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razvojne ogrozenosti in kazalnik trajnostnega regionalnega razvoja) in 32 posameznih
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Dolgoletnim prizadevanjem slovenske regionalne politike za zmanj$evanje razvojnih
razlik v drzavi se v zadnjih dveh desetletjih cedalje bolj izrazito pridruzuje tudi podpora
bolj trajnostnim razvojnim vzorcem. Skladnejsi regionalni razvoj se v Sloveniji spodbu-
ja tako z nacionalno zakonodajo in ukrepi (Zakon o spodbujanju skladnega ..., 2011) kot
tudi s kohezijsko politiko Evropske unije, ki krepi ekonomsko, socialno in teritorialno
kohezijo, za prihajajoce programsko obdobje pa napoveduje Se posebej veliko podpo-
ro zelenemu in digitalnemu prehodu (Cohesion policy 2021-2027, 2021). Slovenija in
njene regije niso zavezane k trajnostnemu razvoju le prek regionalne politike, temve¢
tudi s $tevilnimi drugimi politikami in dokumenti, kot sta denimo krovni evropska
in nacionalna strategija trajnostnega razvoja (Renewed EU sustainable development
strategy, 2006; Strategija razvoja Slovenije 2030, 2017) ter Evropski zeleni dogovor
(The European green deal, 2019), ki vsebinsko sledijo zlasti Agendi 2030 (Transfor-
ming our world ..., 2015) oziroma njeni predhodnici Agendi 21 (1992).

Analiza v ¢lanku se nanasa na dvanajst slovenskih statisti¢nih regij na ravni NUTS-
3 (v nadaljevanju: regije), ki v Sloveniji nimajo statusa administrativnih enot, so pa
vseeno odgovorne za nacrtovanje regionalne politike in izvajanje nalog regionalnega
razvoja (Zakon o spodbujanju skladnega ..., 2011) kot tako imenovane razvojne regi-
je. V ospredju zanimanja preucitve so bile znacilnosti regionalnega razvoja Slovenije
in njihovo vrednotenje v luci priblizevanja ciljem trajnostnega kot tudi skladnejsega
regionalnega razvoja na socialno-ekonomskem in okoljskem podrocju. V ta namen
smo preucili §tiri sintezne kazalnike (bruto domaci proizvod na prebivalca, ekoloski
odtis na prebivalca, indeks razvojne ogrozenosti in kazalnik trajnostnega regionalne-
ga razvoja) ter podrobneje Se vseh 32 kazalnikov, vklju¢enih v izra¢un kazalnika traj-
nostnega regionalnega razvoja. Raziskava je na podlagi analize stanja in trendov po
letu 2010 skusala odgovoriti na vprasanje, na katerih podrocjih se regije priblizujejo
ciljem bolj skladnega in trajnostnega razvoja oziroma na katerih podro¢jih izkazujejo
najvedji zaostanek.

2 TEORETICNA 1ZHODISCA IN METODE

Za regionalno politiko v Sloveniji je klju¢nega pomena Zakon o spodbujanju skladne-
ga regionalnega razvoja (2011), ki opredeljuje regionalno politiko kot strukturno po-
litiko za doseganje skladnega regionalnega razvoja, pri cemer naj bi se vse odlocitve
sprejemale v skladu z nac¢elom trajnostnega razvoja. Zakon doloca, da so temeljni stra-
teski in programski dokumenti na ravni regij regionalni razvojni programi, ki se prip-
ravljajo za vecletna programska obdobja, vlada pa doloca cilje in usmeritve zanje prek
dveh strategij: strategije razvoja Slovenije in strategije prostorskega razvoja (Zakon o
spodbujanju skladnega ..., 2011). Medtem ko je bila zadnja Strategija razvoja Slovenije
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za obdobje do leta 2030 sprejeta v letu 2017, je Strategija prostorskega razvoja do leta
2050 $e vedno v postopkih priprave (Priprava Strategije ..., 2021). Strategija razvoja
Slovenije sicer skladnejSega regionalnega razvoja ne izpostavlja niti med strateskimi
usmeritvami niti med cilji, a kljub temu na ve¢ mestih poudari pomen enakomernej-
$ega razvoja drzave in njenih regij. Prav tako je osrednja ambicija strategije doseganje
kakovostnega Zivljenja za vse prebivalce, kar se nanasa na vse regije v drzavi in kar
naj bi bilo mozno doseéi »z uravnotezenim gospodarskim, druzbenim in okoljskim
razvojem, ki uposteva omejitve in zmoznosti planeta ter ustvarja pogoje in priloznosti
za sedanje in prihodnje rodove« (Strategija razvoja Slovenije, 2017, str. 17). Ker se v
Sloveniji ne pripravlja ve¢ samostojne drzavne strategije regionalnega razvoja (Pecar,
2020b), se lahko regije pri pripravi regionalnih razvojnih programov za programsko
obdobje 2021-2027 opirajo le na navedeni strategiji ter usmeritve resornega ministr-
stva (Operativni nacrt ..., 2019) in vlade (Cilji, usmeritve in instrumenti ..., 2019). Do
leta 2030 morajo regionalni razvojni programi upostevati stiri osnovne razvojne cilje
(Cilji, usmeritve in instrumenti ..., 2019, str. 21):

 »dvig kakovosti Zivljenja v vseh regijah z uravnotezenim gospodarskim, druzbe-

nim in okoljskim razvojem, ki temelji na nacelih trajnostnega razvoja,

o razvojno dohitevanje evropskih regij,

 zmanj$anje regionalnih razvojnih razlik,

o uresniCevanje razvojnih potencialov in izkori$¢anje globalnih priloznosti z

mednarodnim medregionalnim povezovanjem in sodelovanjemc.

V Sloveniji tako obstajajo podlage za spodbujanje skladnejsega regionalnega ra-
zvoja, ki naj bi ob dvigu kakovosti Zivljenja v vseh regijah stremel k zmanjsevanju
regionalnih razlik in doseganju ciljev trajnostnega razvoja na vseh temeljnih pod-
ro¢jih (ekonomskem, socialnem in okoljskem). Pogresa pa se celovit in enoten nacin
spremljanja u¢inkov regionalne politike (Pecar, 2020b), saj zakon doloca le nadin raz-
vricanja regij po stopnji razvitosti s tako imenovanim indeksom razvojne ogrozenosti
(Zakon o spodbujanju skladnega ..., 2011), vladno gradivo za programsko obdobje
2021-2027 (Cilji, usmeritve in instrumenti ..., 2019) pa za spremljanje posameznih
ciljev predlaga ve¢ kazalnikov, a zanje ne doloca ciljnih vrednosti. Kljub temu lahko
v prihodnje na racun opredelitve teh kazalnikov pri¢akujemo doloc¢en napredek pri
spremljanju uc¢inkov regionalne politike v primerjavi s predhodnimi obdobji.

Za preucitev socialno-ekonomskih in okoljskih znadilnosti regionalnega razvoja
slovenskih regij po letu 2010 smo uporabili $tiri klju¢ne kazalnike, ki se lahko upora-
bljajo na ravni regij in so izrazito sinteznega znacaja: bruto domaci proizvod (BDP)
na prebivalca, indeks razvojne ogrozenosti (IRO), ekoloski odtis (EO) na prebival-
ca in kazalnik trajnostnega regionalnega razvoja (KTRR). Izbrana so bila zadnja leta
oziroma obdobja, za katera so na voljo razpolozljivi podatki in izra¢uni navedenih
kazalnikov. V nadaljevanju smo bolj podrobno preucili trende v zadnjem desetletju
prek KTRR, ki v svoj izra¢un vklju¢uje kar 32 kazalnikov za ekonomske, socialne in
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okoljske vidike trajnostnega razvoja, med njimi tudi BDP na prebivalca in posamezne
kazalnike, ki jih uposteva tudi IRO.

BDP na prebivalca je Ze desetletja vodilni kazalnik gospodarske blaginje in gospo-
darske rasti, neupravi¢eno pa se ga $e vedno uporablja tudi za ponazarjanje socialno-
-ekonomskega napredka in blaginje (Kalimeris in sod., 2020; van den Bergh, 2009;
Ward in sod., 2016). Kljub mnogim metodoloskim pomanjkljivostim smo ga izbrali
za klju¢ni ekonomski kazalnik za potrebe osnovne primerjave regij, ve¢ drugih kazal-
nikov z ekonomskega podroc¢ja namrec vkljucujeta tako KTRR kot tudi IRO. BDP na
prebivalca je Strategija razvoja Slovenije (2017) dolo¢ila za enega izmed $estih klju¢-
nih kazalnikov za spremljanje uspe$nosti strategije, po kateri ima drzava do leta 2030
cilj doseci povprec¢je BDP na prebivalca v Evropski uniji (v izhodis¢nem letu 2015 je
dosegala 83 % povpre¢nega BDP na prebivalca v Evropski uniji).

Na drugi strani smo za vodilni okoljski kazalnik izbrali EO na prebivalca, ki izracu-
nava obseg bioproduktivnih kopnih in vodnih povrsin, potrebnih za proizvodnjo virov,
ki jih porablja povpre¢ni prebivalec dolo¢enega obmocja, in za absorpcijo proizvedenih
odpadkov. EO se izraza v globalnih hektarjih (gha) kot hektarjih s povprecno svetovno
produktivnostjo (Global Footprint Network, 2019). Ceprav tudi ta kazalnik izkazuje
mnoge metodoloske omejitve (Galli in sod., 2016), je izjemno uporaben za ozave$canje
in komuniciranje problematike pretirane potrosnje (O'Neill in sod., 2018; Wiedmann,
Barrett, 2010), zlasti $e v luci preseganja nosilnih zmogljivosti okolja. So¢asno se namrec¢
izra¢unava tudi biokapaciteta obmocij oziroma zmogljivost biosfere, da zagotavlja in
obnavlja naravne vire in storitve (Global Footprint Network, 2019). V Strategiji razvoja
Slovenije (2017) je bil EO na prebivalca izbran za kazalnik pri vrednotenju doseganja
cilja trajnostnega upravljanja naravnih virov. Strategija je za cilj zastavila, da se od izho-
dis¢nega leta 2013 do leta 2030 EO na prebivalca Slovenije zniza s 4,7 gha na prebivalca
na 3,8 gha na prebivalca. Po zadnjih izra¢unih Global Footprint Networka (2021) je leta
2017 EO na prebivalca v Sloveniji znasal 4,9 gha in je tako za 2,7 gha presegal razpolo-
zljivo biokapaciteto na prebivalca v drzavi. V analizi smo uporabili izra¢une ekoloskega
odtisa in biokapacitete slovenskih regij za leto 2016 iz $tudije, ki so jo Lin in sodelavci
(2020) pripravili kot izhodisce za oblikovanje regionalnih razvojnih programov, za ka-
tere je drzava dolocila, da se ekoloski odtis uporablja kot vodilni kazalnik na podroéju
okolja (Cilji, usmeritve in instrumenti ..., 2019).

Tretji izbrani kazalnik je IRO, katerega izra¢unavanje je predpisano v Zakonu o
spodbujanju skladnega regionalnega razvoja (2011) in pripadajocem pravilniku za
posamezno programsko obdobje (Pravilnik o razvrstitvi ..., 2021). V skladu s tema
dokumentoma IRO vkljucuje 14 kazalnikov: BDP na prebivalca, bruto dodana vred-
nost na zaposlenega, bruto investicije v osnovna sredstva v % BDP, stopnja registri-
rane brezposelnosti mladih (15-29 let), stopnja delovne aktivnosti (20-64 let), delez
prebivalstva s terciarno izobrazbo (25-64 let), bruto domaci izdatki za raziskovalno
in razvojno dejavnost v % BDP, delez precis¢ene odpadne vode s sekundarnim in
terciarnim ¢iS¢enjem, delez varovanih obmodij, ocenjena $koda zaradi elementarnih
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nesre¢ v % BDP, stopnja registrirane brezposelnosti, indeks staranja prebivalstva, raz-
polozljivi dohodek na prebivalca in gostota poselitve. Zadnji izra¢uni IRO so na voljo
za leto 2019 (Pecar, 2020a) in prav na njihovi podlagi je bilo opravljeno razvr§¢anje
regij po stopnji razvitosti za programsko obdobje 2021-2027.

Ze pred uvedbo IRO v spremljanje u¢inkov regionalne politike v Sloveniji je bil raz-
vit KTRR, ki je bil izracunan za vec¢ zaporednih obdobij od druge polovice 90. let 20.
stoletja dalje z osnovnim namenom spremljanja oddaljevanja oziroma pribliZevanja slo-
venskih regij ciljem trajnostnega razvoja (Vintar, 2003; Vintar Mally, 2009; 2018; 2021).
Tudi KTRR je dozivel nekaj metodoloskih sprememb zaradi (ne)razpolozljivosti podat-
kov ali sprememb v zbiranju uporabljenih podatkov. Za obdobje 2015-2019 je bil KTRR
izracunan na podlagi naslednjih 32 kazalnikov (Vintar Mally, 2021):

 ekonomski kazalniki: BDP na prebivalca, bruto dodana vrednost na prebivalca,
investicije v osnovna sredstva na prebivalca, povpreé¢ni izdatki za raziskovanje in
razvoj v % BDP, razpolozljivi dohodek na prebivalca, delez zaposlenih v storitve-
nih dejavnostih;

o socialni kazalniki: delez brezposelnih s I. in II. stopnjo izobrazbe, delez zensk
med brezposelnimi, gostota poselitve, indeks rasti prebivalstva, indeks staranja,
povpreéna starost umrlega, stopnja tveganja socialne izkljucenosti, stanovanjske
povrsine na prebivalca, stopnja registrirane brezposelnosti, Stevilo Studentov na
1000 prebivalcev, delez gospodinjstev z uporabo osebnih racunalnikov, delez
vi$je- in visoko$olsko izobrazenih;

o okoljski kazalniki: delez ekolosko obdelanih kmetijskih zemlji$¢, gozdnate po-
vréine na prebivalca, indeks rasti cestnega tovornega prometa, intenzivno ob-
delana kmetijska zemljis¢a na prebivalca, delez gospodinjstev v onesnazenem
okolju, komunalni odpadki na prebivalca, delez Natura 2000 obmocij, poraba
vode na prebivalca, investicije v varstvo okolja v % BDP, delez pozidanih povr-
$in, delez precis¢ene odpadne vode, delez stanovanj z daljinskim ogrevanjem,
stopnja motorizacije, zivinorejska gostota.

Ugotovimo lahko, da IRO in KTRR vkljucujeta Sest enakih socialno-ekonomskih
kazalnikov (tj. BDP na prebivalca, delez prebivalstva s terciarno izobrazbo (25-64
let), stopnja registrirane brezposelnosti, indeks staranja prebivalstva, razpolozljivi
dohodek na prebivalca in gostota poselitve), vendar se pri oblikovanju sestavljenega
kazalnika uporabljata povsem razli¢ni metodi. Za KTRR je uporabljen izracun stan-
dardnega odklona pri vsakem posameznem kazalniku, kar je osnova za razvr§¢anje
regij v §tiri razrede glede na oddaljenost vrednosti od povpredja regij in Zelene smeri
gibanja kazalnika z vidika trajnostnega razvoja. Ocena (++, +, — ali — —), ki je regiji
dodeljena pri vsakem kazalniku, je izhodi$c¢e za izracunavanje povprecne ocene regije
na vsakem izmed treh razvojnih podrocij - ekonomskem, socialnem in okoljskem -
in povprec¢ne vrednosti vseh treh podrocij, ki je vrednost KTRR (Vintar Mally, 2021).
Pri IRO se izracunavajo standardizirane vrednosti za vsak kazalnik na lestvici od 0

57



Katja Vintar Mally | Dela 56 | 2021 | 53-69

do 1, in sicer na podlagi uporabe minimalnih in maksimalnih vrednosti, ki se pojav-
ljajo v regijah pri posameznih kazalnikih. Medtem ko ima pri IRO vsak izmed Stiri-
najstih kazalnikov enako tezo oziroma vpliv na konéni rezultat (Pecar, 2018), imajo
pri KTRR enako tezo le kazalniki znotraj posameznega podrocja (ekonomskega, so-
cialnega in okoljskega), na kon¢no visino KTRR regije pa ima enak vpliv vsako izmed
treh podrocij. Sklenemo lahko, da imajo okoljski kazalniki pri KTRR tretjinski vpliv
na koné¢no vrednost sestavljenega kazalnika, pri IRO pa najve¢ petino vpliva (tj. trije
kazalniki od skupno 14, ¢e ob kazalnikih o delezu precis¢ene odpadne vode in delezu
varovanih obmocij za okoljski kazalnik $tejemo tudi ocenjeno skodo zaradi elemen-
tarnih nesrec).

3 REZULTATI IN RAZPRAVA

Z vidika bolj skladnega in trajnostnega razvoja je zazeleno zvi$evanje materialne bla-

v

svse

prebivalca v Zasavski (12.287 EUR na prebivalca) in najvisji v Osrednjeslovenski regiji
(32.620 EUR na prebivalca), razmerje med obema regijama pa je po tem kazalniku
zna$alo 1 : 2,7. Navedeno kaze na Se vedno velike razlike med regijami, ki so se v ob-
dobju 2010-2019 povecale (leta 2010 je bilo razmerje 1 : 2,4) (SURS, 2021). V trojici
gospodarsko naj$ibkejsih regij so bile Zasavska, Pomurska in Primorsko-notranjska
regija, med najmocnejsimi pa ob Osrednjeslovenski regiji $e Jugovzhodna Slovenija in
Obalno-kragka regija (preglednica 1). V zgornjo polovico lestvice so se tako uvrstile
vse statisticne regije, ki na NUTS-2 ravni tvorijo kohezijsko regijo Zahodna Sloveni-
ja (tj. Osrednjeslovenska, Obalno-kraska, Gorenjska in Goriska regija), dodatno pa
tudi Jugovzhodna Slovenija in Savinjska regija iz kohezijske regije Vzhodna Slovenija
(slika 1). Podobne rezultate kazejo tudi izracuni IRO, po katerih se rangi pri devetih
regijah povsem ujemajo oziroma razlikujejo za najve¢ eno mesto s tistimi pri BDP
na prebivalca, medtem ko se je Podravska regija po IRO uvrstila za dve mesti slabse
kot po BDP na prebivalca, Zasavska in Gorenjska pa za tri mesta visje. Po izra¢unih
IRO za leto 2019 se je za najbolj razvito oziroma najmanj razvojno ogrozeno izkazala
Osrednjeslovenska regija (indeks 49,6), za najmanj razvite pa Pomurska (172,5), Pri-
morsko-notranjska (138,3) in Podravska regija (133,4). Primerjava rezultatov IRO za
leti 2014 in 2019 je pokazala, da so se v vecini regij kazalniki, ki so vkljuceni v IRO,
izboljsali, vendar se je zaostanek regij za Osrednjeslovensko Se povecal in s tem tudi
razlika med najbolje in najslabse uvr§cenima regijama (Pecar, 2020a). Izracuni BDP
in IRO torej kazejo napredek regij, a tudi povecanje medregionalnih razlik.
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Preglednica 1: Primerjava rezultatov slovenskih stati¢nih regij po izbranih razvojnih

kazalnikih.
BDP na Ekoloski Biokapa- Indeks Kazalnik
prebivalca | odtis na citeta na razvojne | trajnostnega
(€),2019 | prebivalca | prebivalca ogroze- | regionalne-
(gha), 2016 | (gha), 2016 nosti, ga razvoja,
2019 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
Goriska 20.707 5,29 5,30 117,1 0,44
Obalno-kragka 22.894 5,26 2,54 103,2 0,18
Primorsko-notranjska 16.154 5,25 8,02 138,3 0,17
Koroska 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 / /

Viri: Lin in sod., 2020; Pe¢ar, 2020q; SURS, 2021; Vintar Mally, 2021.
Opomba: s krepko pisavo so zapisane najugodnejse vrednosti posameznih kazalnikov.

V primerjavi z rezultati predhodno predstavljenih, pretezno socialno-ekonomskih
kazalnikov, se regije razvrs¢ajo povsem drugace po EO na prebivalca kot sinteznem
kazalniku pritiskov na okolje. Pri tem kazalniku so za trajnostni razvoj slovenskih regij
ugodnejse nizje vrednosti, zato so najvije uvr§¢ene regije z najnizjimi pritiski na oko-
lje. Leta 2016 je imela najnizji EO na prebivalca Pomurska regija s 5,15 gha na prebi-
valca, najvecjega pa Koroska regija s 5,40 gha na prebivalca, kar je v tej regiji posledica
nadpovprecno visokega odtisa prometa in gospodinjstev (Lin in sod., 2020). Slovenija
veckratno presega razpolozljivo globalno biokapaciteto na prebivalca, ki znasa 1,6 gha,
prav tako pa tudi biokapaciteto svojega ozemlja. Razvojno neugodna je tudi ugotovi-
tev, da se je ekoloski odtis drzave od zacetka 90. let 20. stoletja ve¢inoma poveceval,
z izjemo vecjega upada, ki je sledil svetovni finan¢no-gospodarski krizi pred dobrim
desetletjem (Global Footprint Network, 2021). Primerjava biokapacitete in EO na pre-
bivalca (preglednica 1) za vecino regij pokaze ekoloski deficit, saj EO prebivalcev regije
bistveno presega biokapaciteto njenega ozemlja. Po vi$ini ekoloskega deficita najbolj
izstopata Osrednjeslovenska (4,17 gha na prebivalca) in Podravska regija (3,72 gha na
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prebivalca). Le tri regije z najvecjo biokapaciteto — Primorsko-notranjska, Jugovzhodna
Slovenija in Goriska regija — izkazujejo presezek biokapacitete nad ekoloskim odtisom,
kar je predvsem posledica najbolj obseznih gozdnatih povr$in v razmerju do $tevila
prebivalcev. Ekoloski deficit kaze, da je razvojni vzorec v drzavi izrazito netrajnosten
in da se v vecini regij socialno-ekonomski razvoj odvija na rac¢un iz¢rpavanja global-
nih ali lokalnih okoljskih virov in onesnazevanja okolja. Glede na nacin izracunavanja
ekologkega odtisa so ti u¢inki porazdeljeni na vsa obmodja, s katerih se prebivalci regij
oskrbujejo z blagom in storitvami kot tudi viri surovin in energije. Razlike v vi$ini EO
na prebivalca so med regijami bistveno manjse od razlik v bruto domac¢em proizvodu,
na podlagi ¢esar bi lahko sklepali, da se v gospodarsko uspesnejsih regijah ustvarja vis-
ja dodana vrednost s primerjalno manj$imi pritiski na okolje. Najvecje razlike v rangih
po BDP na prebivalca in EO na prebivalca so v Pomurski in Zasavski regiji, ki imata
najnizji vrednosti EO na prebivalca in hkrati tudi najnizji vrednosti BDP na prebivalca.
V povpredju se rangi regij po obeh kazalnikih razlikujejo za pet mest, nadpovprecno e
pri Osrednjeslovenski regiji (prva po BDP na prebivalca in deveti najvisji EO na pre-
bivalca) in Jugovzhodni Sloveniji (druga po BDP na prebivalca in osmi najvisji EO na
prebivalca). Podobno velike so tudi razlike v rangih EO na prebivalca in IRO.

Slika 1: Rangi slovenskih statisti¢nih regij po izbranih razvojnih kazalnikih, 2015-2019.
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KTRR enakovredno vklju¢uje v izra¢un tako kazalnike z ekonomskega, socialnega
kot tudi okoljskega podro¢ja, zato so Ze v izhodi$¢u pri¢akovani drugaé¢ni rezultati kot
pri predhodnih kazalnikih. Razvr$¢anje regij po KTRR je primerjalno blizje razvr-
$¢anju po visini IRO kot pa po izklju¢no ekonomskem (BDP na prebivalca) ali okolj-
skem kazalniku (EO na prebivalca). Poleg izbire vkljucenih kazalnikov na razlike med
KTRR in IRO najbolj vpliva dejstvo, da imajo pri KTRR socialni in ekonomski kazal-
niki manj$o tezo oziroma enako kot okoljski (tj. vsako podrocje ima tretjino vpliva).
Najvisje uvrscene po KTRR so regije v zahodnem delu drzave: Osrednjeslovenska,
Gorenjska, Jugovzhodna Slovenija, Goriska, Obalno-kraska in Primorsko-notranjska
regija. Rangi IRO in KTRR so se v osmih regijah razlikovali za najve¢ eno mesto, med-
tem ko je bila Goriska regija po KTRR uvr$éena za dve mesti visje (na cetrto mesto
po KTRR) in Posavska regija za dve mesti nizZje (na deveto mesto po KTRR). Najbolj
sta odstopali Savinjska regija, ki se je po KTRR uvrstila za tri mesta niZje (na osmo
mesto) kot po IRO, Primorsko-notranjska pa kar za pet mest vi$je (na $esto mesto)
kot po IRO.

Za izracun KTRR je bilo na ekonomskem podrocju upostevanih Sest kazalnikov,
na socialnem podro¢ju dvanajst in na okoljskem podro¢ju $tirinajst kazalnikov. Tudi
primerjava rezultatov regij po podro¢jih KTRR (preglednica 2) pokaze na velik razko-
rak v rangih regij na socialnem in ekonomskem podrocju v primerjavi z rangi regij na
okoljskem podro¢ju (slika 2). Medtem ko se regije na zahodu drzave, zlasti $e tiste iz
kohezijske regije Zahodna Slovenija, uvr§¢ajo po ekonomskih in socialnih kazalnikih
na vrh lestvice, rezultati pri okoljskih kazalnikih bistveno odstopajo od tega vzorca.
Najbolj izrazit primer je Osrednjeslovenska regija, ki zaseda prvo mesto na ekonom-
skem in drugo na socialnem podrocju, na okoljskem podroéju pa se je uvrstila na
zadnje mesto. Znaten razkorak med ugodnostjo socialno-ekonomskega in okoljskega
podrodja za dolgoro¢ni trajnostni razvoj je tudi v Obalno-kraski in Gorenjski regi-
ji. Na drugi strani pa sta na okoljskem podrodju zasedli prvi dve mesti Zasavska in
Koroska regija, ki sta med socialno-ekonomsko $ibkejsimi. Ceprav so v obeh regijah
prisotna obmodja starih okoljskih bremen, pa po kazalnikih pritiskov na okolje (npr.
poljedelstva, prometa, pozidanih povrsin, rabe vode in nastajanja odpadkov) in kazal-
nikih odzivov (npr. ekolosko kmetijstvo, daljinsko ogrevanje) kazeta nadpovpre¢no
ugodno stanje in trende.
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Preglednica 2: Povprecne ocene slovenskih statisti¢nih regij na glavnih razvojnih podrocjih
in kazalnik trajnostnega regionalnega razvoja, 2015-2019.

Ekonomski | Socialni | Okoljski | Kazalnik trajnostnega
kazalniki | kazalniki | kazalniki regionalnega razvoja
vrednost rang
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
Goriska 0,33 0,92 0,07 0,44 4
Obalno-kraska 0,50 0,33 -0,29 0,18 5
Primorsko-notranjska -0,67 0,67 0,50 0,17 6
Koroska -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

Vir: Vintar Mally, 2021.

Primerjava izracunov KTRR za obdobje 2015-2019 s predhodnimi obdobji je po-
kazala, da se je najbolj spreminjal prav polozaj regij na okoljskem podro¢ju, medtem
ko so razlike na socialnem in ekonomskem podro¢ju bolj zakoreninjene oziroma so
razmerja manj spremenljiva (Vintar Mally, 2018; 2021). Prav tako se je v obdobju
2015-2019 ponovno potrdilo, da so bile razlike med regijami najmanjse na okoljskem
podrodju, kjer je znasala razlika med najboljse ocenjeno Zasavsko regijo in najslabse
ocenjeno Osrednjeslovensko regijo 1,28. Na ekonomskem podrocju je znasala razlika
med najbolje in najslabse uvrsceno regijo 3,0, na socialnem podrocju pa 2,25. Z vidika
skladnejsega razvoja slovenskih regij je spodbudna predvsem ugotovitev, da so se pri
ekonomskih kazalnikih KTRR nekoliko zmanjsale razlike, medtem ko so na social-
nem podrocju ostale nespremenjene. Zelo malo se je v zadnjem desetletju spremenil
tudi vrstni red regij po visini KTRR (preglednica 3), saj so le tri regije spremenile
mesto na lestvici kot posledica dejstva, da sta Jugovzhodna Slovenija in Gorenjska
v zadnjem obdobju prehiteli Goriko regijo, ki je bila predhodno na drugem mestu.
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Slika 2: Rangi slovenskih statistiénih regij na glavnih razvojnih podrogjih in pri kazalniku
trajnostnega regionalnega razvoja, 2015-2019.
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Preglednica 3: Primerjava kazalnika trajnostnega regionalnega razvoja v obdobjih 2010~

2014 in 2015-2019.

2010-2014 2015-2019

vrednost rang vrednost rang
Osrednjeslovenska 0,85 1 0,73 1
Jugovzhodna Slovenija 0,44 3 0,48 2-3
Gorenjska 0,32 4 0,48 2-3
Goriska 0,45 2 0,44 4
Obalno-kraska 0,30 5 0,18 5
Primorsko-notranjska 0,27 6 0,17 6
Koroska -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

Vir: Vintar Mally, 2018; 2021.

Podrobnejsa preucitev rezultatov za vseh 32 kazalnikov, ki so bili vkljuceni v izra-
¢un KTRR v obdobjih 2010-2014 in 2015-2019, nudi $e boljsi vpogled v socialno-
-ekonomske in okoljske znacilnosti regionalnega razvoja po letu 2010 in v ugodnost
teh trendov za trajnostni razvoj drzave. Na socialno-ekonomskem podroéju je prislo
do izboljsanja pri vecini analiziranih kazalnikov, saj so regije napredovale v smeri
gospodarskih ciljev trajnostnega razvoja, zmanjsala se je brezposelnost (na splosno in
pri razli¢nih skupinah prebivalcev) in izbolj$ala izobrazba prebivalcev, ki v povprecju
zivijo dlje in v boljsih stanovanjskih razmerah. Med neugodnimi socialno-ekonom-
skimi trendi velja izpostaviti povpre¢no zmanjsanje izdatkov za raziskovanje in razvoj,
staranje prebivalstva, upadanje prebivalstvene rasti v nekaterih regijah in zgo$¢evanje
prebivalstva v drugih. Za razliko od socialno-ekonomskih kazalnikov je primerjava
trendov in stanja pri okoljskih kazalnikih pokazala ve¢inoma oddaljevanje od ciljev
trajnostnega razvoja. Bolj trajnostne prakse smo tako v povpredju zasledili na po-
drodju ogrevanja gospodinjstev s Sirjenjem daljinskega ogrevanja in v kmetijstvu s
$irjenjem ekoloskega kmetijstva ter zmanj$evanjem pritiskov na intenzivno obdelanih
kmetijskih zemljis¢ih in s strani zivinoreje. Neugodni so zlasti trendi povecevanja
rabe vode, nara$canja koli¢in komunalnih odpadkov, $irjenja pozidanih povrsin, rasti
cestnega tovornega prometa, povecevanja stopnje motorizacije in znizevanja deleza
investicij v varstvo okolja, medtem ko ostaja obseg ekolosko pomembnih obmo¢ij, kot
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so obmocja Natura 2000 in povrsine gozda na prebivalca, ve¢inoma nespremenjen.
Ob tem je treba izpostaviti, da opisano ne velja za vse regije enako in da so nekatere
vseeno uspele doseci izbolj$anje tudi na podro¢jih, kjer tega povprecje ne kaze.

Na podlagi preucitve posami¢nih ekonomskih, socialnih in okoljskih kazalnikov
trajnostnega razvoja smo lahko posebej identificirali tista podro¢ja, na katerih je re-
lativni zaostanek regije za povpre¢jem najvedji in na katera bi bilo treba prioritetno
usmeriti prizadevanja za doseganje ciljev bolj skladnega in trajnostnega razvoja v po-
sameznih regijah (preglednica 4).

Preglednica 4: Podroéja, na katerih posamezne slovenske statistiéne regije izkazujejo z
vidika trajnostnega razvoja izrazito neugodno stanje ali trende.

Statisticna | Podrodje Statisticna | Podrocje
regija regija
Pomurska | « vi$ina razpolozljivega Podravska | ¢ visina razpolozljivega dohodka
dohodka na prebivalca, na prebivalca,
« upadanje $tevila prebivalcev, o Zivljenjsko pri¢akovanje -
« staranje prebivalstva®, starost ob smrti,
« stopnja brezposelnosti¥, « stopnja tveganja socialne
« vi§je- in visoko$olsko izklju¢enosti*,
izobrazevanje — zastopanost o obseg gozdnatih povrsin,
$tudentov, delez diplomantov, o delez pozidanih povrsin*.
o obseg intenzivno obdelanih
kmetijskih zemljisc*,
« razgirjenost ekoloskega
kmetijstva,

o delez gospodinjstev, zive¢ih v
onesnazenem okolju*,

o razsirjenost daljinskega
ogrevanja gospodinjstev.

Zasavska | o viSina bruto domacega Posavska | o Zivljenjsko pricakovanje - starost
proizvoda, ob smrti.
« ustvarjena dodana vrednost
na prebivalca,

« investicije v osnovna sredstva,

« upadanje $tevila prebivalceyv,

« stopnja tveganja socialne
izklju¢enosti*,

o obseg stanovanjskih povrsin,

« raba racunalnikov v
gospodinjstvih,

o delez gospodinjstev, zive¢ih v
onesnazenem okolju*,

o delez Natura 2000 obmocij.
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Statisticna | Podrocje Statisticna | Podrocje
regija regija
Savinjska |  obseg stanovanjskih povr$in, | Koroska « zaposlenost v storitvenih
o delez gospodinjstev, Zivecih v dejavnostih,
onesnazenem okolju*, o brezposelnost Zensk*,
o delez Natura 2000 obmocij, « 7ivljenjsko pri¢akovanje - starost
o delez precis¢ene odpadne ob smrti,
vode. « stopnja tveganja socialne
izklju¢enosti*,
« Zivinorejska gostota*.
Primor- o rast cestnega tovornega Obalno- o visje- in visoko$olsko
sko-no- prometa*, kragka izobrazevanje — zastopanost
tranjska « razirjenost daljinskega $tudentov,
ogrevanja gospodinjstev, « rast cestnega tovornega
« stopnja motorizacije*. prometa*,
o koli¢ine komunalnih odpadkov*,
« raba vode*.
Goriska « rabavode*, Gorenjska | o zivinorejska gostota*.
o deleZ preci¢ene odpadne
vode,
 stopnja motorizacije*.
Jugov- « zaposlenost v storitvenih Osrednje- | o rast gostote poselitve*,
zhodna dejavnostih, slovenska | « obseg gozdnatih povrsin,
Slovenija o brezposelnost slabse o delez pozidanih povrsin*,
izobrazenih*, o delez precis¢ene odpadne vode.
« raba rac¢unalnikov v
gospodinjstvih.

Opomba: Pri posamezni regiji so izpostavljena le tista podroéja, na katerih je bil rezultat
regije za vec kot en standardni odklon slabsi od povpreéja regij (j. ocena — - z vidika

ugodnosti za trajnostni razvoj).
*Zvisevanje vrednosti na tem podroéju pomeni oddaljevanje od trajnostnega razvoja.

4 SKLEPI

S preucitvijo izbranih kazalnikov smo ugotovili, da je bil razvojni napredek slovenskih
statisti¢nih regij po letu 2010 omejen le na posamezna socialno-ekonomska in okolj-
ska podro¢ja ali razmerja. V splosnem ne moremo potrditi, da regije napredujejo v
smeri ciljev trajnostnega in skladnejsega razvoja, saj preuceni kazalniki ne kazejo, da
bi bil v zadnjem desetletju razvoj na ekonomskem, socialnem in okoljskem podro¢ju
uravnoteZen in da bi se regionalne razvojne razlike zmanjsevale.

Ceprav se je BDP na prebivalca v drzavi in regijah zviseval, so se razlike med re-
gijami postopoma nekoliko povecale. Podobno se ugotavlja tudi na podlagi izracu-
nov IRO, katerega kazalniki sicer kazejo izbolj$anje stanja, a hkrati tudi povecanje
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medregionalnih razlik (Pecar, 2020a). Na okoljskem podro¢ju ne prihaja do Zelenega
zmanj$anja pritiskov na okolje, drzava in vec¢ina regij ob tem izkazujejo tudi ekoloski
deficit, ki opozarja na netrajnostni razvojni vzorec, po katerem se socialno-ekonom-
ski razvoj odvija na rac¢un degradacije okolja. Visji ekoloski odtis in slabse rezultate
na okoljskem podroéju trajnostnega razvoja imajo regije z zahodne polovice drzave
(zlasti iz kohezijske regije Zahodna Slovenija), ki se sicer po socialnih in ekonomskih
kazalnikih uvr$¢ajo med najuspesnejse. Izjema je Primorsko-notranjska regija, saj je
po razvojnih znacilnostih bolj podobna regijam z vzhodnega dela drzave.

Predvsem iz opazovanja trendov pri KTRR izhaja ugotovitev, da so se na ekonom-
skem podro¢ju razlike med regijami po letu 2010 nekoliko zmanjsale, medtem ko tega
ni mo¢ potrditi za socialno in okoljsko podrocje. Posebej pogosto so se rangi regij
spreminjali pri okoljskih kazalnikih. Na eni strani ve¢ina socialnih in ekonomskih ka-
zalnikov KTRR v zadnjem desetletju kaze na pribliZzevanje ciljem trajnostnega razvoja
(npr. zmanjsanje brezposelnosti, izbolj$anje izobrazbe, daljse zivljenjsko pricakovanje,
boljse stanovanjske razmere, visji dohodki ipd.), na drugi strani pa vecina okoljskih
kazalnikov Se vedno kaze na oddaljevanje od njih, kar se ujema tudi z ugotovitvami
pri ekoloskem odtisu in je povezano zlasti s povec¢evanjem rabe naravnih virov.

Pri interpretaciji rezultatov je treba upostevati, da preuceni kazalniki pokrivajo le
omejeno $tevilo znacilnosti regionalnega razvoja in $e vedno izkazujejo mnoge me-
todoloske pomanjkljivosti. Za bolj konkretno spremljanje uc¢inkovitosti regionalne
politike bi bilo priporocljivo dogovoriti ciljne vrednosti za posamezne kazalnike in
vzpostaviti celovit, poenoten sistem vrednotenja. Posamezne regije se soocajo z raz-
nolikimi razvojnimi izzivi, zato bi si morala slovenska regionalna politika v prihodnje
bolj ciljno prizadevati za preusmerjanje napredka v smer trajnostnega razvoja na tis-
tih podrod¢jih, kjer se trenutno od njih odmikamo, poleg tega pa posebno pozornost
namenjati podrocjem, na katerih posamezne regije najbolj zaostajajo, saj bo v naspro-
tnem primeru tezko zmanj$ati regionalne razvojne razlike in dosegati ustrezno raven
blaginje v okviru nosilnih zmogljivosti okolja.
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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 (Co-
hesion 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 De-
velopment Strategy 2030, 2017) and The European Green Deal (2019), the contents of
which closely follow Agenda 2030 (Transforming Our World..., 2015) and its prede-
cessor 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 socioeco-
nomic and environmental fields. For this purpose, we examined four synthetic indica-
tors (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 devel-
opment programs prepared for multi-year programming periods are the basic strate-
gic 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 spa-
tial 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 coher-
ent regional development either in terms of strategic guidelines or goals, but it nev-
ertheless 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 de-
velopment 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 (Pecar, 2020Db), the regions can only rely on the said strate-
gies and the guidelines of the line ministry (Operativni nacrt..., 2019) and the gov-
ernment (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):

o “raising the quality of life in all regions through balanced economic, social and

environmental development based on the principles of sustainable development,

o catching up with European regions in terms of development,

« reducing regional development disparities,

o 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 develop-
ment, 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 ar-
eas (economic, social and environmental). However, a comprehensive and unified
approach to monitoring the results of regional policy is lacking (Pecar, 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 Re-
gional..., 2011); government materials for the programming period 2021-2027 (Cilji,
usmeritve in instrumenti..., 2019) propose several indicators for monitoring indi-
vidual 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 de-
velopment 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 environ-
mental 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 ab-
sorb 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 consump-
tion (O'Neill et al., 2018; Wiedmann, Barrett, 2010), especially in terms of exceed-
ing 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 bio-
capacity 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 Pro-
motion 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 per-
centage of GDP, registered youth unemployment rate (15-29 years), employment rate
(20-64 years), share of college degree holders (25-64 years), gross domestic expendi-
ture 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, popu-
lation aging index, disposable income per capita and population density. The latest
calculations of the DRI are available for 2019 (Pelar, 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 fol-
lowing 32 indicators (Vintar Mally, 2021):

o 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, dispos-
able income per capita, share of service sector employees;

o 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 exclu-
sion rate, usable floor area, registered unemployment rate, number of students
per thousand inhabitants, share of households with PC users, share of college
degree holders;

o environmental indicators: share of organically farmed land, wooded areas per
capita, road freight transport growth index, intensively farmed land per capi-
ta, 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 indi-
cators (i.e. GDP per capita, share of college degree holders (25-64 years), registered
unemployment rate, population aging index, disposable income per capita and popu-
lation 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 de-
sired 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 (Pecar, 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, Pomur-
ska and Primorsko-notranjska regions, while among the strongest were, in addition
to the Osrednjeslovenska region, the Jugovzhodna Slovenija and Obalno-kraska re-
gions (Table 1). Thus all statistical regions that make up the cohesion region Zahodna
Slovenija (i.e. the Osrednjeslovenska, Obalno-kraska, Gorenjska and Goriska 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 (Pecar, 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 | Ecological | Biocapacity | Develo- | Indicator of

capita (€), | footprint per capita pment sustainable

2019 per capita | (gha), 2016 risk regional de-

(gha), 2016 index, velopment,

2019 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
Goriska 20,707 5.29 5.30 117.1 0.44
Obalno-krasgka 22,894 5.26 2.54 103.2 0.18
Primorsko-notranjska 16,154 5.25 8.02 138.3 0.17
Koroska 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; Peéar, 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 Koroska
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 devel-
opment 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 finan-
cial 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 bio-
capacity 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 Primorsko-
Notranjska, Jugovzhodna Slovenija and Goriska regions — show an excess of bioca-
pacity 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 pat-
tern 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 environ-
mental resources and environmental pollution. Depending on the way the ecological
footprint is calculated, these effects are scattered across all areas from which the in-
habitants 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 differ-
ences 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.

78



Socioeconomic and environmental characteristics of regional development in Slovenia after 2010

Figure 1: Ranking of Slovenian statistical regions based on selected development indicators,

2015-2019.
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The ISRD gives equal weight to indicators from the economic, social and envi-
ronmental 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 compara-
tively 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 accord-
ing to the ISRD: the Osrednjeslovenska, Gorenjska, Jugovzhodna Slovenija, Goriska,
Obalno-kragka and Primorsko-notranjska regions. The rankings of the DRI and the
ISRD differed by a maximum of one place in eight regions, while the Goriska re-
gion 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 eco-
nomic field, twelve in the social field and fourteen in the environmental field. A com-
parison of the results of the regions by ISRD fields (Table 2) also shows a large difter-
ence 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 strik-
ing 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 sig-
nificant gap between the favorability of the socioeconomic fields and of the environ-
mental field for long-term sustainable development in the Obalno-kraska and Gore-
njska regions. Conversely, in the environmental field the top two places were held by
the Zasavska and Koroska 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, built-
up areas, water consumption and waste generation) and response indicators (e.g. or-
ganic 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 Social Environ- | Indicator of sustainable
indicators | indicators mental regional development
indicators 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
Goriska 0.33 0.92 0.07 0.44 4
Obalno-kragka 0.50 0.33 -0.29 0.18 5
Primorsko-notranjska -0.67 0.67 0.50 0.17 6
Koroska -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 previ-
ous 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 pe-
riod 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 compari-
son, 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 develop-
ment 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 Goriska 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
Goriska 0.45 2 0.44 4
Obalno-kragka 0.30 5 0.18 5
Primorsko-notranjska 0.27 6 0.17 6
Koroska -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 in-
dicators analyzed, as the regions advanced towards the economic goals of sustain-
able development, showing reduced unemployment (in general and among different
groups of the population) and improved education of the population, with people liv-
ing 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 condi-
tions 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 increas-
ing 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 in-
dicators 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 devel-
opment 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 | Area Statistical | Area
region region
Pomurska |« disposable income per Podravska | e disposable income per capita,
capita, o life expectancy — average age at
o population decline, death,
« population aging*, o at-risk-of-poverty or social
 unemployment rate*, exclusion rate*,
« higher education - number « extent of wooded areas,
of students, population with o share of built-up areas*.
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.
Zasavska | « GDP per capita, Posavska | o life expectancy — average age at
o gross added value per capita, death.

o expenditure on fixed assets,

o 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*,

o share of Natura 2000 sites.

83



Katja Vintar Mally | Dela 56 | 2021 | 71-87

Statistical | Area Statistical | Area
region region
Savinjska | e usable floor area, Koroska « employment in service sector,
« share of households living in  unemployment of women*,
a polluted environment*, « life expectancy - average age at
« share of Natura 2000 sites, death,
o share of treated wastewater. o at-risk-of-poverty or social

exclusion rate*,
« livestock density*.

Primor- « road freight transport Obalno- « higher education - number of
sko-no- growth*, kraska students,
tranjska « housing with district heating « road freight transport growth*,
in place, « amounts of municipal waste*,
« motorization rate*. o water consumption*.
Goriska o water consumption*, Gorenjska | o livestock density*.

« share of treated wastewater,
« motorization rate*.

Jugov- « employment in service sector, | Osrednje- | ¢ growth in population density*,

zhodna « unemployed with slovenska | o extent of wooded areas,

Slovenija uncompleted or completed « share of built-up areas*,
primary school*, « share of treated wastewater.

« use of PCs in households.

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 Slove-
nian 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 develop-
ment 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 dis-
parities have gradually increased somewhat. A similar finding emerges based on DRI
calculations, whose indicators show improvement but also an increase in interregion-
al disparities (Pecar, 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 cohe-
sion 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 characteris-
tics to regions from the eastern part of the country.

The observed trends in the ISRD in particular show that economic disparities be-
tween regions have narrowed slightly after 2010, but this cannot be confirmed for the
social and environmental fields. The relative ranking of the regions changed particu-
larly 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 associ-
ated especially with an increase in the use of natural resources.

When interpreting the results, it should be borne in mind that the indicators stud-
ied cover only a limited number of characteristics of regional development and still
have many methodological shortcomings. In order to monitor the efficiency of re-
gional policy more concretely, it would be advisable to agree on targets for individual
indicators and to create a comprehensive, uniform evaluation system. Individual re-
gions 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 spe-
cial 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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