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Regional differences in Slovenia from the viewpoint of achieving Europe’s sustainable
development

ABSTRACT: Within the context of EU efforts to achieve the objectives of sustainable development, this arti-
cle presents the findings of a study that uses a selection of thirty-two economic, social, and environmental
indicators to evaluate the extent of achieving these objectives in Slovenian statistical regions from 2010
to 2014. Based on the favorable or unfavorable state and trends established, the indicator values are assigned
scores that make it possible to calculate the average values for individual development areas and their total
average (i.e., the indicator of sustainable regional development). The calculations confirmed the hypoth-
esis that the differences between Slovenian regions are the greatest with regard to economic issues and the
smallest with regard to environmental issues. Both in Slovenia and in the EU in general, unfavorable envi-
ronmental trends resulting from unsustainable use of energy and natural resources persist, even though
Slovenia’s environment remains above average in terms of its conservation.

KEY WORDS: sustainable development indicator, sustainable regional development, environmental pro-
tection, socioeconomic progress, statistical regions, Slovenia

Regionalne razlike v Sloveniji z vidika doseganja trajnostnega razvoja Evrope

POVZETEK: V kontekstu evropskih prizadevanj za doseganje ciljev trajnostnega razvoja so v ¢lanku pred-
stavljeni rezultati raziskave, ki z naborom 32 ekonomskih, socialnih in okoljskih kazalnikov vrednoti tozadevno
uspes$nost slovenskih statisti¢nih regij v obdobju 2010-2014. Glede na ugodnost stanja in trendov so vred-
nostim kazalnikov pripisane ocene, ki omogocajo izra¢un povprecij za posamezna razvojna podrocja in
njihovo skupno povpre¢je (kazalnik trajnostnega regionalnega razvoja). Izracuni so potrdili hipotezo, da
so razlike med slovenskimi regijami najve¢je na gospodarskem in najmanjse na okoljskem podro¢ju. Tako
v Evropski uniji kot tudi v Sloveniji se nadaljujejo neugodni okoljski trendi, ki so posledica netrajnostne
rabe energije in naravnih virov, vendar ima Slovenija $e vedno nadpovpre¢no ohranjeno okolje.
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1 Introduction

For the past twenty-five years, Slovenia has been striving to achieve sustainable development, the global
importance of which was enhanced through the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development, and the adoption of Agenda 21 (1992). In terms of the efforts made in this regard, Slovenian
regions vary in success, but their progress has not been systematically assessed, even though this type of
assessment has already been established at the national level and has ultimately already been part of inter-
national commitments since Agenda 21 was established (Dahl 2012; Hak, Kovanda and Weinzettel 2012;
Waas et al. 2014). In 2001, a special strategy was adopted (A sustainable Europe ... 2001) that requires EU
member states to pursue sustainable development; this strategy was renewed in 2006 (Renewed EU
sustainable ... 2006) and demands that a special report be submitted every two years on the progress made
according to selected indicators for the quality assessment of conditions (Rinne, Lyytimaki and Kautto 2013;
van Hees 2014; Sustainable development ... 2015). In addition, Slovenia must pursue sustainable devel-
opment because this is required by the Europe 2020 umbrella strategy (Europe 2020 ... 2010) and a series
of EU sectoral policies. At the national level, the implementation of Slovenia’s Development Strategy (Strategija
razvoja Slovenije 2005) is monitored through annual reports on development (Poro¢ilo ... 2015) based on
a number of development indicators. Sustainable development indicators for the national level have also
been defined in a special publication by the Slovenian Statistical Office (Suvorov, Rutar and Zitnik 2010)
and the project Indicators of Well-being in Slovenia (Kazalniki blaginje v Sloveniji 2015), which also pro-
vides a fairly general assessment of their contribution to wellbeing. All of the indicators mentioned are
intended to be used exclusively at the national level, without illustrating regional conditions or any wider
or global comparisons.

The regional level is often the most important for achieving sustainable development, and thus appro-
priate methods for monitoring progress in this area achieved at the level of statistical regions (hereinafter
simply »regions«) were already developed more than a decade ago. Thirty-two indicators were defined (six
economic, twelve social, and fourteen environmental ones) and used for the first time to study the peri-
od from 1996 to 2002 (Vintar 2003) and after that the period from 2003 to 2007 (Vintar Mally 2009a).
This article presents the latest findings referring to the five-year period between 2010 and 2014.

By using these indicators, the current conditions and trends in the regions can be analyzed, the level
of approaching or drifting away from sustainable development goals can be assessed, the relative position
of Slovenian regions can be determined in relation to the national average (from the economic, social, and
environmental viewpoints), and the indicators included can be incorporated into an aggregate indicator
of sustainable regional development.

This article elucidates the findings for individual areas of sustainable development and ranks regions
into types based on their assessed future development potential. The study is based on the hypothesis that
in terms of sustainable development the differences between the regions are the greatest with regard to
economic issues and the smallest with regard to environmental issues. In the discussion, the Slovenian find-
ings are comparatively contextualized within European sustainable development efforts.

2 Methods

In line with the definition of the three basic conceptual fields of sustainable development following the
thematic model (Hardi et al. 1997; Indicators ... 2001; Indicators ... 2007), its realization is monitored with
economic, social, and environmental indicators. Already in the first study of this type (Vintar 2003), thir-
ty-two indicators were defined, the majority of which have remained the same. In the final selection of
indicators used to study the period between 2010 and 2014, a few indicators were replaced with new ones,
which is why the results are not entirely comparable with those from previous studies. The indicators »life
expectancy« and »average years of schooling« were replaced by »average age at death« and »share of col-
lege degree holders,« respectively, because they are no longer calculated at the level of regions as part of the
aggregated human development index. In addition, the indicator referring to wastewater treatment was
also replaced because the situation in this area is better illustrated by more recent data on the actual quantity
of wastewater treated (as opposed to data on the capacity of the wastewater treatment plants used previ-
ously). In recent years, the indicator showing the quality of surface watercourses has proven insufficiently
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sensitive because the only assessment that national monitoring still continues to use is the assessment of
the chemical status (good or bad), according to which nearly all watercourses are in good chemical sta-
tus, and so this indicator no longer makes it possible to monitor any differences. Therefore, this »state
indicator« was replaced by the »pressure indicator« (average water consumption in households and com-
mercial use). Due to the lack of relevant data on traffic load, the »response indicator« (the carriage by rail
growth index) had to be replaced by the »pressure indicator« (the road freight transport growth index).
From the methodological viewpoint, these types of adjustments in the selection of indicators are expect-
ed and recommended (Meadows 1998) because indicators must be updated in line with the changing
perception of developmental issues, familiarity with how individual systems work, the availability and qual-
ity of data, and so on.

In selecting the indicators for regions, international research experience was taken into account in addi-
tion to the key criteria of conceptual and methodological quality, according to which indicators must be
relevant for making decisions, understandable, measurable, sensitive to change in time and space, cost-
effective, comparable, and so on (Hardi et al. 1997; Meadows 1998; Bossel 1999; Franke 1999; Seljak 2001;
Morse 2004; Vintar Mally 2006; Indicators ... 2007; Hildén and Rosenstrom 2008; Waas et al. 2014). The
selection of regional indicators of sustainable development (Table 1) is based on the content of the thematic
model that has been promoted around the globe primarily by the UN (Indicators ... 2001; Indicators ... 2007),
but it is also being used at the national level by the EU (Sustainable development... 2015) and Slovenia
(Suvorov, Rutar and Zitnik 2010). The final selection of indicators at the regional level is also significant-
ly influenced by the availability of data, which is lower than at the national level.

The economic characteristics of Slovenian regions’ development are examined based on six indica-
tors (Table 1), whereby the focus is on the key aspects of ensuring the population’s material wellbeing in
terms of both the current conditions (the economic power of the region and its population, employment
structure, etc.) and the efforts to build an economy that is successful and competitive in the long term (expen-
diture on fixed assets, R&D expenditure, etc.). Even though the intensification of economic activity and
the growth in the population’s purchasing power are usually connected with increasing environmental pres-
sures (Vintar Mally 2009b; Asici 2013; Apergis 2016), economic indicators in the selected thematic model
were evaluated exclusively from the economic viewpoint because related social or environmental impacts
are monitored by other indicators.

The selection of twelve social indicators (Table 1) was used to study the individual regions’ success
rate in providing a higher quality oflife to their residents. The basic demographic features (population changes,
population vitality, etc.), the accessibility of education and healthcare, housing conditions, utilization of
human resources, and exposure to poverty and social exclusion (especially of more vulnerable groups) were
examined.

The fourteen environmental indicators (Table 1) selected include indicators showing the environ-
mental pressures caused by the population and economic activities (pressures caused by human settlement
and the subsequent generation of waste, water consumption, and the expansion of built-up areas, pres-
sures caused by intensive food production and livestock farming, pressures caused by road traffic, etc.),
indicators showing the social responses to environmental issues (the extent of organic farming, the share
of protected areas, the use of wastewater treatment and district heating, and the extent of expenditure in
environmental protection), and indicators referring to the state of individual landscape components (qual-
ity of air, wooded areas).

The study was carried out for the twelve Slovenian statistical regions, in the scope and with the names
they had before the 2015 changes. The calculations are based on the 2010-2014 data, which were the last
data available at the time of the study. The majority of data are regularly monitored and published by the
Slovenian Statistical Office (Podatkovni portal ... 2015), and data from the Records on the Actual Use of
Agricultural and Forest Land (Evidenca dejanske rabe ... 2015) and data on the borders of Natura 2000 sites
(Natura 2000 ... 2015) were used for indicators referring to land use and the Natura 2000 network. With
regard to air quality, data provided by the Slovenian Environment Agency (Bolte et al. 2010) were used, and
online audience measurement (MOSS) studies (Slovenska ... 2014) were used to determine internet use.

Indicators were calculated in three stages. First, all individual indicators were calculated and interpreted
for all of the regions, after which a score was assigned to the values calculated in terms of their contribu-
tion to sustainable development. At the stage of selecting and methodologically defining individual indicators,
it was clearly defined whether the highest possible value (e.g., the highest possible share of organically farmed
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Table 1: Set of sustainable development indicators.

Economic indicators Social indicators Environmental indicators
« Gross domestic product, 2013 [€/capita] - Unemployed with uncompleted or - Organically farmed land, 2010 [%]
« Gross value added, 2013 [€/capita] completed primary school, 2012 [%] - Wooded areas, 2012 [m?/capital

- Expenditure on fixed assets, 2013 [€/capita] + Share of unemployed women, 2014 %] . Road freight transport growth index, 20052014
- Average R&D expenditure, 20102012 - Population density, 2014 [people/km’] « Intensively farmed land, 2012 [m?/capita]

[% GDP] « Population growth index, 20092014 « Quality of air, 2009 [assessment]
« Disposable income, 2011 [€/capita] - Aging index, 2014 - Municipal waste, 2013 [kg/capita]
« Service sector employees, 2011 [%] - Average age at death, 2013 [years] - Natura 2000 sites, 2013 [%]

« Recipients of social assistance benefits in - Water consumption, 2013 [m*/capita]
cash, 2011 [no. o recipients/1,000 people] . Average expenditure on environmental

« Usable floor area, 2011 [m?/capita] protection, 2011-2013 [% GDP]
- Registered unemployment rate, 2014 [%] .« Built-up areas, 2012 [%]
- Students, 2012/2013 [no. of students/ « Treated wastewater, 2013 [m’/capita]
1,000 people] « Housing with district heating in place, 2011 [%)]
- Internet users, 2014 [index] « Motorization rate, 2013 [cars/1,000 people]

« College degree holders (25-64yrs), 2013 %] . |jvestock density index, 2010 [LSU/hal

land) or the lowest possible value (e.g., the smallest possible share of the unemployed) of the indicator was
preferred. Lower values are preferred for certain social and environmental indicators (marked with an aster-
isk in Tables 3 and 4). Four scores were possible for each indicator: + or ++ for a positive contribution to
sustainable development in an individual area, and — or — — for a negative impact on sustainable develop-
ment. For each value of the indicator attained, a score was defined for each region using the standard deviation.
In the case of less than one standard deviation from the arithmetic mean, the score assigned was + or —,
and for larger deviations the score was doubled (++ or — —). In the third stage, the sum of all scores for
an individual development area (economic, social, and environmental) was used to calculate the average
score (as the quotient of the sum of all scores and the number of indicators in an area), after which the
arithmetic mean of all three areas, referred to as the indicator of sustainable regional development (ISRD),
was calculated. This method makes it possible to analyze the current state of the regions and the differences
between them, but it does not make it possible to also directly compare the values of the aggregate indica-
tor in various periods because the calculation of scores is based on the regions’ average in each period.

To determine the success of Slovenia’s sustainable development efforts compared to other European
countries, the leading international development indicators were studied. In the discussion, only the find-
ings regarding the official selection of EU sustainable development indicators, the ecological footprint, the
human development index, the environmental performance index, and the sustainable society index are
highlighted.

3 Results

The most favorable economic conditions can be found in the Central Slovenia region, which is greatly above
average in terms of all of the indicators and has the maximum average score. It is followed by the Southeast
Slovenia, Gorizia, and Coastal-Karst regions, which still have distinctly positive scores. A very unfavor-
able economic status in Slovenia is typical especially of the Mura region (with a negative score for nearly
all indicators) and the Central Sava region. The situation is slightly better, but still of concern, in the Drava
and Carinthia regions (Table 2). Compared to the situation just over a decade ago (Vintar 2003), the rel-
ative situation improved the most in Southeast Slovenia (climbing from fifth to second place) and worsened
the most in Upper Carniola (falling from third to sixth place). Other regions experienced minor changes
in their rankings, but there are still exceptionally great economic differences between regions; the differ-
ences in the average score between the highest- and lowest-ranked regions is a full 3.17.

35



Europe’s sustainable development

ieving

Katja Vintar Mally, Regional differences in Slovenia from the viewpoint of ach:

UOIRIAIP PIRPUPIS = 0 ‘UR3ULI dIIAWILL = X 310N

p=¢ p=¢ 8-/ 9 | 4 8-/ s S 0l-6 0l-6 s bupjuey
050 050 90— 000 007 90 90— - 110 80— 80— 1= 21005 by
¢+ ¢+ — 0 L+ + — /= |+ (— G— /— AE:& 210S [10]
[9=0'665=X
++ — — + ++ — — + - —— + - [96] 1107 ‘s93K0|dWd 101035 IS
€65=091y'0L = X
+ ++ + + ++ - - - - + —— —— [ended/3] 107 ‘aulodur 3jgesodsiq
=09/ =X
- + - + ++ ++ - - - - - - (409 %) 71070107 ‘inHpuada (1gy dbesany
[18=0'¢68'L = X
- - - - ++ ++ + - ++ - - - [ended/3] €107 ‘S1a5se paxiy uo ainypuadxq
heT=0%/7'sl =X
+ + - - ++ + - - + - - - [e3ded/3] €107 ‘pappe anjen ssoig
065 =0:09¢'L = X
+ + - - ++ + - - + - - - [ended/3] €10z 1npoid D1SaLop SS0I9
151y

151e) —e|0IuIR) ejoiule) PIUIAO|S PIUIAO|S PARS PARS

—|else0)  eizioo Jauuj Jaddp [PU)  1Se3YINOS 13MO7 [eNU3) eluineg elyIuLeR) eARI() eIy U0[D31 [eINSRIS/I0NEIIPU|

"SUOIGAI [PINSIIRIS URIUAAOIS J0J SI0IRIIPUI DILIOUOY] :7 3|qR]

36



Acta geographica Slovenica, 58-2, 2018

.EmEQo_gmU 9|qeuleIsns 01 SuoANqUIU0d 3AIS0d 310w Ue3W SaN|eA J0JRJIPUI JOMOT

UOIIRIASD PIBPUPIS = 0 ‘UPAWI dIIAWILILE = X 10N

=

=

v

L 0l-6

L

0l-6

4l bupjuey

§C0

60

60

60

800

60— L90—

800—

90—

01— 31035 3beIAAY

¢+

L+

L+

L+

|+

L= 8—

|—

w\

el— (wns) a103s [e10]

++

ge=0'577=X
-— (9] €107 (514 79—57) $13p[oy 33169p 363]10)

++ -—

++

GLL=01p0L =X
+ [Xapui] 71,07 ‘sJasn 1aula]

++

++

ge=0y=X
— [3/doad oo’L/SIuapms jo ‘ou] £107/7 107 ‘Iuapmis

++

gr=0'g¢ =X
—— +[%] 7107 ‘311 uawAojdwiaun pasais|bay

++

++

VL=0:¢/z=X
+ (eaded/, W] | 107 “eate oo} 3]qesf

++

++

++

061 =00y = X ‘.[31doad 000’ | /S3ua1dPa1 Jo ou]

—— 1107 ‘ySed Ut 92UeISISse [epos Jo siuajdpay

++

++

g0=0:19/=X
- [s1A] €107 ‘yreap e abe abesany

++

++

rel=0'gozL =X
\\ L7107 xapul buiby

++

++

77=0%00L = X ‘¥L07-600C
—— “xapul ymoib uopepndog

++

++

g6y =000 =X
+ «[Wy/3/doad] 107 “fisusp uonejndog

++

++

++

[7=07005=X
- «1%] #7107 ‘uswom pafojduuaun Jo aleys

+

++

++

6 =Y c9¢ =X 'x[%] 107 'Jooyds Arewiid
—— pa13]dwod Jo pasajdwiodun ym pakojduwaup

1518y

—|e1se0)

pIZLI00)

1siey
—e[ojulR)
Jauu|

plojuIR)
Jaddn

PIUBAOIS
enud)

BIUBAOIS
1583120

eAeS
13m0

PARS

eI eluies

BILIULIE)

eAeI(]

eI UoIbal [eINSIIRIS/I01RIIPU|

SUOIBal [IIISIIRIS UBIU3AO|S 10} SI0IRI[PUI [BPOS °€ 3[qe]

37



Europe’s sustainable development

ieving

Katja Vintar Mally, Regional differences in Slovenia from the viewpoint of ach:

U3LWdO[3AIP A|GRUIRISNS 0} SUONNGLIUO) 3AIISOM 10L UPIW SAN|RA I0JRIIPUI JAMOT,,
UOIRIAIP PIPPUPIS = 0 ‘UR3UI dIIaWILL = X 310N

8-/

-l

L1-0L

-l

L1-0l

9-§

9-§

¢ 4 8-/ bupjuey

L00—

50

9¢0—

50

9¢0—

000

000

050 6/0— [00— 31005 3bRIANY

8+

8+

[+ L= |— (uwns) 31025 [e10]

++

[C0=0'680=X

- - + «[2U/N57] 0LOZ xapul Asuap oIS

++

gr=075=1X
L[21doad 0001 /s183] £107 ‘21e) UoNeZLOI0W

++

++

1g=07g1L=X
[9] 1107 ‘eyd ur bupeay pUISIp yim buisnoy

++

++

GoL=0/5g7=X
[ended/ W] €107 ‘1o1emalsem pajeal]

++

++

781 =09y =X ",[9] 7107 'sease dn-1jing

++

£0=0'60=X {409 %] £L07—1107
+ - - “U0113304d [PIUILUILOIIAUS UO AUNYIpU3Xd aDeIaNY

cer=0'g =X

++ + + «[eded/ W] €107 'uondwinsuod 11ep

++

6L ="011'26= X '[9%] €107 ‘S35 0007 eInieN

++

Ly =0'60¢ =X
L [e1dea/by] €107 ‘s1sem [edpiunyy

-- -- +  p0=0'c0L = X Tuawssasse] 6007 e Jo Aujen

we'L=09g71=X
«[endedy,wi 7107 ‘pue| pawiie) Ajaisuanul

++

++

=o' 70l =X
+ - + 71075007 *Xapul ymoib Lodsues 1ybialy peoy

++

++

++

0LL's=0'c06", = X
(ended/,W] 7107 ‘seate papoop

++

++

sp=yyL=X
[9%] 0107 ‘Pue| pawe} fjeouebig

1siey
—[e1se0)

pIZ1I00)

1siey
—pjojuie)
Jauu|

pjojulR)
Jaddn

RIU3NOIS
[0E))

RIU3AO[S

NSNS

pARS
13m0

oARS
[e1U)

eluies

BILIULI) eARI(Q eI uoib3l [pansieIS/101eI|pu|

SUOIBaI [IIISIIRIS UBIU3AO|S 10} J01RIIPUI [PIUSWUOIIALT 3 3[R

38



Acta geographica Slovenica, 58-2, 2018

S 4 9 ¥ | ¢ 6 0l 8 / Ll 4l bupjuey
0€0 S0 (20 €0 80 70 ¥50— 0L0— LL0— L0 90— [L0— 0y
10 00— 50 L70— 9¢0— (50 9¢0— 000 000 050 6L0— [00— SI01dIPU] [PIUBLIUOIIAUT
570 %0 %60 (] 60 800 850~ 60— 90— 800— 90— 801— slojeajpul [enos
050 050 90— 000 007 190 90— 1= (10 80— 80— [L1— SJ01RIIPUI JIUIOU0D]

1518y
15IRY —ejolule)  ejoule) BIUSAOIS  PIUSAO|S ARS PARS
—[e1Se0)  PIZUOD Jauu| Jaddp [BUY)  ISeayIN0S I [e1U) eluineg elLuLe) eARI( eIy UoID31 [eaS[1eIS/ 3103S ADeIINY

“SU0IBAI [INSIIRIS URIUAAOIS 0} JUWAO[2ASP [BUOIDRI 3]GRUIRISNS JO 101BIIPU :G 3|q]

39



Katja Vintar Mally, Regional differences in Slovenia from the viewpoint of achieving Europe’s sustainable development

The social indicators also point to more favorable conditions in the six regions in the western half of
the country (Figure 1). Upper Carniola stands out with the highest positive score, whereas the lowest aver-
age scores are characteristic of the regions in eastern Slovenia, which are primarily burdened by a poorer
educational structure, higher unemployment rate, shorter life expectancy (judging from the age at death),
greater exposure to poverty and social exclusion, and subsequently stagnation or even decline of the pop-
ulation alongside an above-average aging index. The social differences between Slovenian regions are smaller
than the economic ones, but they are nonetheless significant considering that the difference in scores is
a full 2.25. Over the past decade, the relative situation of the Lower Sava region has improved the most,
having moved up from last place, which it shared with the Central Sava region. The situation deteriorated
the most in the Mura region, which fell from tenth to last place (Vintar 2003). Changes in the rankings of
other regions were smaller and some have retained their rank (e.g., Upper Carniola has remained in the lead).

With regard to environmental indicators, the positive or negative scores are distributed more evenly
across the entire county, which is also reflected in the regions’ final rankings. In contrast to the econom-
ic and social areas, here no east-west division can be observed (Table 4). The most favorable conditions
can be found in the Southeast Slovenia and Inner Carniola-Karst regions, followed by Carinthia. The low-
est scores compared to this are typical for the Drava region, followed by the Central Slovenia and Lower
Sava regions at the bottom of the scale. Over the past decade, the greatest differences in the rankings of indi-
vidual regions have been observed in this area. The greatest decline was experienced by the Gorizia region
(falling from first to seventh/eighth place) and the Upper Carniola region (falling from second/fourth place
to ninth), whereas the Mura region experienced the greatest improvement (moving up from last place to
seventh/eighth place). The difference between regions is also the smallest in this development area (i.e., 1.36).

From 2010 to 2014, the indicator of sustainable regional development ranged from +0.85 (Central
Slovenia) to —0.77 (Mura), which reflects great differences between the regions in all development areas
(Table 5). The ISRD values show a distinctly bipolar picture: the regions in the eastern half of Slovenia
have a negative value and the six regions in the western part of the country have a positive value. The regions’
relative situation over the past decade (Vintar 2003) has not changed significantly. The greatest changes
can be observed in Southeast Slovenia (climbing from fifth to third place) and Upper Carniola (falling from
second to fourth place).

4 Discussion

4.1 Regional development differences in Slovenia

Every Slovenian region has its own unique range of development potentials, but also obstacles to achiev-
ing a sustainable development path, which by definition requires seeking opportunities for socioeconomic
progress within the existing environmental limitations or by taking into account the carrying capacity of
the environment (Moran et al. 2008; Kissinger, Rees and Timmer 2011; Moldan, Janouskova and Hak 2012;
Hoekstra and Wiedmann 2014). A preserved natural environment represents an important regional poten-
tial, whereas a degraded environment is a limiting factor that reduces residents’ quality of life and economic
opportunities. Based on the premises described, Slovenian regions can be ranked into four types by sim-
ilarity and the following two criteria: the combination of (negative or positive) average scores of individual
development areas on the one hand, and the regions’ ISRD values on the other (Figure 2).

In terms of the indicators studied, the Mura, Drava, Central Sava, and Lower Sava regions have very
limited opportunities for achieving sustainable development because they do not have a positive average
score in any of the development areas and consequently show a high negative ISRD value (between —0.77
and —0.54). It will be extremely difficult for these regions to achieve a balanced and significant improve-
ment in all three development areas. Better, but still limited, opportunities can be ascribed to the
Carinthia, Savinja, and Inner Carniola-Karst regions, the ISRD value of which ranges from —0.17 to +0.27
and the economy of which still lags behind considerably. In this regard, the exception is the Savinja region,
which only achieved a slightly above-average score of the economic indicators in the last period studied,

Figure 1: Indicator of sustainable regional development of Slovenian statistical regions, 2010-2014. » p. 41
Figure 2: Synthesized assessment of opportunities for sustainable development realization in Slovenian regions. » p. 42
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whereas it continues to lag behind greatly in the social area, which raises considerable concern. For now,
the environmental conditions are favorable in all three regions, but they run the risk that by continuing
their predominant development practices they might try to accelerate their economy by degrading the envi-
ronment. Central Slovenia and Upper Carniola were ranked among the type of regions with good development
opportunities. They have a distinctly positive ISRD value, which is, however, largely due to above-aver-
age socioeconomic scores (Central Slovenia has the highest economic indicator score and Upper Carniola
has the highest social indicator score). At the same time, their environmental scores are negative, which
suggests that the current progress is largely being achieved to the detriment of the environment, which
has a negative impact on their long-term development opportunities.

The opportunities for achieving sustainable development are very good in the Southeast Slovenia, Gorizia,
and Coastal-Karst regions, which have a positive ISRD value and positive average scores in all the devel-
opment areas studied. A minor exception can only be observed with the Gorizia region, which achieved
a slightly below-average environmental indicator score only in the last period studied.

Several studies of Slovenian regions have been conducted in the past that used various sets of indica-
tors and evaluated their development potentials from various angles, such as the state of environmental
quality in relation to the GDP (Plut 2005), development factors of a knowledge society (Ravbar and Kozina
2012), or vulnerability to future development challenges (Kusar 2015). The government uses the devel-
opment risk index to monitor regional development (Pravilnik o razvrstitvi... 2014). Even though these
studies differ from one another in terms of methodology and the topics covered, the comparison of their
findings shows that they all established differences between regions. As a rule, the regions in western Slovenia
are ranked higher, and most often the leading role (i.e., the best point of departure) is assumed by Central
Slovenia and the Mura region is in last place. The regions’ rankings according to the ISRD and the devel-
opment risk index match considerably, with the majority of regions differing by only one or two places.
However, because the environmental aspects in the ISRD have significantly greater weight compared to
the development risk index, the Gorizia and Inner Carniola-Karst regions are ranked four places higher
according to the ISRD.

4.2 (Non-)sustainable development of Slovenia and Europe

Many authors and international organizations draw attention to both global and regional non-sustainable
trends, which are reflected in exceeded carrying capacity of the planet and its regions (Millennium
Ecosystem ... 2005; Hoekstra and Wiedmann 2014; Shaker 2015; The European environment ... 2015; Steffen
etal. 2015). Thus in the light of global processes it is necessary, regardless of everything described above
on Slovenian regions, to draw attention to the fact that for now redirecting to a sustainable development
path is successful neither in Slovenia nor in Europe or elsewhere around the globe.

The study of over one hundred sustainable development indicators officially selected by the EU (Sustainable
development ... 2015) shows only partial success in the member states; positive changes can be observed
especially with regard to economic and social issues (with the exception of exposure to poverty and social
exclusion), whereas environmental trends prove to be unfavorable in the long term, especially due to the
unsustainable use of energy and natural resources, and traffic pressures. Similarly, the calculations of the
international sustainable society index (de Kerk, Manuel and Kleinjans 2014), which include twenty-one
social, economic, and environmental indicators, point to opposing trends of human wellbeing and envi-
ronmental wellbeing: while the former increases, the latter decreases. According to this index, among the
151 countries included, Slovenia was ranked tenth in 2014 in terms of economic wellbeing and fifteenth
in terms of human wellbeing. However, in terms of environmental wellbeing it only placed ninety-third.
The comparatively low values of the wellbeing of the Slovenian environment (and other economically devel-
oped countries) are primarily due to the great weight ascribed in the calculations to indicators referring
to the use of energy and related environmental pressures (de Kerk and Manuel 2008; de Kerk, Manuel and
Kleinjans 2014).

The calculations of the ecological footprint also illustratively draw attention to the exceeded carrying
capacities or biocapacity caused by the human demand for natural resources (Kissinger, Rees and Timmer 2011;
Shaker 2015; Galli et al. 2016). According to calculations by the Global Footprint Network (2016), in 2012
the ecological footprint per capita in the EU amounted to 4.8 global hectares (gha), exceeding the plan-
et’s biocapacity (1.7 gha per capita) by a factor of 2.8. At 5.8 gha per capita, Slovenia’s ecological footprint
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exceeded the national biocapacity (2.4 gha per capita) by a factor of 2.4 and the global biocapacity by a fac-
tor of 3.4. Among all of the EU member states, the average Slovenian resident had the ninth-largest ecological
footprint (after Luxembourg, Belgium, Sweden, Estonia, Latvia, Austria, Finland, and Lithuania). Over the
past two decades, Slovenia’s ecological footprint has nearly doubled and its continual growth in recent years
has been (probably only temporarily and in part) interrupted by the effects of the global financial crisis.
This crisis was also reflected in the stagnation or exceptionally slow growth of the human development
index as an aggregate indicator of the general socioeconomic conditions in the country. According to this index,
Slovenia was twenty-fifth (0.880) in the world and twelfth in the EU in 2014 (Human development ... 2015).
Alongside a smaller ecological footprint, many European countries thus displayed better economic and
social conditions (e.g., Denmark, the Netherlands, Germany, and the UK). Studies carried out as part of
calculating the environmental performance index (Hsu et al. 2016), according to which Slovenia has the
fifth—-most favorable index in the world (after Finland, Iceland, Sweden, and Denmark), also confirm a com-
paratively extremely high consumption of natural resources (especially fuels) in Slovenia and its regions,
whereas the state of its environment is still relatively good. This index combines more than twenty differ-
ent indicators referring to the ecosystem and human health (Hsu, Lloyd and Emerson 2013; Hsu et al. 2016)
and, at least from the viewpoint of Slovenian environmental protection efforts, its results are encouraging.

5 Conclusion

The economic, social, and environmental analysis of the development pattern from the viewpoint of sus-
tainable development requirements revealed many advantages as well as weaknesses of Slovenian regions,
providing valuable information required for transforming or shaping sectoral and horizontal policies at
the regional and national levels. The finding that the great differences between regions continue to divide
the country into the more successful western part and the eastern part, which lags behind, is especially
important. In addition, comparisons of the relative positions of regions in individual periods from the begin-
ning of the twenty-first century show great variability in the inter-regional ratios from the environmental
viewpoint, whereas they seem to be fixed the most and most difficult to influence from the economic and
social viewpoints. The average scores for individual development areas confirm the validity of the
hypothesis that the differences between Slovenian regions continue to be the greatest with regard to eco-
nomic issues and the smallest with regard to environmental issues. The starting point for evaluating the
long-term sustainable development opportunities of individual regions and Slovenia and other (European)
countries is the thesis about the unacceptability of a development pattern that achieves economic progress
by depleting the environmental and social capital, which especially the economically weakest areas will
have to pay attention to in the future. In this regard, the trend of Slovenia’s increasing environmental pres-
sures (e.g., its ecological footprint) and its disproportionately high interference with the planet’s carrying
capacities or its disproportionate use of natural resources compared to Europe and the rest of the world
are distinctly unfavorable. Despite improvements made to material and social wellbeing, the unfavorable
environmental trends mean that Slovenia and other EU countries are drifting further away from the objec-
tives of sustainable development. However, Slovenia has the advantage of an environment that is still relatively
well preserved.
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