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Abstract 

 

Big cities are becoming even bigger and these have been and will be the key drivers of economic 

growth in Serbia. Belgrade, Novi Sad, Niš and Kragujevac, Serbia’s four largest cities 

contributed to about 60 percent of the increase of value added in the economy over the period 

2001-2008. These four largest cities in 2008 accounted for about two thirds of country’s 

economy. Spatial characteristics of foreign direct investments inflow, privatization process and 

location of export oriented sectors, indicate significant concentration. FDI and privatization were 

attracted by largest cities, though the proximity to the key transit routes, like Corridor 10, is also 

important for making decision where to invest. Export is concentrated in several places, 

depending on the type of production, and proximity of major export markets contributed to 

concentration of export near the borders of the EU (i.e., Hungary) and Bosnia and Herzegovina, 

the second most important export market for Serbia. Spatially uneven growth caused differences 

in living standards. Wages did not play significant role, as migrations did in adjusting differences 

in economic development among regions. Living standards are lowest in southern Serbia which 

has on average negative growth rates over this period and where both unemployment and poverty 

are highest. The last section of the report discusses some of the possible options for policy 

makers as response to spatially biased growth.  

 

 

 

* * * 

 

 

 

 

This Note has been prepared by Lazar Šestović, Economist, ECSP2, with significant input from 
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Armitage for overall guidance as well as to Bernard Funck, Simon Gray, Marina Wes and 

Ronald Hood for comments and suggestions received, and finally to Hermina Vuković-Tasić, for 

the assistance with formatting the document. 
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1. The context: Motivation for this Note  

 

1.a. The key findings of the 2009 World Development Report 

 

The World Development Report (WDR) 2009: Reshaping Economic Geography argues 

that growing cities, migration, and trade have been the main catalysts of progress in the 

developed world over the past two centuries. Namely, analysis of the growth within most 

developed countries from North America, Western Europe, and Northeast Asia shows that 

growing cities, ever more mobile people, and increasingly specialized products are integral to 

development. The fastest growing countries were those which promoted transformations along 

the three dimensions of economic geography: 1. higher densities, as seen in the growth of cities 

and concentration of economic activity; 2. shorter distances, as workers and businesses migrate 

closer to density which then represents concentration of factors of production; and 3. fewer 

divisions, as countries reduce economic barriers to trade and transport and enter world markets 

thereby taking advantage of scale and specialization. These changes are also noticeable in fastest 

growing emerging markets economies of East and South Asia and Eastern Europe. The WDR 

concludes that such transformations will remain essential for economic success in other parts of 

the developing world and should be encouraged by government policies. 

 

Therefore WDR’s main message is that economic growth may necessarily be 

geographically uneven. To try to spread economic activity evenly across the country is to 

discourage it. But development can still be inclusive, in that even people who start their lives far 

away from economic opportunity can benefit from the growing concentration of wealth in a few 

other places or regions within the country. In fact, this should be one of the governments 

priorities – how to ensure participation in growth benefits to all of its citizens.    

 

The best way to get both the benefits of uneven growth and inclusive development is 

through economic integration of leading and lagging regions. This should be the key 

challenge for the policy makers: how to integrate all the regions within the country. One of the 

options is promotion of within country migration to reduce the distance of the people from the 

lagging regions to places with economic opportunity. In contrast to that, the report finds that 

spatially targeted interventions have limited success in broadening the participation in growth. 

Besides place-based incentives, governments have far more potent instruments for integration. 

They can build institutions that unify all places and put in place infrastructure that connects some 

places to others. The WDR actually calls for rebalancing these policy discussions to include all 

the instruments of integration – institutions that unify, infrastructure that connects, and 

interventions that target. And it shows how to use the three dimensions of density, distance, and 

division to tailor the use of these policy instruments to address integration challenges. 

 

Other transition countries follow this pattern of geographically concentrated economic 

growth. Recent work on the EU New Member States
1
 shows that there was significant 

concentration of economic activity around the countries’ capitals or in one or two more cities (as 

it is the case in bigger countries, like Poland for instance). Graph 1 portrays Central and Eastern 

                                                           
1
 This has been done under the World Bank report “EU10 Regular Economic Report”, February 2009 
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Europe’s economic topography which indicates that this area is not “flat”. Rather we see that 

practically each of the countries has one or two “peaks” and several “hills” indicating places with 

higher economic density (as measured by GDP per square kilometer). This report also shows that 

the six most unequal countries in terms of the spatial dispersion of GDP per capita levels are 

Latvia, Estonia, Hungary, the Slovak Republic, Bulgaria and Romania. Further, the economies 

which have grown fastest in the EU over the period 2001-2005, i.e., the most successful of the 

Eastern European economies, are also those which have experienced the largest increases in 

spatial inequality. 

 

Graph 1: The Economic Topography of Central and Eastern Europe 

 
Source: EU 10 Regular Economic Report, World Bank, 2009 

 

*   *   * 

 

This note came out as a result of great interest of policy makers and wider audience in Serbia for 

the finding of the WDR 2009. Serbia had successful growth episode from 2000 to 2008 but 

general perception is that spatial differences are increasing. Therefore this note will try to 

explore what were geographical characteristics of growth, what was the impact of some of the 

factors to shape geography of Serbia’s growth and in the third part of the note we provide 

analysis of the geographically concentrated growth on living standards in Serbia and access to 

social services. At the end of the report under concluding remarks we provide also overview of 

possible policy options for the government to address spatially uneven growth. 
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1.b. The Serbian Context 

 

Serbia
2
 is a relatively small country. With a territory of about 77.5 thousand square kilometer 

and a population of 7.4 million, it has the size of about 1.8 percent of the EU’s territory and 1.5 

percent of the EU population. Serbia’s GDP of USD 50 billion in 2008 was equivalent to about 

0.3 percent of the aggregate GDP of the EU. Comparing with the Europe and Central Asia 

(ECA) region (i.e. the group of former socialist countries), Serbia accounts for 1.5 percent of 

total ECA population and 1.1 percent of total ECA GDP. In terms of territory, it is of size similar 

to the Czech Republic and in terms of size of population, it is similar to Bulgaria. According to 

the its constitution, Serbia is organized into 165 municipalities of which 17 constitute the city of 

Belgrade, 5 constitute the city of Niš and 2 constitute the city of Novi Sad. Municipalities and 

cities are grouped into 24 administrative regions and Belgrade, the national capital.  

 

Movement of population from rural to urban areas is still ahead of Serbia. According to the 

last census (done in 2002) 56 percent of the population lived in urban areas which represented a 

significant increase from the pre-transition period. Thus in 1981 about 46 percent of population 

lived in urban areas while immediately after the World War II less than 20 percent of population 

lived in urban areas. This indicates a significant shift of population from villages toward towns 

and cities. As a result, 41.3 percent of population in Serbia
3
 (as of 2007) have lived in the place 

different than their birth-place. About 30 percent of all migrants migrated after 1990, while most 

of them migrated during the post WWII massive industrialization of the country.       

 

Serbia had a relatively strong growth episode during 2000-2008 with an average annual 

growth rate of 5.6 percent (of gross value added
4
). After the years of political and economic 

crisis and conflicts coupled with economic mismanagement and international trade sanctions, 

Serbia started transition in late 2000. Since then Serbia had eight consecutive years of growth. 

This was based on relatively successful implementation of the stabilization program and the 

initiation of broad scope of the structural reforms. As a result the economy in real terms in 2008 

was more than 50 percent bigger than in 2000 and income levels increased significantly with 

average wages more than tripling in real terms since 2000.  

 

However, common perception is that the growth was geographically uneven, thus creating 

even greater existing economic differences among different regions. The aim of this note is to 

explore what was the geography of the recent growth in Serbia; and to try to answer some of the 

following questions: Has there indeed been an increasing concentration of economic activities? 

What factors have influenced the concentration of growth? What were the migratory patterns in 

Serbia? What was the role of the trade patterns in shaping geography of Serbian economy? And, 

how all these developments affected the living standards (including wages, unemployment and 

poverty) in different parts of the country? 

 

 

                                                           
2
 For this Note we used all the data for Serbia excluding Kosovo. 

3
 According to the Living Standards Measurement Survey, 2008 

4
 All calculation on the size and growth of the economy are based on the gross value added figures. Because of the 

unavailable price indicators at the sub-national level for the analysis of the real growth at the local level for the 

purposes of this report we used the national GDP deflators across municipalities. 
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Box 1: Local Governments’ Sources of Financing and Responsibilities 

 

Municipal Financing – Serbia, after 2007 reforms, has a stable and transparent system of 

intergovernmental fiscal relations with significant focus on revenue equalization of municipalities. 

Municipalities derive their revenues from four principal sources: (1) local taxes (i.e., taxes imposed at 

locally-determined rates); (2) shared taxes with the central government; (3) non-categorical 

intergovernmental transfers; and (4) categorical intergovernmental transfers. Intergovernmental transfers 

are divided into two major categories—categorical and non-categorical. Non-categorical transfers are 

intended to provide general revenue support. In other words, funds will not be earmarked for any 

particular function and are primarily used to ensure normal delivery of services at local level and to 

reduce disparities in revenues among municipalities. With this transfer aim is to bring the per capita 

revenues of all municipalities up to 90 percent of the national average for all municipalities. The amount 

of funding for the non-earmarked transfers (total for all municipalities) is fixed at 1.7 percent of GDP. 

There is another tool for revenue equalization:  system of ‘fraternal’ revenue sharing which goes on top of 

the general transfer (this is sometimes called “Robin Hood” method). Thus, any  local  government whose 

shared revenues (per capita) exceeds 150 percent of the national average will have 40 percent of the 

excess deducted from its non-categorical transfers and added to the pool of funds to be distributed to the 

remaining jurisdictions. Distribution of these funds is based on complex formula which takes in to 

consideration number of schools, hospitals etc. There are also two types of earmarked transfers, tied to 

specific functions.  The first group—termed block transfers—provides funding in general functional 

categories, these are defined at a level of generality such as ‘childcare’ or ‘primary education’. A second 

group, termed ‘categorical transfers in a narrower sense’ permit line ministries to financially support local 

governments for ‘particular original and delegated functions’.  

 

Municipal functions – Although authorized to perform a wide array of functions, the primary 

responsibilities of local governments are currently largely confined to urban infrastructure services. These 

include: (a) urban water supply and sewerage (b) district heating (c) refuse collection and disposal, (d) 

street cleaning and (e) public transport (mainly in larger jurisdictions). Municipalities are also responsible 

for the construction and maintenance of streets and rural roads. Municipal responsibilities in the social 

sectors (health, education and social assistance) until recently were relatively limited, but are increasing in 

the last couple of years. Local governments in Serbia have few of the expenditure responsibilities that 

normally require financing though taxes (or tax-derived intergovernmental transfers). The majority of 

municipal expenditure responsibilities, in contrast, might be expected to be financed from tariffs. These 

include urban water supply and sewerage, public transport and parking, solid waste management, and 

land development. In fact, in the present system municipalities are often using transfers as a substitute for 

tariffs. Thus, as illustration, about one-quarter of metropolitan Belgrade’s expenditures are spent on 

subsidies for public utilities.   

 

Even though there was a significant reduction of disparities in per capita revenues among local 

governments some equity related challenges remain. Ratio of per capita revenues of richest to poorest 

municipalities remains high at 5.6 (decreased from 9.2 in 2006), and some system innovations are 

annulling achieved results. Thus as per 2006 Constitution executive council of Vojvodina got major 

increase in transfers which is difficult to justify, at least on equity grounds. Municipalities of Vojvodina 

are already relatively wealthy comparing to the remainder of the country and are getting on top of it 

additional resources from Vojvodina. Vojvodina occupies a somewhat anomalous role in the structure of 

local government—an intermediate tier of government serving only part of the national territory, and with 

additional financing available there it supports further increase in regional differences.  
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2. Geography of Serbia’s growth 
 

Like for any other country, understanding the geographical characteristics of growth in 

Serbia is important and could significantly impact policy interventions to facilitate Serbia’s 

future development. Understanding the current “topography” of the Serbian economy and 

where growth came from in the past growth episode, will help decision makers to introduce some 

measures and policies for instance in the area of tax policy, inter-governmental transfers, social 

safety net, infrastructure investments etc. We will provide a short analysis the geography of 

growth (which municipalities and cities grew fastest and contributed most to the country’s 

growth) and an overview of concentration of economic activities, in general and by sectors based 

on the municipal level data.    

 

 

2.a. Spatial Concentration of Growth 

 

Serbia’s largest cities have driven the country’s growth between 2001 and 2008: the largest 

four cities in terms of population (Belgrade, Novi Sad, Niš and Kragujevac) contributed to 

almost two thirds of Serbia’s growth
5
. Most of the country’s growth came from the area 

around Belgrade, which was growing on average by 10.1 percent annually in real terms between 

2001 and 2008 (see Table 2).
6
 Due to these high growth rates value added in the Belgrade 

metropolitan area more than doubled from the pre-transition levels (value added in real terms in 

2008 was 116 percent higher than in 2000).  Moreover, and due to its size, Belgrade contributed 

to about 43 percent of growth achieved in Serbia over the past eight years.  

 

The second largest city in Serbia – Novi Sad, grew slightly below the national average with 

average real growth rate of 5.4 percent.
7
 Novi Sad contributed by 13.4 percent in the country’s 

growth, and value added (in constant prices) increased in this city by 53 percent since 2000. The 

third city which contributed most to the growth of the national economy was Niš, accounting for 

the 2.6 percent of the national growth. In real terms, the economy of this city increased by 43 

percent since the start of transition, but it is important to say that in the last two years it had 

decline in value added in real terms. The fourth most populated city in the country – Kragujevac 

contributed with a relatively small 1.4 percent to the country’s growth even though it actually 

doubled its value added in real terms. This is because its small starting share in the national 

economy, after a significant drop during the 1990s with the collapse of major enterprises based 

there, including the car producer Zastava.
8
       

 

 

 

                                                           
5
 Also, here is important to stress that only three cities in Serbia have share in the national economy above 2 percent. 

6
 Belgrade had only in the first year of transition the negative real growth rate of value added, but in all other years 

growth rates were in the range from 5.3 to 24.1 percent. 
7
 Note that excluding the decline of its output in 2008, average growth of this city was around 8 percent per annum 

8
 The fourth city which contributed most to the growth of the national economy is the relatively small town of 

Požarevac (which has population of 75,000). This city accounted for 1.5 percent of the country’s growth and it is 

because this was the fastest growing municipality in Serbia. 
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Table 1: Contribution to Growth 

rank City or municipality 
contribution to growth 

in % 
rank by population 

1 Belgrade 42.70 1 

2 Novi Sad 13.38 2 

3 Niš 2.58 3 

4 Požarevac 1.52 21 

5 Kragujevac 1.43 4 

6 Bačka Palanka 1.11 27 

7 Šabac 0.95 11 

8 Subotica 0.94 6 

9 Vršac 0.81 32 

10 Kraljevo 0.76 10 
Source: own calculations based on RSO data 

 

Growth was geographically concentrated and stellar growth goes side by side with rapid 

demise – more than third of all municipalities had average negative growth rate over this 

period. As shown in Table 2, only seven out of 145 cities and municipalities have had growth 

rates above the average for the country as whole. Among these seven fastest growing cities and 

municipalities only Belgrade has a share in the total Serbian economy higher than 2 percent. 

Other places which had high growth rates were relatively small both in terms of size of its 

economies and population, therefore were not contributing significantly in the growth of the 

country as whole. Many municipalities had a negative average growth rate for the 2000-2008 

period. In total 64 cities and municipalities had negative average annual growth rate, of which 

four municipalities even had double-digit negative growth rates. Those municipalities with 

greatest decline in value added were Žitište, Vladičin Han, Kučevo and Novi Kneževac. This 

situation of widely spread negative growth rates indicate further concentration of growth and 

economic activities as Serbia goes through transition. 

 

Growth at sub-national level has also remained volatile over time. Not a single city in Serbia 

has had positive growth rates each year in continuum since 2001 (see Graph 2). This is an 

indicator of the relatively high volatility of growth at the sub-national level (especially relative to 

the positive growth rates for the national economy throughout the observed period). Only six 

cities and municipalities, and these are also among those which were fastest growing (with 

Belgrade being the only large city among them
9
) had seven out of eight previous years with 

positive growth. It is interesting to note that all of these six cities and municipalities grew even in 

2008, meaning that they had one year with negative growth in the earlier phase of transition and 

were not significantly affected by the impact of the crisis in (at least not in 2008). Most of the 

municipalities (45 out of 145 municipalities in Serbia) had 5 years with positive real growth over 

the period 2001-2008. There are two municipalities in Serbia which had only 1 year with positive 

growth within this observed period, but there were no places with negative growth in each of the 

years since the start of transition. Many small municipalities had relatively strong growth owing 

to success of one or two companies based there. Since the growth was concentrated in a limited 

number of businesses the chances for reversal in growth paths are increasing and this should be a 

                                                           
9
 Other two cities with 7 years of growth over the period 2001-2008 are Požarevac and Kraljevo, both with share in 

the national economy of about 1 percent. 
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source of concern. Therefore volatility of growth at sub-national level can be expected in the 

coming period as well.  

 

Besides Belgrade, the fastest growing cities are those that suffered most during the 1990’s 

economic collapse and are now rebounding. As already noted, Belgrade is not only the largest 

city but also one of the fastest growing places in Serbia with average growth rate of 10.1 percent 

per year. Other fast growing places are in most cases municipalities where local business 

suffered most from the impact of the international sanctions and wars during the 1990’s (i.e., 

either because they were predominantly export oriented before the crisis,  because they were 

damaged during the 1999 bombing, or were deeply integrated with enterprises from other 

Yugoslav republics). This includes Požarevac, Kragujevac, Bačka Palanka and Kraljevo (see 

Table 2).
10

  

 

Average growth rates for other largest cities in Serbia beyond Belgrade and Kragujevac (i.e. 

Novi Sad and Niš) would be much higher if only these two cities did not have real decline of 

value added in 2008. Probably due to the start of the impact of the global economic crisis these 

cities suffered more than others and it was reflected in their growth figures. Consequently due to 

significantly weaker results of Novi Sad businesses in 2008, when its value added contracted by 

10.8 percent, its share in the national economy went slightly below the levels from the early 

2000s. The third largest city – Niš, was also among top-ten fastest growing places in Serbia, with 

average growth rate of 5.2 percent. Had it not been for a real negative growth in 2007 and 2008, 

it would be the third fastest growing city in Serbia. However two consecutive years of decline 

put this city in a much lower position. The fourth largest city, Kragujevac, had also significant 

growth rates of about 9.2 percent over the previous eight years, to a large extent reflecting a base 

effect.  

 

Table 2: Fastest growing cities and municipalities (with share greater than 1% in total VA) 

Position City or municipality 
Average growth rate 

per annum 

Share in economy 

in 2008 

1 Požarevac 24.9 1.1 

2 Belgrade 10.1 50.8 

3 Kragujevac 9.2 1.6 

4 Bačka Palanka 8.1 1.1 

5 Kraljevo 6.9 1.2 

6 Šabac 6.9 1.1 

7 Smederevo 6.3 1.3 

8 Novi Sad 5.4 8.8 

9 Niš 4.6 2.6 

10 Čačak 3.6 1.2 

Source: own calculations based on the RSO data 

 

                                                           
10

 Government of Serbia classifies 17 municipalities as “economically devastated”. These are municipalities where 

economic activity fell more than 40 percent comparing to 1990 level and where manufacturing employment fell for 

more than 50 percent comparing to 1990 level. These 17 “economically devastated” municipalities account for 20 

percent of population and 18 percent of the country’s territory. 
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The dominance of Belgrade as the powerhouse of the Serbian economy is reinforced when 

Belgrade is presented separately by its constituent municipalities and compared to other 

municipalities in Serbia. Table 3 shows that municipalities that are part of the city of Belgrade 

take seven out of the top-ten positions of fastest growing municipalities in Serbia. All these 

seven municipalities had average annual real growth rates of above 10 percent. The three fastest 

growing Belgrade municipalities were Obrenovac, Novi Beograd (New Belgrade) and 

Lazarevac, with average growth rates in this period of 27; 15.3 and 14.8 percent, respectively. 

Obrenovac and Lazarevac mainly benefited from the recovery of businesses originally located in 

these municipalities while Novi Beograd benefited a lot from the inflow of foreign and domestic 

investments and the start of new businesses.
11

  

 

 
Table 3: Top-ten fastest growing municipalities 

(with share in total VA greater than 1%) 

Rank Municipality 

1 Beograd - Obrenovac 

2 Požarevac 

3 Beograd - Novi Beograd 

4 Beograd - Lazarevac 

5 Beograd - Voždovac 

6 Beograd - Čukarica 

7 Kragujevac 

8 Beograd - Stari Grad 

9 Beograd - Zvezdara 

10 Bačka Palanka 
 

Graph 2: Distribution of municipalities by the number of 

years with positive real growth 

 

 

2.b. Spatial Concentration of Economy 

 

As a result of previously described growth patterns, economic activity is concentrated 

around Serbia’s three largest cities. Most of the value added in Serbia in 2008 was coming 

from areas around Belgrade, Novi Sad and Niš. The Belgrade metropolitan area contributed to 

Serbia’s value added by half in 2008; Novi Sad contributed by 8.8 percent and Niš by 2.6 

percent. It is important though, to stress that most of the companies are registered in bigger 

cities, and in Belgrade in particular, while they have their plants or local units in many other 

locations (where they actually operate i.e. employ labor and use other inputs). Therefore, there is 

                                                           
11

 For this analysis we took into consideration only municipalities with a share in the total economy above 1 percent 

in order to exclude several small municipalities that have negligible share in the nation’s economy but recorded 

extraordinary high growth rates. Those extraordinary high growth rates in these small municipalities were often due 

to the successes of a single company based there. 
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a bias of higher results for performance of the economy toward the cities where companies are 

registered, no matter where these actually operate.
12

  

 

Among these three largest cities, only Belgrade increased its share of the total pie since the 

start of transition. The Belgrade region increased its share in the total economy from 36.4 to 

50.8 percent, between 2000 and 2008. This was the second largest increase in share in total 

economy (after a relatively small municipality Požarevac, which is also the fastest growing 

municipality in Serbia, see Table 1, which increased its share in the national economy from 0.3 

to 1.1 percent). The second largest city in Serbia – Novi Sad, grew slightly below the national 

average with average real growth rate of 5.4 percent which led to a small decrease of its share in 

the national economy comparing to the pre-transition levels, and stood at 8.8 percent in 2008. 

Niš, the third largest city, even though it was also among top-ten fastest growing places in 

Serbia, with average growth rate of 5.2 percent it was below the average for the country as whole 

and saw its share in the national economy slightly declined comparing to the beginning of the 

transition to reach 2.6 percent by 2008.
13

  

 

These three leading cities are also the most productive, although not as productive as other 

regional capitals in CEE (see Graph 1). Looking at data on value added per square kilometer 

which is one of the indicators of the productivity by area (in Table 4) reveals that Belgrade has 

value added per area unit 14 times higher than the national average. Novi Sad has VA per square 

kilometer 11 times higher than the national average and Niš has value added per area unit nearly 

four times higher than the national average. But still if look one again at Graph 1 we will see that 

these levels are way below the capitals from the region, like Budapest, Prague or Bratislava. In 

addition, if look at the value added per capita results are similar (in particular once the very small 

places are excluded) and Belgrade and Novi Sad are again most productive, though Niš falls 

significantly in its ranking.      

 

Table 4: Top ten cities as per VA per square kilometer (RSD 000) 

rank City VA per km2 
Rank by 

population 

1 Belgrade 224,932 1 

2 Novi Sad 179,594 2 

3 Niš 61,620 3 

4 Smederevo 39,312 13 

5 Požarevac 32,681 21 

6 Beočin 31,827 103 

7 Stara Pazova 30,844 22 

8 Bačka Palanka 27,755 27 

9 Čačak 27,623 12 

10 Kragujevac 27,540 4 

Source: own calculations based on RSO data 

memo: national average is RSD 16,160 thousands. 

 

                                                           
12

 Our analysis is done based on the Business Register dataset maintained by the RSO which does not have the 

information on local units. This has proven to be the key data limitation (see Annex 1 for detailed explanation of 

data quality issues). 
13

 Niš had highest share in the national economy in 2006 (of 3.4 percent) but after that Niš had two consecutive 

years of decline of value added which led to decrease of its share in the national economy. 
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2.c. Spatial Concentration of Sectors 

 

Prevailing economic disparities reflect the concentration of industry and services within 

Serbia. For this report we looked in particular at the spatial distribution of firms in agriculture, 

industry and services and from it becomes clear that lower productivity agriculture is the least 

concentrated among the three, with businesses registered in this type of economic activity being 

located across regions of the country; the only region with a higher concentration is northern 

Serbia (linked to the geographical characteristics of terrain in this part of the country). On the 

other hand, higher-productivity industry and services are more concentrated, with 

considerable concentration around Belgrade and Novi Sad. Industrial enterprises are 

concentrated around Novi Sad, Belgrade and Subotica. In the services sector, we observe even 

greater concentration, with Belgrade (and Novi Sad to some extent) clearly becoming the hub for 

this sector, while, in other parts of the country, concentration is much smaller.  

 

The location of different sectors of economy follows predictable patterns – agriculture 

businesses are concentrated close to primary production (i.e., Vojvodina and western Serbia), 

while businesses registered in services sector are located in cities where highly skilled labor is 

available and where the infrastructure (and most importantly telecommunications) is of the 

highest quality. In the case of industry, its geographical placement still reflects to a large extent 

the legacy of the policies from the socialism era (i.e., centrally planned locations). The service 

sector, for its part, had the highest growth in real terms in Belgrade and increased the share in the 

value added of Belgrade from about 60 percent in 2000 to 74 percent in 2008, which is 

considerably above the national average (services account for about 60 percent of national level 

value added). Another interesting point is that the share of small shops and entrepreneurs in the 

national value added increased significantly since 2000 (from 9 to 13.5 percent in 2008) while in 

Belgrade, we see growth based on larger business. 

 

 

2.d. Spatial Concentration in the Labor Market  
 

With economic concentration came job opportunities.  In the same way, as certain cities and 

municipalities grew faster, demand for labor significantly differs from one region/municipality to 

another. Official data on newly opened jobs (as evidenced by job vacancies recorded by the 

National Employment Service) are used to identify demand for jobs across municipalities and 

regions. This data shows that labor demand in 2008 was high in and around the fastest growing 

cities: Belgrade, Kragujevac, Novi Sad, Subotica and several smaller cities and municipalities in 

the west and north Serbia. In contrast, the city of Niš stands out in recording only few vacancies 

in 2008 (which is in line with previously mentioned fact that economic activity in this city has 

fallen both in 2007 and 2008). 

 

Conversely, the southern Serbia has the poorest labor market performance in line with poor 

growth achieved, since this was the only region in Serbia with average negative growth rate 

during this period.  The number of vacancies there is stagnating or even declining though this is 

the only region in Serbia which has an increasing population. Another interesting result of this 

analysis is that only ten percent of municipalities in Serbia, mainly smaller municipalities (in 
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addition to Niš) had fewer vacancies in 2008 than in 2004, which can be considered as good 

news.  

 

High-quality jobs are also concentrated in the larger cities. The quality of jobs improved 

during the transition to a market economy, but these high-quality openings
14

 have also 

concentrated in the large cities. The number of new openings of upper-grade jobs i.e. grades V-

VIII exceed 1,000 in only a few municipalities. These municipalities are largely near the major 

north-south transport corridor, and include the largest cities (Subotica, Novi Sad, Belgrade and 

Niš, looking from north to south). The concentration of newly created better quality jobs is 

however more clearly indicated by the changes in the share of each municipality in the total 

number of upper-grade jobs vacancies between 2004 and 2008. The analysis shows that upper-

grade jobs vacancies are concentrated in and around Belgrade and Novi Sad, cities which have 

been identified also as the key generators of value added. By contrast, the third and the fourth 

largest and fast growing cities in Serbia: Niš and Kragujevac have declining shares of upper-

grade vacancies, probably indicating that businesses located in these cities are developing based 

on the use of lower grade skills and offering such jobs. 

3. Concentration of Capital and Industrial Specialization 

 

Capital flows have tended to reinforce prevailing geographic disparities. Economic theory 

says that both foreign and domestic investments flow into booming cities and municipalities, 

where both economic activity and educated workers are concentrated. In addition usually in such 

places the infrastructure is of best quality and least costly thus allowing for “space-bridging”. 

Finally such places represent also concentrated demand for products and services of businesses 

in which foreign and domestic investors are interested in. This is again consistent with the 

findings of the WDR 2009 which showed that agglomeration effect leads to persistent regional 

differentials.  

 

The geographic patterns of Serbia’s recent growth was to a large extent impacted by the process 

of privatization of the real sector of economy; the inflow of foreign direct investments (FDI) and 

export demand patterns. And vice versa, the concentration of economic growth has helped to 

accelerate privatization and to attract foreign investors in certain places, which then led to higher 

exports from these places. The following section will look in greater detail in the geographical 

patterns of privatization, FDI inflow and their impact on industrial and trade specialization, 

hence growth. 

 

3.a. Privatization 

 

The privatization process has been geographically concentrated, thus both following and 

reinforcing existing growth patterns within the country. Privatization was one of the most 

significant developments in the early phase of transition in Serbia. Since it represents a change of 

                                                           
14

 For the purpose of this report we consider as upper-grade jobs those jobs which require higher education level 

than secondary school.  
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ownership from the state
15

 to the private sector it should also bring new technologies, new 

markets and increased productivity. While there were some previous less comprehensive 

attempts back in 1990 and 1997, the process of privatization started in earnest in 2001. In the 

first eight years of transition (2001-2008) about 1,800 companies were privatized leading to 

cumulative privatization revenues of more than EUR 2.2 billion16. This process, like the growth 

of the economy was not spatially neutral: most of the privatized companies and privatization 

revenues are located in the region around Belgrade and other two largest cities Novi Sad 

and Niš. 

 

Besides the largest cities, a couple of municipalities, (like Vranje, Pančevo, Paraćin and 

Kruševac) have had enterprises on their territory whose sale brought significant revenues. 

These are the municipalities with the most attractive socially-owned enterprises, though it is 

important to stress that these are figures based on the sales contract and not what has been 

actually paid and some contracts have been canceled. Also, only a fraction of the sales prices was 

earmarked for local communities where the company is based. Thus the fact that some 

enterprises is based in some municipality does not necessary mean that it will automatically 

result with the faster development of that municipality.  

 

A large number of privatized enterprises in one municipality did not automatically mean 

high revenues. There are many municipalities in Serbia with a significant number of privatized 

companies but which failed to raise significant proceeds from the sale. These are in particular 

located in the west and north of Serbia, where revenues raised from the sale of socially owned 

enterprises were relatively low. Finally, there are six municipalities which did not have any 

socially-owned enterprises for privatization. Assuming that privately owned enterprises are more 

efficient, the privatization process might also have supported the concentration of economic 

activity in the areas where the privatization progressed faster and where the privatization was 

more successful. 

 

3.b. Foreign Direct Investments 

 

In line with privatization, the level and structure of economic activity by municipalities is 

linked with the inflow of foreign direct investment (FDI) and this was clearly concentrated 

geographically. In fact, between 2001 and 2008, Belgrade and Novi Sad attracted the most 

significant amounts of FDI. With EUR 5.5 billion and EUR 3.6 billion of investment 

respectively, these two areas account for 40 and 25 percent of the total cumulative FDI stock that 

Serbia attracted in the previous eight years. While statistics on FDI is not always complete and 

fully reliable, it is indicative that practically two thirds of the FDI was concentrated in the two 

largest cities. These FDI represented to a large extent so called “brown-field” investment, i.e., 

inflow of foreign capital to acquire existing assets in Serbia, but these two cities also had many 

cases of successful “green-field” investments, where investors invested in new enterprises. The 

                                                           
15

 Strictly in terms of local definitions and legislation this was transformation of the socially owned capital to 

private. 
16

 This discussion related only to the privatization of the socially-owned enterprises which were sold through 

auctions and tenders by the Privatization Agency, and does not include the sale of state or public enterprises at any 

level of government. 
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third largest city – Niš was a distant third with EUR 700 million, followed by Vršac with EUR 

480 million of FDI. In both Niš and Vršac the FDI was related to successful privatizations or 

change of owner where buyers were from abroad rather than to green-field investments. Looking 

at the sectoral breakdown of FDI, Novi Sad has led investments in manufacturing (EUR 1.4 

billion), and Belgrade has captured the lion’s share of investment in financial services (EUR 2 

billion), transportation (EUR 1.9 billion) and trade (EUR 700 million). This high share of 

Belgrade in FDI in services is to a large extent due to the fact that head-quarters of all these 

sectors are in Belgrade (unlike for manufacturing). In addition Belgrade attracted EUR 700 

million in real estate. 

 

3.c. Infrastructure 

 

International transport corridors have also helped shape Serbia’s economic geography. The 

two most important international transport corridors impacting the concentration of the economic 

activities inside Serbia are the north-south corridor (Hungary – FYR Macedonia and further to 

Greece) and the east-west corridor (Croatia – Bulgaria, and further to Turkey), see Graph 3. 

Along these corridors Serbia has established high-way and railways networks, but they are either 

incomplete or still of relatively poor quality. Since these corridors are the key links for major 

export markets for Serbia it is understandable that major construction and rehabilitation works 

have been recently started. These key transport routes not only have geo-political importance for 

Serbia, but represent potential source for much more significant integration of Serbian and other 

Balkan economies into wider European and Middle-East markets.  

 

Graph 3: Key Transport Corridors passing through Serbia 

 
 

Indeed, an important feature of the privatization process is that it followed to a large extent 

the major transport corridors. When looking at privatization revenues, the best results with 

privatization were achieved in the regions where the key international transport corridor passes 

through (north-central-south Serbia). This may be because investors in Serbian socially-owned 
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enterprises were interested in staying close to key transport routes (see Graph 3), in order to 

reduce the costs of inputs and access to local markets, along the lines of Von Thünen theory of 

“space-bridging”. In addition it could be the case that the new owners were primarily interested 

in export from Serbia, therefore looking for locations that provide for low transport costs 

associated with exports. Eastern Serbia, which has limited transport and trade links with the rest 

of Serbia and with neighboring Bulgaria and Romania, had the poorest privatization outcomes, 

both in terms of number of privatized companies and in terms of revenues generated. 

 

This said, the development of transport infrastructure has also supported the participation 

of lagging regions in overall growth. As noted above, concentration of public capital has also 

helped shape the pattern of specialization and growth. Good infrastructure is not only important 

for export oriented businesses to provide them cheap and safe access to foreign demand but as 

the WDR showed, it is the way to spread the benefits of growth across the territory. The way to 

get both the benefits of uneven growth and inclusive development is through economic 

integration of leading and lagging regions. Serbia has on average 0.43 kilometers of roads per 

square kilometer of territory and it increased the total network of roads by 2.3 percent between 

2000 and 2007, excluding the highways (see the Table 5). In parallel, a little bit more was done 

to improve the state of the existing network of regional and local roads, therefore the network of 

roads with better quality of surface increased by 4.3 percent (or by 1000 kilometers). The most 

attractive cities and cities with highest growth rates (like Belgrade and Kragujevac) have a roads 

network density significantly above the national average. Also among those cities which had net 

inflow of migrants all but the two smallest have a road network density above the national 

average (see the next section on internal migrations).  

 

Table 5: Length of roads, by grade and quality, in km 

 All types of roads National Regional Local 

 Total 
o/w better 

quality roads 
Total 

o/w better 

quality roads 
Total 

o/w better 

quality roads 
Total 

o/w better 

quality roads 

Change in 

kilometers 862 1009 3 163 47 221 812 625 

Change in 

% 2.3 4.3 0.1 3.6 0.5 2.5 3.6 6.2 

Source: RSO 

 

Differences in the quality of transport infrastructure between different municipalities 

remain significant.  Thus, 20 slowest growing municipalities have on average just above half of 

the roads on their territory asphalted, comparing it to top-ten fastest growing municipalities 

where about 90 percent of the roads are asphalted. There are among poorest municipalities those 

like Trgovište and Bosilegrad where only 10 percent of their roads being covered by asphalt. But 

the real issue is not only with the poor average quality of the roads in some of the municipalities, 

rather the focus should be on connecting those places where the businesses are clustered. This 

should provide for both lowering of costs of inputs (i.e. raw materials) but also costs of selling 

products. As the Table 5 shows, network of roads of national importance in Serbia (i.e. those 

which connect major cities and which are most important for trade) practically remained the 

same between 2000 and 2008. Therefore this should be one of the priorities for the policy 

makers. 
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Going forward decisions on building new roads network and rehabilitation of the existing 

network needs to be “depoliticized”. Reconstruction of existing and building of new network 

of roads and high-ways in particular should be done in manner that lowers the costs for 

businesses to operate and trade within the borders of Serbia and with external markets. 

Therefore, and as explained in greater detail by Labus and Milošević
17

 roads network and 

infrastructure in more general way should link places where clusters of businesses emerged due 

to increasing returns to scale. Furthermore and rightly so, authors suggest that construction of 

infrastructure that connects is the best way how government could assist with the faster 

economic development. Thus they are suggesting couple of priorities with respect to construction 

of new high-ways with basic idea to connect places where business with increased returns to 

scale otherwise operate. Most importantly it would be necessary to construct links with existing 

and potentially huge export markets: Bosnia and  Herzegovina and Romania (direction Vršac-

Užice) and to provide access to markets to emerging clusters of large businesses in the central 

Serbia (that is direction Užice-Pojate). Certainly this is just for illustrative purposes but the 

message is that more attention should be paid on the location of businesses and their 

agglomeration and how to inter-connect them
18

.  

  

3.d. Foreign Trade Patterns and Growth Concentration 

 

As a result of this joint process of agglomeration and integration, exports -- one of the main 

drivers of growth in recent years -- have similarly concentrated around a few products and 

a few places. On average export of goods and services contributed to about 40 percent of real 

GDP growth over the past 5 years. The average real growth rate of exports over this period was 

10.3 percent. The increase in exports is driven by four major products: steel
19

, non-ferrous 

metals, garments and fruit and vegetables, (accounting for 13; 6.4; 5.1; and 4.4 percent of the 

country’s export, respectively.  

 

Export of non-ferrous metals is the most geographically concentrated, while fruit and 

vegetables and in particular garment exports are less concentrated. Most of the export of 

this group of products comes from a couple of smaller municipalities which are to a large extent 

one-company towns (including Bor, Majdanpek and Užice-Sevojno). Similarly, steel is 

concentrated in one town – Smederevo, where the US Steel is based. Garment exports are less 

concentrated since they originate from several centers located across all parts of the country. It is 

noteworthy that south Serbia (area that includes Leskovac, Vranje and couple of other cities), 

once the center of Serbian textile and garment industry now has the smallest share in total export 

of these goods. Emerging export centers for garments are Pirot, Valjevo and areas around Novi 

Pazar. Fruit and vegetable export are somewhat less concentrated, and there are several centers in 

western Serbia. It is also important that, Subotica is the only municipality which is a significant 

exporter  of all groups of goods. This probably to large extent reflects the fact that Subotica lays 

on the border with Hungary, i.e., with the EU.    
                                                           
17

 Labus, Miroljub and Siniša Milošević: Competition and Growth Policies in Serbia within the New Economic 

Geography Framework, March 2010 
18

 In addition, Roads of Serbia already has sophisticated tools for planning roads maintenance and construction that 

should be utilized. 
19

 We will exclude from this analysis spatial distribution of steel production and export since there is only one steel 

company in Serbia, based in Smederevo. 
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4. Impact on the living standards  

 

Were it not for powerful countervailing forces, including social safety net, uneven growth 

would have had a dramatic impact on the geography of living standards across the 

territory of Serbia. Table 6 indeed shows that value added per capita in the most productive 

cities and municipalities (like Jagodina, Belgrade, Novi Sad and Beočin) is more than twice the 

national average, and as noted above, these differences have only become more pronounced in 

recent years. Other things being equal, this should have exacerbated disparities in living 

standards.  

 

The literature as well as evidence from European countries (see Paci et al) suggests that 

four factors can work in the opposite direction: wage developments, movements in factors 

of production (i.e., capital and labor), price differentiation across space, and government 

policies. Wages can correct imbalances in economic growth and development since these could 

fall (or increase less rapidly) in areas where unemployment is high and growth is sluggish. This 

in turn can attract investors into these areas thus providing basis for faster growth in the future. 

Labor mobility, on the other hand, could take the form of workers moving out of economically 

depressed regions into fastest growing, low-unemployment regions. This outflow of workers 

may relieve the pressure on the poorly performing local labor market. Government action can 

also affect the outcome through either spatially neutral policies (such as social protection 

schemes, or policies directly targeted at addressing regional imbalances such as budget transfers 

to depressed regions in the form of equalization transfers, targeted subsidies, or public 

investments plans to assist in the development of lagging regions).  We will examine these 

factors in turn. 

 

Table 6: Value added (VA) per capita, thousands of RSD, 2008 

Rank City/municipality VA per capita 
Index, national 

average=100 

1 Jagodina 593.5 306.9 

2 Belgrade 450.5 232.9 

3 Novi Sad 393.2 203.3 

4 Beočin 377.0 194.9 

5 Kladovo 286.2 148.0 

6 Bačka Palanka 276.5 143.0 

7 Vršac 274.7 142.0 

8 Apatin 251.0 129.8 

9 Kosjerić 243.9 126.1 

10 Požarevac 209.9 108.5 

memo: national average RSD 193.4 thousands 

 

 

4.a. Wages 

 

While literature argues that wages should serve as one of the key mechanism in reducing 

differences in economic development between different regions by attracting investments in 
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the lagging regions where the wages are lowest, evidence on this from the OECD and 

European countries is mixed.  In economically declining regions where demand for labor is 

low wages should be lower and grow slower than in the regions with higher growth. This in turn 

should lead to flow of investments with cheaper labor where investors could be make higher 

returns on their capital. Studies on the EU New Member States (Paci et al) indicate that wage 

adjustment is weak and with a lag, in any case insufficient to offset the impact of agglomeration 

effect drawing capital to leading regions, thus to narrow the unemployment differences between 

regions. This means that in New Member States both foreign and local investments went to 

booming regions, in spite of higher wages there, confirming the findings of WDR, that 

developed regions will become even more developed increasing the differences among regions. 

 

In the case of Serbia, the data show that wages
20

 have been adjusting in reaction to regional 

economic outturns.  Out of the ten cities and municipalities with slowest growth of wages all 

but one had average negative growth rate of its value added over the 2002-2008 period (see 

Graph 4). And vice versa, the slowest growing cities and municipalities had below the average 

growth rates of wages (except in the case of two small municipalities Kučevo and Nova Varoš).  

 

Conversely, among the top ten fastest growing cities five had wage growth above the 

national average. Among them is Belgrade, which is as previously described the driver of 

growth of the Serbian economy. Not only do wages grow faster than average in Belgrade but 

their level is 15 percent above the national average. Another larger city that has high growth – 

Kragujevac, also has above the average growth rates of wages though their level is still below the 

national average. A final point is that there are huge differences in the levels of wages between 

municipalities in Serbia. Thus the average wage in Kosjerić, which has the highest wages in 

Serbia, is 3.4 times higher than in Svrljig
21

, the municipality with lowest wages. Belgrade has 2.3 

times higher wages than Svrljig. 

 

This reflects in part the concentration of higher paying jobs in fast growing labor markets. 

Serbia had very strong growth of wages since the start of transition
22

 primarily driven by the 

growth of wages for high-grade jobs. Average wage increased by 73.1 percent, in real terms, 

between 2002 and 2008. In most cases this reflected the impact of various factors other than 

increase in productivity, like for instance formalization of payments previously done through 

informal channels (i.e. in cash). Looking at average wages separately for each education level, it 

is obvious that the driver of the growth of wages in the country was the increase in wages of 

high-grade jobs. Wages for this type of qualifications were higher in real terms by 70.1 percent 

in 2008 comparing to 2002, while for lower skills jobs real growth was 56.9 percent (that means 

that the average growth rate for these two groups of grades were 9.4 and 7.3 percent per year, 

respectively). Average wage for high-grade jobs was 66 percent higher in 2008 than the national 

average. The share of high-grade jobs in Belgrade is above the national average (32 percent 

in Belgrade comparing to 27 for the country as whole).   

                                                           
20

 For analysis of wages developments we use the data since 2002 because there was a break in series in 2001 due to 

change in definition of net and gross wages. 
21

 Kosjeric is very small municipality with population of only 12,000 and to large extent this is one-company town 

where one highly profitable enterprise is inflating the data on average wage. 
22

 For analysis of wages developments we use the data since 2002 because there was a break in series in 2001 due to 

change in definition of wages. 
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At the other end of the scale unfortunately, slow growth and lowest levels of wages in 

lagging municipalities has not yet helped them to attract investments, neither from local 

investors nor from abroad. Actually, as Graph 5 shows most of the FDI went to municipalities 

which had wages above the national average (i.e., on the right side of the vertical axes).  

 

Graph 4: Growth of value added and wages  Graph 5: Wages and FDI inflows 2000-2008 

  

 

Table 7: Wages and Value Added (real growth rates) 

Position City or municipality 

Average growth 

rate per annum wages growth 

1 Požarevac 24.9 8.1 

2 Belgrade 10.1 10.4 

3 Kragujevac 9.2 10.0 

4 Bačka Palanka 8.1 5.6 

5 Kraljevo 6.9 11.6 

6 Šabac 6.9 9.8 

7 Smederevo 6.3 19.5 

8 Novi Sad 5.4 7.5 

9 Niš 4.6 6.6 

10 Čačak 3.6 8.9 

Memo: national average real growth rate of wages, in %  9.6 

 

4.b. Migrations of Labor 

 

Around the world, the migration of labor -- and of population more generally – has 

historically been another adjustment mechanism for reducing regional differences in 

economic development and living standards. People tend to move from regions with lower 

incomes and less job opportunities to more prosperous areas. However, migrations are not 

functioning in the same way in all parts of the world. Thus many studies (as quoted from Paci et 
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al) indicate that in Europe and even more in New Member States (NMS) people do not migrate 

much, comparing for instance with the United States, United Kingdom, Japan and New Zealand. 

This is automatically reflected in more persistent economic differences between regions (for 

example, the north and south of Italy and east and west Germany etc). As a result, wage and 

unemployment differentials are generally greater and more persistent than in the countries with 

higher labor mobility, and the effects of structural shocks are absorbed mainly by changes in 

labor-force participation and increase in structural unemployment. Within NMS internal 

migration rates (gross regional outflows in percent of the working age population) have been low 

and they have been falling over time. 

 

Migrations in Serbia have served to dampen the impact of diverging economic outturns on 

living standards.  Each year, since 2000 about 150,000 people leave their previous place of 

residence, which represents on average 2.7 percent of the working-age population (age 15-64). 

Available statistics do not allow for distinguishing between the outflow of residence from one 

municipality to another within Serbia and migration abroad, however this is a significant share of 

the working age population. There are several reasons for such high migrations, both for 

migrations abroad (like significant economic decline, small number of employment 

opportunities, lower wages comparing to EU averages etc) and for migrations within the country 

(including growing regional differences in wages levels, jobs opportunities, quality of 

infrastructure, better education opportunities etc). 

 

Migrants are moving to join in the benefits of economic concentration. Among the top-ten 

fastest growing cities all but three relatively smaller municipalities (Bačka Palanka, Kraljevo and 

Šabac) had net inflows of immigrants over the period 2000-2008. The cities that contribute most 

to the growth of the national economy (Belgrade with 43 percent, Novi Sad with 13 and Niš with 

3 percent) have significant inflows of population from other cities and municipalities. Novi Sad 

has an exceptionally high share of immigrants who came in the last 8 years, probably because the 

cost of living is lower than in Belgrade (in particular housing) but wage levels are similar.  

 

Table 8: Fastest Growing Cities and Share of Net-Migrations in Total Population 

Position City or municipality 

Average 

growth rate per 

annum 

 Share of net-

migrations in 

total 

population 

1 Požarevac 24.9 1.8 

2 Belgrade 10.1 5.3 

3 Kragujevac 9.2 0.4 

4 Bačka Palanka 8.1 -2.6 

5 Kraljevo 6.9 -0.1 

6 Šabac 6.9 -0.3 

7 Smederevo 6.3 0.3 

8 Novi Sad 5.4 9.4 

9 Niš 4.6 3.4 

10 Čačak 3.6 1.3 

 Source: RSO 
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Migration toward the fastest growing cities helps make uneven growth more inclusive. In 

Serbia’s case people who start their lives in less economically prosperous regions can benefit 

from the growing concentration of wealth in other places. There is a strong positive correlation 

between migrations and growth in Serbia (see Graph 6): the faster growing the city is, the more 

net inflow of migrants it has. And the same is true at the other end of the spectrum – cities with 

negative growth of their economy have net negative flow of migrations. Graph 4 shows this 

correlation: the one percentage point higher growth increases the share of net-migrations in that 

city by 0.2 percentage points (vertical axis shows the share of immigrants in city’s population 

while horizontal axis represents average growth rates of the city between 2001-2008).   

 

Graph 6: Correlation between the growth of local economies and net-migrations 

 
Source: staff calculations 

 

Migrations in Serbia are also part of an ongoing process of urbanization. Serbia still has a 

significant share of rural population and there is a continuous process of movement of population 

from rural to urban centers since World War II. Presently around 44 percent of Serbia population 

lives in rural areas while this share in ECA countries is 36 percent and in middle-income 

countries is about 25 percent. This means that in the coming period we can expect further 

movement of population toward cities. Among top-ten largest cities in Serbia all but Kruševac 

and Leskovac, had positive net flows of migrants between 2000 and 2008. In absolute terms 

Belgrade attracted most of the migrants.
23

 Over the observed period net-migration to Belgrade 

was 86,000 (see table 9). This stock of net inflow of migrants from the past eight years 

represents 5.4 percent of the present Belgrade’s population. This helped the increase in 

Belgrade’s share in total country’s population from 20 to 22.2 percent, confirming the 

concentration and increased density as seen in other countries, as per the 2009 WDR. The second 

largest city in Serbia – Novi Sad (accounts for 4.4 percent of the country’s population), attracted 

                                                           
23

 There is not available breakdown between domestic and international migrations. The only official data on 

immigrants from abroad is that 54,300 people formally moved to Serbia between 2000 and 2008.  
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30,500 people (net flow). This represents 9.4 percent of its population in 2008, which puts it in 

relative terms on the top of the most attractive cities for immigrants. The third largest city – Niš, 

attracted more than eight thousands migrants which represented about 3.4 percent of its 

population in 2008.   

 

Table 9: Cities with highest shares of net-migrants in total population 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Serbian demography is not favorable: populating is aging, fertility rates are decreasing, 

mortality and rates are increasing. In addition there is significant migration from rural and 

least developed areas, as described above. Remaining population in least developed areas (20 

municipalities with smallest VA per capita) is 361.000 people and all but Preševo
24

, have 

negative flow of migrants. This means that about 13,100 people left these 20 municipalities from 

2001 until 2008, which represented about 3.6 percent of its population. Age structure in these 20 

poorest municipalities reveals that these have suffered most from the migration of working age 

population, which confirms that Serbia has relatively high degree of migrations. Thus this group 

of poorest municipalities have share of working age population lower by 5 percentage points and 

has share of elderly higher by 3 percentage points. Interestingly, share of the young (age below 

15) is also a bit higher in this group of municipalities.  With this characteristic of slightly older 

population probably over the short-term we can expect somewhat slower migration from these 

areas.  

Table 10: Age Structure of Population 

 
0-14 15-64 65 and more 

Serbia, average 15.7 67.1 17.2 

poorest 20 municipalities 17.5 62.2 20.2 
 Source: RSO 

                                                           
24

 This is a small municipality in the southern part of Serbia, bordering Kosovo and with predominant ethnic 

Albanian population.  

city share in population 

Number of net 

migrants 

Novi Sad 9.38 30,523 

Beograd 5.30 86,187 

Niš 3.41 8,157 

Novi Pazar 3.30 3,164 

Subotica 2.12 3,074 

Požarevac 1.76 1,314 

Čačak 1.28 1,486 

Pančevo 0.43 533 

Kragujevac 0.37 645 

Smederevo 0.29 309 
Source: RSO 
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4.c. Other Factors 

 

In a modern economy like Serbia’s, social protection schemes also constitute powerful 

instruments to redeploy income not only across population deciles, but also across space, 

and mitigate the impact of factor agglomeration. Serbia has ten different types of social 

assistance and in 2007 (the latest available LSMS data) 14.7 percent of all households benefited 

from some of the available programs. The share of households that receive some type of social 

assistance is highest in Vojvodina (19.6 percent) and lowest in the fastest growing region – 

Belgrade region (9 percent), see Table 11. At the same time Vojvodina had 2.5 times more 

people living below poverty line than Belgrade and this is to large extent most likely explained 

by the fact that most of the refugees and IDPs from the former Yugoslavia moved to Vojvodina. 

The outlier is Central Serbia where most of the poor people leave while 14 percent of households 

receive some type of social assistance, which at the level of the national average. Therefore 

while the social safety net works well for Vojvodina some additional efforts could be done to 

improve the coverage in the Central Serbia (which includes the poorest area in the country i.e. in 

the south of Serbia). 

 

Table 11: Poverty and social safety net coverage at sub-national level, 2007 

Source: LSMS, 2007 

 

4.d. Overall Disparities in Social Outcomes  

 

Overall, there is little doubt that growth, however unbalanced, has been a main engine of 

poverty reduction over the decade.  Average poverty rates have been more than halved since 

the beginning of transition to about 6.6 percent in 2007.
 25

 This means that more than nearly 

600,000 people moved from poverty during this growth episode. Most parts of the country have 

benefited from this process since poverty rates decreased by 6.2-7.8 percentage points in all three 

regions (see Table 12). However if we look at the number of poor we see that in Belgrade which 

was powerhouse of Serbia economy the number of poor decreased by 70 percent between 2002 

and 2007. Over the same period Central Serbia and Vojvodina halved the number of poor.  

 

                                                           
25

 Here we use the information on poverty rates using the data from the latest available Living Standard 

Measurement Survey done in 2007. Household Budget Survey provides more recent data on poverty for the country 

as whole but does not provide opportunity to have sub-national data, in particular not before 2006. 

Region Poverty (count) Poverty rate 

% of households 

receiving social 

assistance 

Belgrade 50,670 3.1 9.0 

Vojvodina 128,352 6.1 19.6 

Central Serbia 309,549 8.4 14.1 
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Table 12: Poverty indicators by regions in Serbia, 2008 (%) 

 2002 2007 

Region Number of poor Poverty rate Number of poor Poverty rate 

Belgrade 170,764 10.8 50,670 3.1 

Vojvodina 250,479 12.4 128,352 6.1 

Central Serbia 628,649 16.2 309,549 8.4 

Source: LSMS 2002 and 2007 

Looking beyond averages, it is striking that just four cities generated two thirds of that 

national growth while 64 out of total 145 municipalities
26

 had average negative growth 

rates of their economies over the previous 8 years.  However well they may have worked in 

general, it is unlikely that the adjustment mechanisms described above would have neutralized 

each and every subsequent strain on the social fabric. Therefore significant differences in living 

standards remain across different regions within Serbia. 

 

The reality is probably that described adjustment mechanisms would have operated 

unevenly, leaving groups of the populations or parts of the country more durably locked in 

unemployment traps or unable to seize the opportunities offered by the new growth. One 

such area may be southern Serbia (or at least parts of it) which had only one year with positive 

growth between 2000 and 2008 (average real growth rate for this region is -5 percent) and where 

unemployment rates (as per LFS) are up to 5 percentage points higher than the national average 

and poverty data indicate similar trends. 

 

Another intriguing fact is that the poverty rate is also very high in Vojvodina despite this being 

one of the areas where economic activities are concentrated and which enjoyed significant share 

of the total inflow of foreign investments. The share of the poor who live in this region in total 

poor population increased from 23 to 26 percent between 2002 and 2007. The good news for 

these two outliers (Vojvodina and southern Serbia) is that they stand to benefit from government 

moves to speed up integration with the EU (on which Vojvodina borders) – a “spatially blind” 

action in the terminology of the WDR; and to invest massively in Corridor 10 (both through 

Vojvodina and southern Serbia) – a “spatially connective” intervention in that same terminology. 

 

The concentration of growth in the three largest cities of Serbia is consistent with the new 

spatial economic theory that agglomeration effects lead to persistent regional differentials. 
Big cities are becoming even bigger and these were and will be the key drivers of economic 

growth in Serbia. Belgrade, Novi Sad, Niš and Kragujevac, Serbia’s four largest cities 

contributed to about 60 percent of the increase of value added in the economy over the period 

2001-2008. This high growth of major cities leads to further increase in their combined share in 

the national economy, and in 2008 these four cities accounted for more than 60 percent of it. In 

contrast, economies of many small municipalities were declining during Serbia’s most recent 

growth episode. Thus 64 out of total 145 municipalities had average negative growth rates of 
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 We excluded from calculations municipalities that constitute Niš and Belgrade. 
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their economies over the previous eight years indicating that economic wellbeing differs 

significantly across the country. 

 

This concentration would be less of a concern if people had an equal opportunity to seize 

on the opportunities that it creates.  This may not always be the case. In this note, we look in 

particular at people’s access to health and education. These are services primarily defined and 

managed by the central government and local governments are getting more prominent role in 

these sectors only as of recently. Therefore, it is expected that access to them should be fairly 

uniform across the national territory. However our findings show significant differences in 

availability of these two major social services, thus proving that not all citizens of Serbia have 

equal opportunities for accessing them. Therefore, the population does not have equal 

opportunities to participate in benefits of the country’s development. We will start with 

discussion on health sector indicators and then will show some of the results of the education 

sector. 

 

Access to health services differs significantly across the territory of Serbia. Ten worst 

performing municipalities in terms of number of citizens per physician have 4.5 times higher 

ratio than national average. These ten municipalities are almost all located in the western Serbia 

(with the exception of Paraćin, Ćićevac and Malo Crniće) and they are all small municipalities 

with average population of 20,600. These ten municipalities with poorest health indicators are 

also some of the poorest in economic sense with average value added per capita in 2008 of less 

than one third of the national average. On the other side, the top ten local jurisdictions with 

respect to access to health have about 213 citizens per physician, compared to 356, at the 

national level. This group of local units with best access to health care as measured by this 

indicator does not automatically reveal the reasons for that since it is heterogeneous group. This 

group comprises some of the fastest growing municipalities (including Belgrade, Požarevac, 

Kragujevac and Novi Sad), but it also comprises some of the poorest and slowest growing 

municipalities (like Rekovac, Ćuprija, Prokuplje and Surdulica). Results are similar if we look 

just at access to primary health care, thus excluding for the effect that specialized clinics are 

usually based in larger cities. Ten worst performing municipalities have 3.9 times more persons 

per primary health care doctor than national average, and these municipalities have less than half 

values added per capita of the national average. Poorer access to health services is 

geographically disbursed and not concentrated in just a few municipalities. Thus more than 80 

percent of all local units have number of persons per physician above the national average.  

 

Education sector also shows significant results in different parts of the country. In the least 

developed municipalities, like: Ražanj, Gadžin Han, Crna Trava, Rekovac, Osečina, Bojnik and 

Žabari, there are six times more people with incomplete primary education than in best 

performing cities (Belgrade, Novi Sad, Kragujevac, Niš and Pančevo). Discontinued education is 
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over seven times more often in the least developed municipalities than in Belgrade
27

. Access to 

mandatory education i.e. to primary education is probably not an issue since Serbia has extensive 

network of schools. Ten municipalities with smallest number of citizens per school have on 

average 1 primary school per 436 citizens. On average these schools have 31 student (for all 

eight grades). Among these 10 municipalities with lowest citizen to primary school ratio 7 

municipalities spend most per student (exceptions are Ražanj, Knić and Golubac). It is also 

interesting to stress that the network of secondary education institutions is also relatively well 

spread with only 13 municipalities which do not have secondary education institutions. On 

average in Serbia municipalities do not spend much on primary education, about 6 percent of 

their total budgets, but for smaller municipalities this is different. Thus in some of the 

economically poorest performing municipalities like Prijepolje, Žitište, Mionica, Osečina, Malo 

Crniće and Trgovište these expenditures account for more than 40 percent of the total spending. 

For that reason improvement of education sector outcomes cannot be based on additional 

investments from the local level.  

 

Differences in access to education, result in regional differences in education system 

outcomes. In order to demonstrate spatial differences in educations sector outcomes we will rely 

on sub-national HDI index, and its sub-component related to education (see Box 2, and the 

Serbia Development Secretariat report: Regional Development of Serbia, 2009). The HDI sub-

index which relates to education, not only that has been the only sub-index which was fluctuating 

over the previous 8 years but it has most significant sub-national differences. Education related 

sub-index is highest in Belgrade (0.988, maximum is 1) while it is lowest in Pčinjski, Sremski 

and Jablanički region (their centers are Vranje, Sremska Mitrovica and Leskovac, respectively). 

Values of this sub-index in these areas were 0.808; 0.811 and 0.815, well below the national 

average of 0.920. Only three out of 25 regions in Serbia have had this index above the national 

average (regions with centers in Belgrade, Niš and Novi Sad).     

 

  Box 2: Composite Index of Social Inclusion and sub-national HDI 

 

Development Secretariat of Republic of Serbia develops two indexes that could be very useful for 

analysis of access to social services and their outputs. One is sub-national Composite Index of Social 

Inclusion developed in line with EU recommendations for Laeken Indicators, and the other one is sub-

national Human Development Index (HDI) developed in line with the UN methodology.  

 

Composite Index of Social Inclusion combines six out of eighteen Laeken indicators: unemployment 

rate; share of population without completed primary education in population age above 15; dropout rate 

from primary to secondary education; share of population with completed higher education in population 

age above 15; number of citizens per one physician and living area per capita and access to sewerage. 

This Composite index suggests significant spatial differences with respect to social inclusion.  Thus, only 

14 percent of all local units in Serbia have this Index above the national average. The best performing 
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Novi Sad has the value of this index more than 4 times higher than the poorest performing municipality 

Osečina. 

 

Sub-national Human Development Index in Serbia is established at the level of regions/districts (as 

determined by Serbian legislation). This index takes into consideration life expectancy; health outcomes, 

education system performance and level of GDP. While country as whole records significant increase in 

the level of HDI since begging of transition, significant regional differences remain. Serbia in 2007 had 

HDI of 0.837, and only two regions (with centers in Belgrade and Novi Sad) have indexes above the 

national average (of 0.876 and 0.848, respectively). Two poorest performing regions were Pčinjski and 

Jablanički, with centers Vranje and Leskovac. Their HDI values in 2007 were: 0.759 and 0.762, 

respectively. Previous time when sub-national HDI was calculated (in 2002) the best performing regions 

were Belgrade and Niš seated regions. Between 2002 and 2007 most progress with respect to this index 

was achieved in the regions with centers in Novi Sad and Kragujevac, in line with the discussion on their 

economic growth. 

5. Conclusions  

 

Some of the reasons for such spatially uneven growth in Serbia include heritage from the 

previous phase of development i.e. socialism era; but also some new developments like 

recent significant inflow of FDI, privatization process, export patterns and other. Many 

factors affect regional development and concentration of activities in certain places. Moreover it 

is hard to distinguish which are the causes and which are consequences of the concentrated 

growth. For the purpose of this Note we provided analysis of the spatial characteristics of inflow 

of foreign direct investments, privatization process and export oriented sectors. In all of these we 

evidenced significant concentration. Most of FDI goes to largest cities (i.e. Belgrade and Novi 

Sad), though foreign investments (as well as privatization) were also following the pattern of the 

key transport corridor in the country – Corridor 10; which is the link between Central Europe and 

Greece and Turkey. Companies which are major exporters are also concentrated in couple of 

centers, many close to the major export markets for Serbia: EU, Bosnia and Herzegovina and 

Montenegro. 

 

Geographically uneven growth had a significant impact on the geography of living 

standards across territory of Serbia. There are significant differences in living standards as 

measured by levels of incomes and poverty rates as a direct result of geographically uneven 

growth. Thus wages in the slowest growing municipalities were growing significantly slower 

than the country’s average; on the other hand among the top ten fastest growing cities only five 

had a growth rate of wages above the national average (among them is Belgrade). The level of 

the average wage in the municipality with the highest wages is 3.4 times higher than in the 

poorest. Poverty rates also differ significantly across regions within Serbia. Southern Serbia has 

the highest poverty rates and this is in general the poorest performing region with average real 

growth rate of -5 percent in the past eight years and highest unemployment rates (about 5 

percentage points above the national rate). 
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A discussion on the impact on living standards was also used to see if the wages and 

migrations served as adjustment mechanisms for eliminating differences in regional 

development. While the literature argues that wages should serve as one of the key mechanism 

to reducing differences in economic development between different regions by attracting 

investments in the lagging regions where the wages are lowest, evidence from Serbia, like in 

most of the Europe says that the impact is small. The cities and municipalities with below 

average wage growth did not attract significant investments, neither from local investors nor 

from abroad. Most of the FDI and growth of the economy is associated with the largest cities 

where average wages are highest and grew faster than the national average. On the other hand 

Serbia is characterized with significant migrations (net migrants account for about 2.7 percent of 

the working-age population). Among the top-ten fastest growing cities all but three relatively 

smaller municipalities had a net inflow of immigrants over the period 2000-2008. The cities that 

contribute most to the growth of the national economy (Belgrade, Novi Sad and Niš) in particular 

had high net-inflow of population. Therefore migrations play a role of adjustment mechanism for 

spreading the benefits of growth throughout the territory of Serbia. 

 

What should government do about it? Economic theory suggests that are three adjustment 

mechanisms that should allow for a decrease in spatial development disparities: wages, 

migrations and government policies. In Serbia’s case wages did not play a significant role, while 

migrations had a more significant impact. The key issue remains what should be government 

policies in the situation with geographically concentrated development. The World Development 

Report finds that to try to spread economic activity evenly across the country is to discourage it. 

But development can still be inclusive, in that even people who start their lives far away from 

economic opportunity can benefit from the growing concentration of wealth in a few other places 

or regions within the country. The way to get both the benefits of uneven growth and inclusive 

development is through integration of leading and lagging regions and that should be 

government’s response. 

 

The policy makers should use institutions that unify; build infrastructure that connects and 

use intervention mechanisms that target well. Decision makers at all levels of government 

need to have the right response to the changing economic landscape: in order to address the issue 

of densities they need to have the good policy of cities development i.e. urbanization; in order to 

reduce distances between leading and lagging areas of the country there needs to be a good 

policy of infrastructure development and in order to address the issue of divisions between the 

regions they need to ensure regional integration. The first step for policy makers should be 

building of institutions that unify. Then the focus should be on building infrastructure and for 

that it is important to be very selective. Finally, the government may opt for the use of targeted 

interventions. 

 

Use institutions that unify relates to all governments rules and procedures that allow 

greater and easier mobility and change of ownership of factors of production, in addition 

some general prerequisites remain and that is to maintain rule of law and ensure contract 

enforcement. Government activities related to institution building should allow for leading and 

lagging areas to unify. Harmonized labor market institutions across the country that enable 

mobility of labor are one of the most important (for instance easier registration of employees 

with social insurance funds; prevent unemployed benefits that hinder mobility; ensure the same 



29 

 

collective bargaining processes across the territory etc). Land and construction related policies 

that allow fast urbanization and development are crucial (for instance: to complete the cadastre; 

accelerate at local level land planning process; resolve the issues of slow and often corrupted 

practices of issuing construction permits; set clear rules for land use conversion etc). Capital 

needs to be allowed for equal treatment and security across the territory and for that it is 

important to provide the same functioning of tax and customs administrations in all parts of the 

country; banking sector access should be equal etc. 

 

Provide equal access opportunities to social sectors. Social policies, and in this case with 

looked in particular at health and education, should have much stronger regional dimension, 

since most of the poorest performing municipalities with respect to access to social services are 

also poorest in economic sense. Health authorities should probably focus their attention to the 

smaller municipalities in the western Serbia to build better network of health institutions. 

Problem with education is more on the performance of the system since it seems that the network 

of schools if extensive enough to cover even smallest places. In fact, investments in improved 

education system, to provide even better outcomes could be potentially funded from some of the 

savings coming from the rationalization of the network of secondary education schools. 

 

Infrastructure that connects is important in order to address the high cost of 

transportation and to allow for greater mobility. In the counties with scarce finances 

available, like is the case for Serbia, investments in infrastructure require selectivity, good 

planning and high fiduciary standards. Infrastructure that connects does not include only roads 

and railways, but also urban and commuting transport systems, telecommunications, energy, 

communal (sewage, water etc) and other types of infrastructure. In particular for remote and 

lagging areas opportunity could be development based on providing services by using internet 

and other telecommunication channels. In areas far from the country’s economic centers but 

close to the neighboring countries it could be useful to explore the options for investment in 

infrastructure that would allow for more cross-border activities and trade in particular. One of the 

priorities for roads network could be linking areas where clusters of business are emerging. 

 

With growing spatial differences in economic development and living standards 

governments may opt for the use of some type of interventions. Before using any of the 

available types of spatially targeted interventions it is important that effects of these measures are 

well evaluated and understood, that these measures are targeting those who really need it; and 

that these interventions not run counter to the integration objective. Government action aimed at 

addressing regional imbalances could take a number of forms: equalization transfers or structural 

funds to assist in the development of lagging regions; financial incentives to encourage economic 

activity in lagging areas; development of industrial land; tax rebates; special treatment of export 

processing zones; subsidized housing and mortgage schemes; special active labor market policies 

etc. Experience from many countries shows that government’s targeted interventions have much 

better results if they come after the infrastructure and institutions that unify are established and 

functioning. With fiscal constrain, selectivity in the use of interventions is a priority. 
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Annex 1: Data Issues 

Annex 2: FDI by Municipality and by Sector, EUR million, cumulative 2001-2008 
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Annex 1: Data Issues 

 

Serbian statistical system is highly fragmented without existence of cross-control of 

consistency and reliability of data between different official sources. Though there is 

significant number of requirements on businesses, entrepreneurs and individuals for filing 

statistical questionnaires and submission of numerous reports to Republic Statistics Office (RSO) 

and other state institutions (like Agency for Business Registries, National Bank of Serbia, Health 

and Pension insurance funds, Tax Administration, National Employment Service etc) there is no 

consistency check in the information provided by these institutions. It is left to the judgment of 

the researchers which source to use as the most reliable. One of the conclusions is that the RSO 

priority should be to upgrade the business register and have it fully harmonized with the data 

from the social insurance funds and tax administration. Second most important are for 

improvement is prices statistics, which at the moment does not allow establishing sub-national 

prices indexes.  

 

Compilation of economic indicators at municipality level requires well maintained business 

register of enterprises and local units of these enterprises. Such business register should have 

separate information on headquarters and local units’ employment, activity type, output, wages, 

investments etc. Then it would be possible to create kind of activity units (KAUs or 

establishments) of an enterprise conducting secondary and auxiliary activities. Presently, none of 

the available databases can provide the above mentioned data in a complete and accurate way, so 

all the calculations regarding the value added and other economic variables can be done only on 

enterprise level and by municipality where these enterprises are registered. The lack of 

mentioned data is one of the reasons why RSO still do not produce Regional National Accounts, 

which would be otherwise very useful for policy makers and researchers. 
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Annex 2: FDI by Municipality and by Sector, EUR million, cumulative 2001-2008 

 

City/Municipality 

  Sector 

Total 
Manufact

uring 

Financial 

services 

Transport 

and 

telecommun

ications Trade 

Real 

Estate Other 

Belgrade 5,500 200 2,000 1,900 700 700 0 

Novi Sad 3,600 1,350 2,000 0 200 50 0 

Niš 700 620 0 0 20 60 0 

Vršac 480 480 0 0 0 0 0 

Apatin 430 430 0 0 0 0 0 

Pećinci 250 140 0 0 0 85 25 

Smederevo 210 210 0 0 0 0 0 

Vranje 200 200 0 0 0 0 0 

Inđija 180 100 0 0 0 80 0 

Paraćin 170 170 0 0 0 0 0 

Zrenjanin 170 160 0 0 0 10 0 

Beočin 140 140 0 0 0 0 0 

Senta 130 130 0 0 0 0 0 

Kikinda 110 110 0 0 0 0 0 

Kruševac 110 110 0 0 0 0 0 

Subotica 110 65 0 0 25 20 0 

Kragujevac 100 5 0 0  35 60 0 

Lapovo 100 100 0 0 0 0 0 

Kosjerić 90 90 0 0 0 0 0 

Bačka Palanka 80 80 0 0 0 0 0 

Leskovac 70 70 0 0 0 0 0 

Vrbas 60 60 0 0 0 0 0 

Gornji Milanovac 60 60 0 0 0 0 0 

Užice 55 55 0 0 0 0 0 

Čačak 50 5 0 5 35 0 5 

Pirot 45 45 0 0 0 0 0 

Valjevo 45 40 0 0 0 0 5 

Loznica 40 40 0 0 0 0 0 

Sombor 45 40 0 0 5 0 0 
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Kanjiža 30 30 0 0 0 0 0 

Ivanjica 30 30 0 0 0 0 0 

Kovin 25 10 0 0 0 0 15 

Negotin 25 25 0 0 0 0 0 

Koceljeva 20 20 0 0 0 0 0 

Zaječar 20 13 0 0 0 0 7 

Žitište 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 

Požarevac 15 0 0 11 0 0 4 

Kula  15 15 0 0 0 0 0 

Jagodina 15 0 0 0 0 0 15 

Svilajnac 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 

Trstenik 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 

Kraljevo 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 

Surdulica 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 

Žabalj 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 

Smederevska 

Palanka 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 

Ruma 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 

Požega 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 

 TOTAL 13,630 5,553 4,000 1,916 1,020 1,065 76 

Source: SIEPA  

 

Note: These numbers should be used only as indicative and taking in to account official disclaimer: 

“Given the lack of official data, the figures in the table are based on SIEPA’s research, comprising both 

completed and planned investment, where available. While SIEPA is making every effort to provide as 

comprehensive and accurate information as possible, it cannot accept responsibility for any errors or 

omissions therein.” 
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