regions with the lowest environmental pressures are ranked highest. In 2016, the
Pomurska region had the lowest EF per capita at 5.15 gha per capita and the Koroška
region the highest at 5.40 gha per capita, due to the higher than average footprint
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of transport and of households in this region (Lin et al., 2020). Slovenia exceeds the
available global biocapacity per capita, which amounts to 1.6 gha, by several times as
well as the biocapacity of its own territory. Unfavorable from the standpoint of development is the fact that the country’s ecological footprint has mainly increased since
the early 1990s, with the exception of a major downturn following the global financial and economic crisis more than a decade ago (Global Footprint Network, 2021).
A comparison of biocapacity and EF per capita (Table 1) shows an ecological deficit
for most regions, as the EF of the region’s population significantly exceeds the biocapacity of its territory. The Osrednjeslovenska region (4.17 gha per capita) and the
Podravska region (3.72 gha per capita) stand out the most in terms of the size of the
ecological deficit. Only three regions with the highest biocapacity – the PrimorskoNotranjska, Jugovzhodna Slovenija and Goriška regions – show an excess of biocapacity over the ecological footprint, which is due mainly to the largest wooded areas
in relation to the population. The ecological deficit shows that the development pattern in the country is highly unsustainable and that in most regions socioeconomic
development is taking place at the expense of depletion of global or local environmental resources and environmental pollution. Depending on the way the ecological
footprint is calculated, these effects are scattered across all areas from which the inhabitants of the regions are supplied with goods and services as well as sources of raw
materials and energy. The differences in the level of EF per capita between regions
are significantly smaller than the differences in gross domestic product, which leads
to the conclusion that in economically more prosperous regions higher added value
is created with comparatively lower pressures on the environment. The largest differences in the rankings by GDP per capita and EF per capita are in the Pomurska and
Zasavska regions, which have the lowest values for EF per capita and at the same time
the lowest values for GDP per capita. On average, the rankings of the regions differ by
five places, above average in the Osrednjeslovenska region (first in terms of GDP per
capita and ninth highest EF per capita) and Jugovzhodna Slovenija (second in terms
of GDP per capita and eighth highest EF per capita). The differences in the rankings
of EF per capita and DRI are similarly large.
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Figure 1: Ranking of Slovenian statistical regions based on selected development indicators,
2015–2019.

The ISRD gives equal weight to indicators from the economic, social and environmental fields in the calculation, so results different from the previous indicators
are expected from the outset. The ranking of regions based on the ISRD is comparatively closer to the ranking based on the level of the DRI than that based on a purely
economic (GDP per capita) or environmental indicator (EF per capita). In addition
to the choice of indicators included, the differences between the ISRD and the DRI
are most influenced by the fact that social and economic indicators have less weight
in the ISRD, equal to that of environmental indicators (i.e. each area has a one-third
influence). The regions in the western part of the country are ranked highest according to the ISRD: the Osrednjeslovenska, Gorenjska, Jugovzhodna Slovenija, Goriška,
Obalno-kraška and Primorsko-notranjska regions. The rankings of the DRI and the
ISRD differed by a maximum of one place in eight regions, while the Goriška region was ranked two places higher (in fourth place according to the ISRD) and the
Posavska region two places lower (ninth place according to the ISRD). The Savinjska
region stood out the most, ranking three places lower (eighth place) based on the
ISRD compared to the DRI, and the Primorsko-notranjska region was as much as five
places higher (sixth place) based on the ISRD compared to the DRI.
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Six indicators were taken into account for the calculation of the ISRD in the economic field, twelve in the social field and fourteen in the environmental field. A comparison of the results of the regions by ISRD fields (Table 2) also shows a large difference in the rankings of the regions in the social and economic fields as compared to
their rankings in the environmental field (Figure 2). While the regions in the western
part of the country, especially those from the cohesion region Zahodna Slovenija,
rank at the top of the scale according to economic and social indicators, the results
in environmental indicators deviate significantly from this pattern. The most striking example is the Osrednjeslovenska region, which ranks first in the economic and
second in the social field, yet ranked last in the environmental field. There is also a significant gap between the favorability of the socioeconomic fields and of the environmental field for long-term sustainable development in the Obalno-kraška and Gorenjska regions. Conversely, in the environmental field the top two places were held by
the Zasavska and Koroška regions, which socioeconomically rank among the weaker.
Although areas that were subjected to past environmental degradation are present in
both regions, indicators of environmental pressures (e.g. agriculture, transport, builtup areas, water consumption and waste generation) and response indicators (e.g. organic farming, district heating) show above-average favorable conditions and trends.
Table 2: Average scores of Slovenian statistical regions in the main development areas and
the indicator of sustainable regional development, 2015–2019.
Economic
indicators

Social
indicators

Environ
mental
indicators

Indicator of sustainable
regional development
value

ranking

Osrednjeslovenska

1.83

1.00

−0.64

0.73

1

Jugovzhodna Slovenija

0.83

0.25

0.36

0.48

2–3

Gorenjska

0.33

1.25

−0.14

0.48

2–3

Goriška

0.33

0.92

0.07

0.44

4

Obalno-kraška

0.50

0.33

−0.29

0.18

5

Primorsko-notranjska

−0.67

0.67

0.50

0.17

6

Koroška

−0.67

−0.17

0.57

−0.09

7

Savinjska

0.00

−0.42

−0.50

−0.31

8

Posavska

−0.67

−0.42

0.00

−0.36

9

Zasavska

−1.17

−0.83

0.64

−0.45

10

Podravska

−0.83

−0.50

−0.43

−0.59

11

Pomurska

−1.17

−1.00

−0.29

−0.82

12

Source: Vintar Mally, 2021.
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A comparison of the ISRD calculations for the period 2015–2019 with previous periods showed that the relative positions of the regions in the environmental
field changed the most, while the differences in the social and economic fields are
more fixed and the relationships less variable (Vintar Mally, 2018; 2021). In the period 2015–2019 it was also confirmed that the differences between the regions were
the smallest in the environmental field, where the difference between the best rated
Zasavska region and the worst rated Osrednjeslovenska region was 1.28. By comparison, in the economic field the difference between the best and worst ranked regions
was 3.0, and in the social field 2.25. From the standpoint of more balanced development of Slovenian regions, it is especially encouraging to note that the differences in
the economic indicators of ISRD have shown a slight decrease, while in the social field
they have remained unchanged. The order of the regions according to the value of the
ISRD has changed very little over the last decade (Table 3), as only three regions have
changed their place on the scale, with Jugovzhodna Slovenija and Gorenjska having
recently overtaken the Goriška region, which used to be in second place.
Figure 2: Rankings of Slovenian statistical regions in the main development areas and the
indicator of sustainable regional development, 2015–2019.
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Table 3: Comparison of the indicator of sustainable regional development in the periods
2010–2014 and 2015–2019.
2010–2014

2015–2019

value

ranking

value

ranking

Osrednjeslovenska

0.85

1

0.73

1

Jugovzhodna Slovenija

0.44

3

0.48

2–3

Gorenjska

0.32

4

0.48

2–3

Goriška

0.45

2

0.44

4

Obalno-kraška

0.30

5

0.18

5

Primorsko-notranjska

0.27

6

0.17

6

Koroška

−0.14

7

−0.09

7

Savinjska

−0.17

8

−0.31

8

Posavska

−0.54

9

−0.36

9

Zasavska

−0.70

10

−0.45

10

Podravska

−0.76

11

−0.59

11

Pomurska

−0.77

12

−0.82

12

Sources: Vintar Mally, 2018; 2021.

A closer examination of the results for all 32 indicators included in the calculation
of the ISRD in the periods 2010–2014 and 2015–2019 provides an even better insight
into the socioeconomic and environmental characteristics of regional development
after 2010 and the favorability of these trends for the sustainable development of the
country. In the socioeconomic fields, there was an improvement in most of the indicators analyzed, as the regions advanced towards the economic goals of sustainable development, showing reduced unemployment (in general and among different
groups of the population) and improved education of the population, with people living longer on average and having better housing conditions. Adverse socioeconomic
trends worth noting are reductions in R&D expenditure on average, population aging,
declining population growth in some regions and population densification in others.
In contrast to socioeconomic indicators, a comparison of trends and current conditions with respect to environmental indicators has largely shown a move away from
the goals of sustainable development. On average, more sustainable practices were
found in the area of household heating through an expansion of district heating and
in agriculture through an expansion of organic farming and reduced pressures on
intensively cultivated agricultural land and from livestock farming. Trends of increasing water consumption and municipal waste, expansion of built-up areas, increasing
road freight transport, increased rate of motorization and reduction of the share of
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investment in environmental protection are particularly unfavorable, while the scope
of ecologically significant areas such as Natura 2000 and wooded areas per capita
remains largely unchanged. It should be noted that this does not apply equally to all
regions and some have nevertheless managed to achieve improvement even in areas
where the average does not show this.
Based on the examination of particular economic, social and environmental indicators of sustainable development, we were able to identify those areas where the
relative lagging behind of the region is the largest and to which ones priority should
be given in working towards the achievement of more coherent and sustainable development goals in particular regions (Table 4).
Table 4: Areas in which particular Slovenian statistical regions show distinctly unfavorable
conditions or trends from the standpoint of sustainable development.
Statistical
region

Area

Statistical
region

Area

Pomurska

• disposable income per
capita,
• population decline,
• population aging*,
• unemployment rate*,
• higher education – number
of students, population with
tertiary education,
• extent of intensively farmed
land*,
• expansion of organic
farming,
• share of households living in
a polluted environment*,
• housing with district heating
in place.

Podravska

• disposable income per capita,
• life expectancy – average age at
death,
• at-risk-of-poverty or social
exclusion rate*,
• extent of wooded areas,
• share of built-up areas*.

Zasavska

•
•
•
•
•

Posavska

• life expectancy – average age at
death.

•
•
•
•

GDP per capita,
gross added value per capita,
expenditure on fixed assets,
population decline,
at-risk-of-poverty or social
exclusion rate*,
usable floor area,
use of PCs in households,
share of households living in
a polluted environment*,
share of Natura 2000 sites.
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Statistical
region

Area

Statistical
region

Area

Savinjska

• usable floor area,
• share of households living in
a polluted environment*,
• share of Natura 2000 sites,
• share of treated wastewater.

Koroška

• employment in service sector,
• unemployment of women*,
• life expectancy – average age at
death,
• at-risk-of-poverty or social
exclusion rate*,
• livestock density*.

Primorsko-notranjska

• road freight transport
growth*,
• housing with district heating
in place,
• motorization rate*.

Obalnokraška

• higher education – number of
students,
• road freight transport growth*,
• amounts of municipal waste*,
• water consumption*.

Goriška

• water consumption*,
• share of treated wastewater,
• motorization rate*.

Gorenjska

• livestock density*.

Jugovzhodna
Slovenija

• employment in service sector,
• unemployed with
uncompleted or completed
primary school*,
• use of PCs in households.

Osrednjeslovenska

•
•
•
•

growth in population density*,
extent of wooded areas,
share of built-up areas*,
share of treated wastewater.

Note: For each region, only those areas are highlighted where the region’s score was more
than one standard deviation worse than the regional average (i.e. the score - - in terms of
favorability for sustainable development).
*A higher value in this area means a shift away from sustainable development.

4 CONCLUSIONS
Through an examination of selected indicators, we found that the progress of Slovenian statistical regions after 2010 has been limited to particular socioeconomic and
environmental areas or relationships. In general, we cannot confirm that the regions
are moving towards the goals of sustainable and more balanced development, as the
indicators examined do not show that economic, social and environmental development has been balanced over the last decade or that regional development disparities
are diminishing.
Although GDP per capita in the country and regions has increased, regional disparities have gradually increased somewhat. A similar finding emerges based on DRI
calculations, whose indicators show improvement but also an increase in interregional disparities (Pečar, 2020a). In the environmental field, there has not been the desired
reduction in environmental pressures, and the country as a whole as well as most
regions show an ecological deficit, indicative of an unsustainable development pattern
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in which socioeconomic development takes place at the expense of environmental
degradation. Regions from the western half of the country (especially from the cohesion region Zahodna Slovenija) have a higher ecological footprint and poorer results
in the environmental field of sustainable development, though they are otherwise
among the most successful in terms of social and economic indicators. An exception
is the Primorsko-notranjska region, as it is more similar in development characteristics to regions from the eastern part of the country.
The observed trends in the ISRD in particular show that economic disparities between regions have narrowed slightly after 2010, but this cannot be confirmed for the
social and environmental fields. The relative ranking of the regions changed particularly frequently with respect to environmental indicators. On the one hand, most of
the social and economic indicators of the ISRD over the last decade indicate progress
towards the goals of sustainable development (e.g. reduced unemployment, improved
education, greater life expectancy, better housing, higher incomes, etc.), but on the
other hand most of the environmental indicators still show a shift away from them,
which is also in line with the findings regarding the ecological footprint and is associated especially with an increase in the use of natural resources.
When interpreting the results, it should be borne in mind that the indicators studied cover only a limited number of characteristics of regional development and still
have many methodological shortcomings. In order to monitor the efficiency of regional policy more concretely, it would be advisable to agree on targets for individual
indicators and to create a comprehensive, uniform evaluation system. Individual regions face a variety of development challenges, therefore Slovenia’s regional policy in
the future should make more targeted efforts to direct progress towards sustainable
development in those areas where we are currently moving away from it, and pay special attention to areas in which particular regions most lag behind, otherwise it will be
difficult to reduce regional development disparities and achieve an adequate level of
prosperity within the carrying capacity of the environment.
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