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This paper analyses the level of fiscal decentralization and structural characteristics of local public
finances in Republic of Serbia with focus on local public investments. Share of central government
expenditures in consolidated government spending of 83%, indicates relatively high degree of fiscal
centralization. In spite of significant rise in local public revenues in the last decade public investments
remained low - amounting to 1% of GDP, which is significantly below EU and Central and Eastern Europe
average (14 and 1.5% GDP, respectively). Our results indicate large variation in relative size of public
investments across LSGs. Most local public investments are focused on roads maintenance administrative
infrastructure, while investments in environment and education are low. To tackle local disparities in
terms of quality of local infrastructure and to foster economic convergence, development of planning and
implementation capacities and introduction of systemic incentives for local public investments should be

considered.
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INTRODUCTION

The territorial and political organization of the state
are largely determined by the way it has been formed,
its cultural heritage, as well as the socio-political and
economic characteristics of society. In this regard, one
of the relevant issues in the domain of fiscal federalism
refers to the optimal level of distribution of functions
and resources by the levels of government and the
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impact of fiscal decentralization intensity on the
overall economic performance of the state - primarily
on long-term economic growth. Except for European
transition economies, the levels of decentralization
are relatively stable over time, revenue collection
being relatively more centralized than expenditures
(Dziobek, Mangas & Kufa, 2011). Theoretical
arguments in support of fiscal decentralization
are based on the so-called Tiebaut’s model, which
suggests that the existence of more political units (e.g.
local governments) allows people to relocate in order
to choose the one that best reflects their preferences, in
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terms of the quality of local public goods and services,
and the amount and structure of taxes (Tiebaut,
1956). Therefore, it is considered that the existence
of a larger number of local governments enables the
adjustment of their policies to the preferences of their
inhabitants, which has a positive effect on the overall
social welfare (Stigler, 1957). This would indicate
that fiscal competition between local governments
leads to efficient resource allocation, which positively
affects overall economic efficiency (Oates, 1972). These
theoretical views are supported by some empirical
research, which shows that the existence of a larger
number of local governments per 100 thousand
inhabitants, has a positive impact on local economic
development (Akai & Sakata, 2002; Stansel, 2005). On
the other hand, there is also a relatively large body
of empirical studies that suggests a negative link
between fiscal decentralization and economic growth
(Martinez-Vazkues & McNab, 2003; Bodman, 2011;
Baskaran & Feld, 2013).

The results of theoretical and empirical analyses also
indicate that the link between fiscal decentralization
and economic growth is not linear, but rather depends
on the degree of decentralization, transparency of
public finance, design of incentives created by the
financing system, and the efficiency of use of public
resources at the sub-central levels of government
(Bird, 2000). Recent empirical research indicates
that one of the main reasons for the relatively slow
growth of the the economy of Republic of Serbia
in the past two decades (compared to the growth
achieved by, for example, Asian countries when they
were at the same level of development), is the low
level of investment - public investment, as well as
domestic private investment (Arsi¢, Randelovi¢ and
Nojkovi¢, 2019). Insufficient level of consolidated
government public investment is a consequence of
low investments of the central as well as the local
government. At the same time, in the past few years,
public investments at the central level of government
have increased significantly, while local public
investments have remained relatively low, despite
the additional decentralization of public revenues
(Randelovi¢, 2020). Considering relatively significant
size of fiscal multipliers with public investment in
emerging European economies, found in empirical

studies (Petrovi¢, Arsi¢ & Nojkovi¢, 2021), low public
investment triggers significant losses in terms of the
foregone future economic growth. Therefore, in order
to encourage long-term economic growth, in addition
to numerous other preconditions, it is necessary
to improve institutional mechanisms that would
provide a relatively high level of public investment
at all levels of the state, the implementation of which
would be transparent and efficient.

This paper is dealing with the evaluation of the
state of fiscal decentralization in Republic of Serbia,
the performances of local self-government (LSG)
financing system, and the characteristics of local
public expenditure policy, with the focus on LSG
public investment policy.

In that respect, we test two main hypotheses:

HI: Local public investment in the Republic of
Serbia are low.

H2: Revenue decentralization, without introduction
of systematic incentives, does not trigger
automatic rise in local public investment.

The aim of these analyses is to provide well-
grounded evaluation characteristics of institutional
arrangement related to LSG financing in Republic
of Serbia and to identify areas for improvement of
LSG financing mechanisms, aimed at promoting
local public investment policy and fostering local
economic development. The analysis in this paper is
conducted using the methods of descriptive statistics,
applied to the aggregated (macro-level) data available
in the Public Finance Bulletin, for the period 2010-
2019'. Evaluation of variation in structural features
of local public finance policy is done using the LSG-
level data for 27 sample cities and municipalities, for
which the data on budget realization were collected
by the authors. Sample LSGs account for 52% of
total population in Republic of Serbia, 59% of total
expenditures of LSGs and 62% of total revenues of
LSGs.

The remaining of the paper is structured as follows.
Section 2 provides insight into the key facts on the
territorial organization and fiscal decentralization in
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Republic of Serbia. Section 3 discusses LSG financing
instruments and performances, while section 4 is
dealing with the analysis of the state, structure and
dynamics of LSG public expenditure policy, with
the special focus on local public investment policy.
Section 5 evaluates the institutional framework and
performances in terms of fiscal balance and debt of
LSGs, while the section 6 concludes.

TERRITORIAL ORGANIZATION AND
FISCAL DECENTRALIZATION IN
REPUBLIC OF SERBIA

Republic of Serbia is organized as unitary country,
with dominant central government level and sub-
central government levels consisting of local self-
governments and autonomous provinces. Local self-
governments can take the form of municipalities
(normally above 10 thousand citizens) and cities
(with more than 100 thousand citizens). These limits
for formation of municipalities and cities can be
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alleviated for economic, geographical and historical
reasons, which means that municipalities and cities
may be formed even if the total population is less
than 10 and 100 thousand respectively. According to
the Law of Territorial Organization of the Republic
of Serbia (2007), the territory of Republic of Serbia
consists of 145 LSGs: 117 municipalities, 27 cities
and the capital city (Belgrade). In addition to that,
in Republic of Serbia there are 24 districts, which
are defined as administrative units, without real
functions and effective budgets.

Mean population per LSG in Republic of Serbia is
close to 48 thousand, which is by 37% higher than the
European Union (EU) or the Western Balkans (WB)
average. On the other hand, mean land area of Serbian
LSG is 534km? which is close to the EU average and
somewhat higher than the WB average (Figure 1).
These data indicate that LSGs in Republic of Serbia
are rather large, especially in terms of population, in
comparison with the prevailing European practice.

Territorial organization may shape to some extent
the fiscal decentralization of a country. Fiscal
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Figure 1 Mean population per LSG (‘000) and mean land area per LSG (km?) in Europe

Source: Authors
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decentralization can be measured in different ways,
the coefficient of centralization - the share of central
government expenditures in consolidated government
expenditures, being one of the common indicators
(Rosen & Gayer, 2014). Due to unitary character of the
government, 83 percent of consolidated government
expenditures in Republic of Serbia are attributed to
central government (budget of Republic of Serbia,
social security institutions, etc.), which is above the
EU-27 and the Western Balkans average (Figure 2).
The data presented in Figure 2 suggest stronger fiscal
decentralization in developed European countries
than in emerging Europe. This is in line with the
findings in other empirical studies based on the more
sophisticated methodology that takes into account
not only the budget allocation across the levels of
government, but also the effective fiscal autonomy,
in terms of functions and powers (Aristovnik, 2012;
Molnar, 2014).
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LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENTS’
FINANCING

Institutional framework

Financing of LSGs in Republic of Serbia is regulated
by the Law on Local-Government Financing.
Pursuant to the article 2 of that law, there are three
groups of LSG financing instruments: own-source
revenues, assigned revenues and central-government
grants. Own-source revenues are revenue-raising
instruments that are designed, imposed and collected
by a LSG, which means that LSG is relatively free
to decide on its characteristics, parameters and
amounts. These are: recurring property tax, local
administrative and communal taxes, tourist fees,
public goods usage fees, concession fees, some fines
and penalties, income from rental of assets owned by
LSG, self-contribution, grants, etc. Assigned revenues
are instruments designed, imposed and collected by
the central government and then assigned to LSGs
based on the statutory criteria. There are several types
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Figure 2 Coefficient of centralization in Europe in 2019 (%)
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of assigned revenues: 74% of wage tax revenues, full
amount of other personal income taxes, inheritance
and gifts tax and property transfer tax.

Central-government grants are transfers provided
from the central government budget to LSGs budgets,
in the form of Non-targeted or Targeted grants. Non-
targeted grants are divided into: Equalization grant,
General grant, Compensating grant and Solidarity
grant. The total amount of Non-targeted grants
is set out by the Law on Local Self-Government
Financing (2006), at 1.7% of GDP. This amount is
primarily used to finance Equalization grant that is
aimed to assist LSGs, which underperform in terms
of assigned revenues, due to underdevelopment.
Equalization grant is paid to LSGs that have per capita
assigned revenues below 90% of the average per capita
assigned revenues in all LSGs in Republic of Serbia.
Compensating grant is designed to compensate LSGs
which lost revenues due to change in tax legislation,
imposed by the central government. This grant should
compensate LSGs for a fraction of foregone (assigned)
tax revenues, so that the relative decline in the central
and local governments’ tax revenues is the same.
General grant is provided to all LSGs. The maximum
amount of the General grant is derived by subtracting
Equalization and Compensating grants from the total
amount of Non-targeted grants. According to the art
42 of the Law on Local Self-Government Financing
(2006), there are several criteria based on which the
amount of the General grant per LSG is calculated:
LSG population (65% of the General grant), total
land area of LSG (19.3%), number of classes in the
primary schools (4.56%), number of primary schools
(1.14%), number of classes in the secondary schools
(2%), number of secondary schools (0.5%), number of
children entitled to childcare service (6%), number
of childcare institutions (1.5%). The amount of
Equalization, Compensating and General grants
for each LSG are corrected by the development
coefficient that ranges from 0.5 to 1, in order to protect
underdeveloped LSGs and to foster their economic
growth. The amount of Equalization, General and
Compensating grants, intended for the City of
Belgrade is used to create fund for the Solidarity
grant, which is disbursed to other LSGs based on
their level of development.

Targeted grants can take the form of Functional and
Strictly-targeted grant. Functional grant is aimed to
provide funds to LSG needed to finance additional
expenditures incurred by a LSG, due to shift of
functions of powers from the central government to
LSG. In a similar way, the central government may
provide Strictly-targeted grant to LSGs, requiring
from them to use that grant solely for delivery of a
specific function as set out by the law. To ensure
transparency of disbursement, data on Non-targeted
grants provided to each LSG need to be disclosed in
the Fiscal Strategy. However, in practice these data are
not publically disclosed on a regular basis.

Description of the LSG financing scheme suggest
that size of the LSG budget depends on its size,
level of development, functions, features of public
services, etc. while the efficiency of expenditure size
of the budget (structure of expenditures) and local
tax revenue-raising efforts have no direct impact
on revenue allocation by LSGs. This means that the
LSG financing scheme creates no systemic (positive)
incentives in terms of (own-source) revenue raising as
well as in terms of productive allocation of resources
(Arsi¢, Randelovi¢, Buci¢ and Vasiljevic, 2012).

Revenue performances

Total revenues of LSGs in Republic of Serbia (including
central government grants) in 2019, amounted to
EUR 2.7 billion, which is equivalent to 59% of GDP.
In relative terms, LSG revenues in Republic of Serbia
are considerably below the EU average (9.9% of GDP).
However, when benchmarked against the countries
from the new EU member states from the Central and
Eastern Europe (CEE), which are more comparable to
Republic of Serbia, the difference is notably smaller
(Figure 3). LSG revenues in Republic of Serbia account
for 14% of consolidated government revenues, which
is significantly below the EU-27 average (22%) and the
new EU member states average (20.7%). This is the
consequence of variation in territorial organization
as well as vertical allocation of government functions.
As a result of changes in LSG financing regulations
and revenue collection efforts, the total LSG revenues
in Republic of Serbia in 2019 rose by 15% in real
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terms, comparing to 2010, mostly due to increase in
wage tax and property tax revenues, while the central
government grants remained almost unchanged.

Public health crisis caused by the COVID-19 pandemic
has had considerable negative impact on economic
trends in the most of the world. Many countries,
including Republic of Serbia reacted through
massive fiscal stimuli, which included the offer to
corporate sector to defer payment of taxes, which
has considerably dampened pandemic recession
(Randelovi¢, 2021). However, the data of the Ministry
of Finance show that in 2020 tax revenues of LSGs in
Republic of Serbia posted mild nominal growth (while
in real terms they stagnated), while the total revenues
of LSG posted mild nominal decline of 2.8% (Ministry
of Finance, 2020). This is, inter alia because large part
of LSG tax revenues comes from the taxes with the
stable tax base (e.g. property taxes). As government
subsidies prevented massive rise in unemployment,
wage tax revenues have been stable as well. At the
same time, LSGs adjusted their public expenditures,
which in total decline by 3.4% in comparison with 2019.
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Revenues from personal income tax account for 40%
total LSG revenues, more than 4/5 of these revenues
being related to wage taxes. The second largest
financing instruments are recurrent property taxes,
followed by the central government grants. These
three financing instruments account for more than
70% of LSGs revenues, while the remaining part
of revenues comes from inheritance and gifts tax,
property transfer tax, signboard tax, other local
communal and administrative taxes and fees, as well
as other non-tax revenues.

Revenue structure (Figure 4) also indicates dominance
of assigned revenues and grants, while the share of
revenues that are parametrized and raised by the
LSGs is relatively low, which to certain extent limits
their autonomy. This is the consequence of the design
of the public finance system, lack of incentives, and
the relatively low revenue-raising efforts of LSGs.

According to municipal level data, average per capita
revenues in the sample of 27 LSGs, amount to RSD
50,600. Distribution of per capita revenues across
LSGs indicate relatively high inequality in terms of
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Figure 3 LSG public revenues in Republic of Serbia and Europe
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revenue allocation. Average coefficient of variation in
the sample of 27 LSGs amount to 37 (Figure 5), which
is the consequence of the design of LSG financing
system and regional inequalities in terms of economic
development. Inequality in revenue distribution
is then translated into inequality in expenditures
distribution, including inequality in local public
investment (Figure 10), with adverse impact on
local and regional disparities in terms of economic
development.

LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENTS
EXPENDITURE POLICY

Institutional framework

Functions and operations of LSGs in Republic of Serbia
are regulated by the Law on Local Self-Government
(2007). In overall terms, functions of LSGs in Republic
of Serbia are similar to the roles assigned to LSGs in
many other European countries:

to make local economic development plans and
facilitate doing business condition and inflow of
investment;

to provide local/communal services (e.g. waste
and water management, heating, etc), public
transportation and to use construction land and
business premises;

to develop, maintain and manage local roads and
other public infrastructure;

to assist provision of services in education (pre-
school, primary and secondary), primarily
in terms of development and maintenance of
education infrastructure (school buildings and
equipment);

to facilitate provision of services in research and
innovation, culture, healthcare (maintenance
and development of primary healthcare
infrastructure), social protection and sports;

to foster development of tourism, handcraft
industry, trade and hospitality;

40%
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= Personal income tax = Grants = Property taxes = Other tax and non-tax revenues

Figure 4 Composition of LSG revenues in Republic of Serbia in 2019 (%)

Source: Authors
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* to provide other services which are important
for local development (construction permitting,
firework protection, etc.).

Regulation and oversight of LSGs operations are done
by the Government of the Republic of Republic of
Serbia - Ministry of Public Administration and Local
Self-Governments.

Expenditure composition and trends

The total expenditures of LSGs in Republic of Serbia
in 2019, amounted to 6% of GDP, ie. 14.1% of the
consolidated government expenditures. Expenditures
on goods and services represent the single largest
expenditure item, with the share of 36% in the total
spending, followed by other outlays - mostly related
to social protection (22% of total spending) and wages
(19% of total spending), while capital expenditures
accounted for around one sixth of the total LSG
spending (Figure 6).

Due to rise in revenues and inflation, LSG
expenditures in Republic of Serbia rose in nominal
terms by 71.7% from 2010 to 2019, while real growth

(inflation-adjusted) amounted to 19.2% (Figure 7). This
has been to large extent driven by the rise in spending
on goods and services (which rose by 90% in real
terms over that period). Increase in unproductive
expenditures has been encouraged by buoyant inflow
of revenues (due to reform of wage tax allocation in
2011), as well as by rather low level of accountability
in terms of local public finance management and the
fact that over that period there was a hiring freeze
in the public sector, which is why many LSGs have
started to outsource services that used to be provided
internally.

Local public investment policy

Since 2011, capital expenditures (i.e. public investment
in local infrastructure) have been on decline until
2015, in spite of inflow of additional tax revenues
due to the reforms legislated in 2011 and 2014. LSG
public investment started picking-up yet in 2015 and
since then they are rising steadily. However, in 2019
LSG public investment amounted to approx. EUR
450 million, thus still being lower, by 13% in real
terms, than in 2010. In relative terms, LSG public
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= Wages = Goods and services = Other outlays = Capital expenditures = Interest payments = Subsidies

Figure 6 Composition of LSG expenditures in Republic of Serbia in 2019 (%)

Source: Authors
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investment in 2019 (Figure 8) amounted to 1% of GDP,
thus accounting for only one fifth of the consolidated
government public investment.

Although starting from 2015 the LSG public
investment have been on the rise (both in nominal
and in real terms), they rose at the slower pace
than the central government investment, which
is why the share of LSG public investment in the
consolidated government public investment was on
a continuous decline since 2011. Thus in 2011, LSG
public investment accounted for 40% of the total
consolidated government public investment, while by
2019 that share has been halved (Figure 9).

In comparison with the other European countries,
the total LSG public investment in Republic of Serbia
are significantly below the EU-27 average (14% of
GDP) and the CEE average (1.5% of GDP). New EU
members from CEE tend to invest more from LSG
budgets, than the developed European countries, in
order to converge in terms of development of local
infrastructure. Relatively low LSG public investment
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in Republic of Serbia in comparison with the other
CEE countries may be, to some extent, explained by
the lower local-level public spending. However, the
data suggest that Republic of Serbia underperforms
also in terms of the share of public investment in
the total LSG expenditures. Low public investments
of LSGs in Republic of Serbia can be explained by
limited decentralization of revenues, by the weak
local-level public finance policy, and lack of capacities
to plan and deliver infrastructure projects.

Althoughithasbeenargued thatfiscal decentralization
on the revenue side is needed in order to foster local
level public investment, the data (Figure 7 and 8) show
that providing additional funding is not likely to
result in the rise in public investment, without change
in the institutional arrangement and capacities
and introduction of systemic incentives. Without
introduction of link between revenue allocation and
the structure of LSG spending (e.g. by means of the
pro-growth incentives and well-defined performance
indicators), there is a risk revenue decentralization
will be used to finance expenditures items that yield
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short-run political dividend, rather than focusing on
development of prerequisites for the long-run growth.
This is illustrated by the declining share of LSG
public investment in the total expenditures of LSG -
from 22% in 2010 to 16% in 2019 (Figure 9).

Analysis based on 2018 micro data for 27 sample
LSGs also indicates strong variation in the relative
amount of public investment across LSGs (Figure 10).
The average share of public investment in the total
expenditures stood at 13.7%, with the coefficient of
variation equals 44.6%. Large variation in the local
public investment may be caused by the lack of the
systemic link between the LSG financing instruments
and LSG’s expenditure policy. However, the sample
LSG data indicate that on average execution of
public investment is lower by 20% than the amount
disclosed in the projected annual budget while very
close to collected revenues. This indicates that LSGs in
general are systematically overestimating budgets to
compensate for uncertainty in revenue collection and
unforeseen efficiency in terms of project management.

Data on 27 sample LSGs also indicate that the

LSG public investments are mostly focused on
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community development (29%)" and traditional street
reconstruction and maintenance (26.9%). Investments
in education, culture and sports infrastructure
account for close to 13%, while investments in green
infrastructure (environment, waste management,
water supply and water waste management) account
for less than 6% of the total local governments’
public investment (Figure 11). On the other hand,
large chunk of public investment of LSGs (18.9%)
goes to acquisition and development of the other
types of infrastructure, required for provision of
administrative and general services.

Considering relatively low quality of local level roads
infrastructure, lack of appropriate waste management,
water supply or waste water management system and
low quality of air, it would be expected to see higher
share of investment in these types of infrastructure, in
the overall amount of capital expenditures. Presented
data may suggest that it is not the case, inter alin due
to a lack of systemic framework that would foster
productive investment and potentially contribute
to reconstruction and maintenance of critical
infrastructure. Government of Republic of Serbia has
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announced long-term public investment plan “Serbia
2025”, in which investment in local infrastructure is
seen as one of the priorities. Considering that it is
the role of LSG to invest and maintain communal
infrastructure, it may be advised to use the investment
plan to introduce systemic incentives for LSGs to
increase their efforts in developing and rehabilitating
long neglected local infrastructure, rather than
having the central government directly engaged in
development of communal infrastructure. Having a
clear plan and targets should revert from supply to
demand driven mindset and enable LSGs to plan on
medium and long term.

LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENTS’ FISCAL
BALANCE

According to the Budget System Law (2009), LSG may
run fiscal deficit only for the purpose of financing
local public investment. Fiscal deficit of local self-
government, however cannot be higher than 10%
of its public revenues in the respective year. In case
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of implementation of large investment project, a
LSG may request from the Ministry of Finance a
permission to run fiscal deficit higher than this limit,
while the decision of the Ministry of Finance shall
depend on justification of the request and the general
fiscal framework.

LSG deficit may be financed by means of lending. Art
33 of the Law on Public Debt (2005) allows LSGs to
borrow money at the market, with a written consent
of the Ministry of Finance. The total debt raised to
fund current liquidity cannot exceed 5% of its total
revenues in the last year. On the other hand, long-
term borrowing is allowed only for the purpose of
financing public investment project or repayment of
debts, with the following limits:

* long-term debt may not exceed 50% of budget of
LSG in the previous year;

* expenditures for payment of interest and
repayment of debt may not exceed 15% of current
revenues of LSG in the respective year.

LSGs are not allowed to issue guarantees. The LSG
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Figure 10 Share of public investment in the total local expenditures, by LSGs (%)

Source: Authors



S. Randjelovic and S. Vukanovic, Fiscal decentralization and local public investment policy in the Republic of Serbia 209

fiscal rules set out by the Budget System Law (2009)
are in line with the debt issuance provisions, provided
by the Law on Public Debt (2005).

In the last decade (2020-2019) LSGs in Republic of
Serbia have mostly been running fiscal surplus,
while deficit has been posted only in 2012, 2013 and
2019. The average fiscal balance of LSGs in Republic
of Serbia from 2010 to 2019 was close to RSD 5.5 bn
(surplus), which is equivalent to 2.8% of their total
revenues (Figure 12). This is considerably below the
deficit ceiling (10% of public revenues), as set out by
the Budget System Law (2009). Over the same timeline,
the total expenditures for payment of interest and
outlays related to repayment of debt in LSGs in
Republic of Serbia amounted to RSD 12 bn (close to
EUR 100 million) per year, which was equivalent to
5.5-6% of their revenues, thus also being far below the
statutory limit (15% of revenues).

CONCLUSION

Empirical studies show that in the last two decades
LSGs in Republic of Serbia posted convergence within

6.6% |

26.9%

two clusters, while Belgrade district shows no signs
of convergence with any of the other clubs (Barrios
et al, 2020). In spite of the club-convergence, there
are still substantial local and regional disparities,
which foster migrations of productive population
towards more developed regions, thus undermining
the convergence chances of underdeveloped areas.
Results of empirical studies show that even relatively
small changes in economic inequalities can have
large effects on migration volumes (Denett, 2014). In
this paper, we have evaluated the degree of fiscal
decentralization in Republic of Serbia and features of
local public finance policies, with the focus on local-
level public investment policy, as strategic, green and
growth oriented development of local infrastructure
is one of the key reconditions for economic
development.

Our results presented in this paper, imply several
scientific and practical insights. First, it is concluded
that LSGs in Republic of Serbia are rather sizeable,
especially in terms of mean population, in comparison
with the European practice. Second, the degree of
fiscal decentralization in Republic of Serbia is below
the European average. LSG public revenues and
expenditures (relative to GDP) in Republic of Serbia

= Community development
29.0% * Roads
= Other
= Street lighting
# Education
» Culture
= Water: supply and waste manag.
= Recreation and sports
» Environment

= Waste management

Figure 11 Structure of LSG public investment (%)

Source: Authors



210 Economic Horizons (2021) 23(3), 197 - 213

are lower than the EU and CEE average. Three largest
revenue raising instruments for LSGs are personal
income tax, property taxes and grants from the
central government, accounting for almost % of the
total revenues. More than half of LSG revenues are
assigned or transferred by the central governments,
indicating low degree of fiscal autonomy. Third,
mentioned indicators show that local public
investments in the Republic of Serbia have been low,
while their variation across LSGS was high. Thus,
on the spending side, the main items are purchase
of goods and services and wages, accounting for
55% of total expenditures, while the share of public
investment in total LSG outlays is yet 16% (i.e. one fifth
of the consolidated government public investment).
Relative size of LSG public investment in Republic
of Serbia (1% of GDP) is considerably below the CEE
average (14% of GDP). Fourth, decentralization of
public revenues, implemented at the beginning of last
decade has not led to rise in local public investments,
which have been on decline for long time. Fifth,
LSG public investment in Republic of Serbia are
mostly oriented to community development and
traditional streets reconstruction and maintenance,

while investment in education, culture and
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sports infrastructure as well as in environmental
infrastructure are rather low. In spite of rise in the
total revenues (e.g. wage tax revenue decentralization)
over the last decade, LSG public investment posted a
real decline. Sixth, the fact that a significant number
of LSGs had low public investments even in periods
when they were running a budget surplus indicates
that in addition to fiscal constraints, some of them also
face limitations in terms of their capacity for planning
and implementation of investment projects. The low
level of local public investment and the fact that it has
not increased even when revenues have risen, signal
that LSGs lack mid and long term planning capacities
and that institutional design of LSG financing system
lacks systematic incentives for pro-growth investment
local public finance policy and clear performance
indicators. This is because the amount of revenues that
local governments generate, as well as the grants they
receive from the central government, do not depend
on the quality and efficiency of their fiscal policy.
Recent changes to planning legislation, requiring
preparation of development plans (7 years) and mid
term plans (3 years) could be an anchor to improve
planning capacities provided properly prepared and
monitored.
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Figure 12 LSG fiscal balance dynamics, 2010-2019
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Lessons from comparative (international) practice
suggest that for a more permanent and sustainable
increase in the local growth and green oriented public
investments introduction of systemic incentives can
be effective. Those are the incentives that reward
LSGs, which direct more of their public expenditures
to productive purposes. In addition to that, systemic
approach to public administration reform that
would result in improvement of their administrative,
technical, and planning capacities, may also
contribute to enhancement of the overall efficiency of
local public investment policy.

According to the above mentioned, the scientific
relevance of the obtained results refers to the
evaluation of the relationship between fiscal
decentralization and public investment, and
especially to the relationship between the dynamics
of public revenues and the amount of local public
investment, in the absence of systemic incentives for
investment. In addition, the obtained results provide
relevant insights for policy makers, since the paper,
in addition to analysing the situation, identifies the
causes of low local public investment, as well as key
institutional barriers to their increase. The analysis
in this paper is based on the methods of descriptive
statistical analysis. To provide additional robust
insights into the relationship between the level of
fiscal decentralization and the level of local public
investment, it would be necessary to apply relevant
methods of econometric analysis, in order to control
for the impact of other factors. In addition to the
relationship between fiscal decentralization and local
public investment, the issue of the impact of the level
and structure of local public investment on local
economic development is relevant, which may be an
interesting issue for further research.

ENDNOTES

" As economic and fiscal trends in 2020 may have
been affected by extraordinary processes caused by
the COVID-19 pandemic, discussion of structural
characteristics of local public finance policy based
on 2020 data may be misleading, which is why the
sample is restricted to the period until 2019. The
data on Serbia, disclosed in this study refer to the

territory of the Republic of Serbia without Kosovo
and Metohija¥, as according to the UN Security
Council Resolution 1244 it is formally the area
under administration of the UN since 1999.

Data are related to the year 2019. Data on
expenditure per capita, per LSG, presented in the
Figure 10, are related to the year 2018, which is
the latest year for which expenditure data per
municipality are available.

i

According to the official COFOG classification,
Community Development includes: administration
of community development affairs and services
- administration of zoning laws and land-use and
building regulations, planning of new communities
or of rehabilitated communities, planning the
improvement and development of facilities such
as housing, industry, public utilities, health,
education, culture, recreation, etc. for communities;
preparation of schemes for financing planned
developments; production and dissemination of
general information, technical documentation and
statistics on community development affairs and
services.
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UVvVOD

Teritorijalno i politicko uredenje drzave odredeno
je, u velikoj meri, na¢inom na koji je formirana,
njenim kulturnim nasledem, kao i drustveno-
politickim i ekonomskim karakteristikama drustva.
S tim u vezi, jedno od relevantnih pitanja u domenu
fiskalnog federalizma odnosi se na optimalan
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nivo raspodele funkcija i resursa po nivoima vlasti
i uticaj intenziteta fiskalne decentralizacije na
ukupne ekonomske performanse drzave, pre svega,
na dugorocni ekonomski rast. Osim u evropskim
tranzicionim ekonomijama, nivoi decentralizacije su
tokom vremena bili relativno stabilni, pri cemu je
prikupljanje prihoda relativno vise centralizovano
od politike javnih rashoda (Dziobek, Mangas &
Kufa, 2011). Teorijski argumenti u prilog fiskalnoj
decentralizaciji zasnivaju se mna, takozvanom,
Tibuovom modelu, koji sugeriSe da postojanje vise
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politickih jedinica (lokalnih samouprava) omogucava
ljudima da se presele kako bi izabrali onu koja najbolje
odrazava njihove preferencije, u smislu kvaliteta
lokalnih javnih dobara i usluga i visine i strukture
poreza (Tiebaut, 1956). Stoga se smatra da postojanje
veceg broja lokalnih samouprava omogucava
prilagodavanje njihovih politika preferencijama
njihovih stanovnika, Sto pozitivno utice na ukupno
drustveno blagostanje (Stigler, 1957). To bi ukazalo da
fiskalna konkurencija izmedu lokalnih samouprava
dovodi do efikasne alokacije resursa, Sto pozitivno
utice na ukupnu ekonomsku efikasnost (Oates, 1972).
Ovi teorijski stavovi potkrepljeni su i empirijskim
istrazivanjima koja pokazuju da postojanje veceg
broja lokalnih samouprava na 100.000 stanovnika
pozitivno utice na lokalni ekonomski razvoj (Akai &
Sakata, 2002; Stansel, 2005). S druge strane, postoji
i relativno veliki broj empirijskih istraZivanja koja
sugeriSu postojanje negativne veze izmedu fiskalne
decentralizacije i ekonomskog rasta (Martinez-
Vazkues & McNab, 2003; Bodman, 2011; Baskaran &
Feld, 2013).

Rezultati teorijskih i empirijskih analiza, takode,
ukazuju da veza izmedu fiskalne decentralizacije
i ekonomskog rasta nije linearna, ve¢ da zavisi od
stepena decentralizacije, transparentnosti javnih
finansija, dizajna podsticaja kreiranih sistemom
finansiranja i efikasnosti koriS¢enja javnih resursa
na sub-centralnim nivoima vlasti (Bird, 2000). Novija
empirijska istrazivanja ukazuju da je jedan od glavnih
razloga relativno sporog rasta privrede Republike
Srbije (RS) u poslednje dve decenije (u poredenju sa
rastom koji su, na primer, ostvarile azijske zemlje
kada su bile na istom nivou razvoja), nizak nivo
investicija, pre svega, javnih investicija, kao i domacih
privatnih investicija (Arsi¢, Randelovi¢ i Nojkovic,
2019). Nedovoljan nivo konsolidovanih drzavnih
javnih investicija posledica je niskih ulaganja kako
centralnog, tako i lokalnog nivoa drzave. Ipak, u
poslednjih nekoliko godina, javne investicije na
centralnom nivou drzave znatno su porasle, dok su
lokalne javne investicije ostale relativno niske, uprkos
dodatnoj decentralizaciji javnih prihoda (Randelovic,
2020). Uzimajudi u obzir da empirijska istrazivanja
pokazuju da su fiskalni multiplikatori povezani sa
javnim ulaganjima u evropskim ekonomijama u

razvoju relativno visoki (Petrovi¢, Arsi¢ & Nojkovic,
2021), niska javna wulaganja izazivaju znacajne
gubitke u smislu propustenog buduceg ekonomskog
rasta. Zbog toga je, u cilju podsticanja dugorocnog
ekonomskog rasta, pored brojnih drugih preduslova,
potrebno poboljsati institucionalne mehanizme koji
bi obezbedili relativno visok nivo javnih investicija
na svim nivoima drzave, ¢ija bi primena bila
transparentna i efikasan.

Predmet istraZzivanja u ovom radu je stanje
fiskalne decentralizacije u Republici Srbiji, kao i
analiza performansi sistema finansiranja lokalnih
samouprava i karakteristika lokalne politike javne
potrosnje, sa fokusom na javne investicije.

Shodno tome, u radu se testiraju dve hipoteze:

H1: Nivo lokalnih javnih investicija u Republici
Srbiji je nizak.

H2: Decentralizacija ~ prihoda, bez  uvodenja
sistemskih podsticaja, ne dovodi do automatskog
povecanja lokalnih javnih investicija.

Svrha ovih razmatranja je pruzanje utemeljene ocene
karakteristika institucionalnog uredenja vezanog
za finansiranje lokalne samouprave (LSU) u RS i
identifikacija podrucja za unapredenje mehanizama
finansiranja LSU, usmerenih na promociju lokalne
politike javnih investicija i podsticanje lokalnog
ekonomskog razvoja. Analiza u ovom radu zasniva
se na primeni metoda deskriptivne statisticke analize
agregatnih (makroekonomskih) podataka, dostupnih
u Biltenu javnih finansija za period 2010-2019". Procena
varijacija u strukturnim karakteristikama lokalne
politike javnih finansija vrsi se koriS¢enjem podataka
na nivou LSU, za 27 gradova i opstina u uzorku, za
koje su autori prikupili podatke o realizaciji budzeta.
Uzorci LSU ¢ine 52% ukupnog stanovnistva u RS, 59%
ukupnih izdataka LSU i 62% ukupnih prihoda LSU.

Ostatak rada strukturiran je na slede¢i nacin. Odeljak
2 pruza uvid u kljune cinjenice o teritorijalnoj
organizaciji i fiskalnoj decentralizaciji u RS. U
odeljku 3 analiziraju se karakteristike i performanse
instrumenata finansiranja LSU, dok se odeljak 4
bavi analizom stanja, strukture i dinamike politike
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javnih rashoda LSU, sa posebnim fokusom na lokalnu
politiku javnih investicija. U odeljku 5, ocenjuju se
karakteristike i performanse institucionalnog okvira
u domenu fiskalnog bilansa i duga LSU, dok su u
odeljku 6 data zaklju¢na razmatranja.

TERITORIJALNA ORGANIZACIJA 1
FISKALNA DECENTRALIZACIJA U
REPUBLICI SRBIJI

Republika Srbija je organizovana kao unitarna
drZzava, sa dominantnim nivoom centralnog nivoa
vlasti, te sub-centralnim nivoom vlasti koji se sastoji
od lokalnih samouprava i autonomnih pokrajina.
Lokalne samouprave mogu imati oblik opstina (obi¢no
iznad 10.000 tanovnika) i gradova (sa vise od 100.000
stanovnika). Ova ogranicenja za formiranje opstina i
gradova mogu se ublaziti iz ekonomskih, geografskih
i istorijskih razloga, Sto znaci da se opstine i gradovi
mogu formirati ¢ak i ako je ukupan broj stanovnika
manji od 10.000 odnosno, 100.000. Prema Zakonu
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o teritorijalnoj organizaciji Republike Srbije (2007),
njena teritorija se sastoji od 145 lokalnih samouprava:
117 opstina, 27 gradova i glavni grad (Beograd). Pored
toga, u RS postoje 24 okruga, koji su definisani kao
administrativne jedinice, bez efektivnih funkcija i
budZeta.

Prosecan broj stanovnika po LSU u RS iznosi blizu
48 hiljada, $to je za 37% vise od proseka Evropske
unije (EU) ili Zapadnog Balkana (ZB). S druge strane,
prosecna povrsina LSU u Republici Srbiji iznosi 534
km?, sto je blizu proseka EU i nesto vise od proseka
ZB (Slika 1). Ovi podaci ukazuju na to da su lokalne
samouprave u RS prilicno velike, posebno u pogledu
broja stanovnika, u poredenju sa evropskom praksom.

Teritorijalna organizacija moZe, donekle, oblikovati
fiskalnu  decentralizaciju =~ zemlje. ~ Fiskalna
decentralizacija se moze meriti na razliite nacine,
pri ¢emu je jedan od cesto koriscenih pokazatelja
koeficijent centralizacije, koji meri udeo rashoda
centralnog nivoa drzave u konsolidovanim
rashodima drzave (Rosen & Gayer, 2014). Zbog
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unitarnog karaktera drzave, 83% konsolidovanih
drZzavnih rashoda u RS realizuje se na nivou centralne
drZzave (budZet Republike Srbije, fondovi socijalnog
osiguranja i sli¢no), Sto je iznad proseka EU-27 i
Zapadnog Balkana (Slika 2). Podaci, predstavljeni
na Slici 2, sugeriSu postojanje veceg nivoa fiskalne
decentralizacije u razvijenim evropskim zemljama
nego u evropskim zemljama u razvoju. To je u skladu
sa nalazima drugih empirijskih studija, zasnovanih
na sofisticiranijoj metodologiji, koja uzima u obzir
ne samo raspodelu budZeta po nivoima vlasti, vec¢ i
efektivnu fiskalnu autonomiju, u pogledu funkcija i
ovlaScenja (Aristovnik, 2012; Molnar, 2014).

FINANSIRANJE LOKALNIH SAMOUPRAVA

Institucionalni okvir

Finansiranje LSU u RS regulisano je Zakonom o
finansiranju lokalne samouprave (2006). U skladu sa
Clanom 2 tog zakona, postoje tri grupe instrumenata
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namenskih transfera. Nenamenski transferi se
dele na: transfer za ujednacavanje, opsti transfer,
kompenzacioni transfer i transfer solidarnosti.
Ukupan iznos nenamenskih transfera utvrden je
Zakonom o finansiranju lokalne samouprave (2006), na
nivou 1,7% BDP-a. Ovaj iznos se koristi, prvenstveno,
za finansiranje transfera za ujednacavanje, koji
imaju za cilj da pomognu lokalnim samoupravama,
koje imaju losiji ucinak u smislu naplate prihoda,
zbog nerazvijenosti. Transferi za ujednacavanje
se isplacuju jedinicama lokalne samouprave koje
imaju ustupljene prihode po glavi stanovnika ispod
90% proseka ustupljenih prihoda po stanovniku
u svim LSU u RS. Kompenzacioni transfer ima za
cili da nadoknadi prihode koje su LSU izgubile
usled promene poreskog zakonodavstva od strane
centralnog nivoa vlasti. Ovaj transfer bi trebalo da
nadoknadi lokalnim samoupravama deo propustenih
(dodeljenih) poreskih prihoda, tako da relativni pad
poreskih prihoda centralnog nivoa vlasti i lokalnih
samouprava bude jednak. Opsti transfer se dodeljuje
svim LSU. Maksimalni iznos opsteg transfera
dobija se oduzimanjem transfera za ujednacavanje
i kompenzacionih transfera od ukupnog iznosa
nenamenskih transfera. Prema Clanu 42 Zakona
o finansiranju lokalne samouprave (2006), postoji
nekoliko kriterijuma na osnovu kojih se izracunava
iznos opsteg transfera LSU: broj stanovnika (65%
opsteg transfera), ukupna povrsina LSU (19,3%), broj
odeljenja u osnovnim $kolama (4,56%), broj osnovnih
skola (1,14%), broj odeljenja u srednjim skolama (2%),
broj srednjih Skola (0,5%), broj dece u obdaniStima
(6%), broj ustanova za brigu o deci (1,5%). Iznos
transfera za ujednacavanje, kompenzacionih i opstih
transfera za svaku LSU koriguje se koeficijentom
razvijenosti, koji se krece od 0,5 do 1, kako bi
se zaStitile nerazvijene LSU i podstakao njihov
ekonomski rast. Iznos transfera za ujednacavanje,
opstih i kompenzacionih transfera, namenjen Gradu
Beogradu, koristi se za finansiranje fonda za transfer
solidarnosti, koji se isplacuje ostalim LSU na osnovu
njihovog nivoa razvijenosti.

Namenski transferi se dele na funkcionalne transfere
i namenske transfere u uzem smislu. Funkcionalni
transfer ima za cilj da obezbedi sredstva LSU potrebna
za finansiranje dodatnih troskova LSU, nastalih zbog

prebacivanja funkcija i ovlasc¢enja sa centralnog nivoa
drzave na LSU. Na slican nacin, centralni nivo drzave
moze da pruZi lokalnim samoupravama namenski
transfer u uzem smislu, zahtevajuci od njih da koriste
taj transfer samo za obavljanje odredene funkcije,
kako je utvrdeno zakonom. Da bi se osigurala
transparentnost isplate, podaci o nenamenskim
transferima koji se daju svakoj LSU moraju biti
objavljeni u Fiskalnoj strategiji. Medutim, u praksi se
ovi podaci ne objavljuju redovno.

Opis Seme finansiranja LSU sugeriSe da velicina
budzeta LSU zavisi od njihove veli¢ine, nivoa
razvijenosti, funkcija, karakteristika javnih usluga,
itd, dok efikasnost upotrebe sredstava (struktura
rashoda) i napori na prikupljanju izvornih prihoda
nemaju direktan uticaj na sistem finansiranja LSU. To
znaci da Sema finansiranja LSU ne stvara sistemske
(pozitivne) podsticaje u smislu prikupljanja prihoda
(iz sopstvenih izvora), kao ni u pogledu produktivne
alokacije resursa (Arsi¢, Randelovi¢, Bucic i Vasiljevic,
2012).

Fiskalna izdasnost

Ukupni prihodi LSU u RS (ukljucujuci transfere
centralnog nivoa drzave) u 2019, iznosili su 2,7
milijardi evra, Sto je ekvivalentno 59% BDP-a.
Relativno, prihodi od lokalne samouprave u RS su
znatno ispod proseka EU (99% BDP-a). Medutim,
kada se uporedi sa novim drZzavama ¢lanicama EU iz
Centralne i Istocne Evrope (CIE), koje su uporedivije
sa RS, razlika je znatno manja (Slika 3). Prihodi LSU
u RS c¢ine 14% konsolidovanih drzavnih prihoda, $to
je znatno ispod proseka EU-27 (22%) i proseka novih
zemalja ¢lanica EU (20,7%). Ovo je posledica promena
u teritorijalnoj organizaciji kao i vertikalne raspodele
funkcija drzave. Kao rezultat promena u propisima
o finansiranju LSU i napora u pogledu prikupljanja
prihoda, ukupni prihodi LSU u RS, u 2019, realno su
porasli za 15% u poredenju sa 2010, uglavnom, zbog
povecanja poreza na zarade i poreza na imovinu, dok
su transferi centralnog nivoa drzave ostali gotovo
nepromenjeni.

Kriza javnog zdravlja, izazvana pandemijom
COVID-19, imala je znacajan negativan uticaj na
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ekonomske trendove u vecem delu sveta. Mnoge
zemlje, ukljucujucii RS, reagovale su putem masovnih
fiskalnih podsticaja, koji su ukljucivali opciju datu
privatnom sektoru da odloZi placanje poreza, Sto je
znatno ublazilo recesiju (Randelovi¢, 2021). Medutim,
podaci Ministarstva finansija pokazuju da su, u 2020,
poreski prihodi LSU u RS belezili blagi nominalni rast
(a realno su stagnirali), dok su ukupni prihodi lokalne
samouprave zabelezili blagi nominalni pad od 2,8%
(Ministarstvo finansija, 2020). Relativno blagi pad se
moze pripisati ¢injenici da veliki deo prihoda LSU
dolazi od poreza sa stabilnom poreskom osnovicom
(porezi na imovinu). Kako su drzavne subvencije
sprecile masovni rast nezaposlenosti, tako su i prihodi
od poreza na zarade bili stabilni. U isto vreme LSU su
prilagodile svoje javne rashode, koji su ukupno opali
za 3,4% u poredenju sa 2019.

Prihodi od poreza na dohodak cine 40% ukupnih
prihoda LSU, a vise od 4/5 ovih prihoda odnosi se
na porez na zarade. Drugi po veli¢ini instrumenti
finansiranja LSU su periodi¢ni porezi na imovinu,

a zatim transferi centralnog nivoa vlasti. Ova tri
instrumenta finansiranja ¢ine vise od 70% prihoda
LSU, dok preostali deo prihoda potice od poreza na
nasledstvo i poklone, poreza na promet imovine,
takse za isticanje firme, ostalih lokalnih komunalnih
i administrativnih taksi i naknada, kao i drugih
neporeskih i poreskih prihoda.

Struktura prihoda LSU (Slika 4), takode, ukazuje na
dominaciju namenskih prihoda i transfera, dok je
udeo izvornih prihoda, koji se definisu i naplacuju
od strane LSU, relativno nizak, sto u odredenoj meri
ogranicava njihovu autonomiju. Ovo je posledica
dizajna sistema javnih finansija, nedostatka podsticaja
i relativno niskih napora lokalnih samouprava na
prikupljanju prihoda.

Prema podacima na opstinskom nivou, prosecni
godisnji prihodi po stanovniku, na uzorku od 27
LSU, iznose 50.600 RSD. Raspodela po lokalnim
samoupravama ukazuje na relativno visoku
nejednakost u pogledu raspodele prihoda po LSU.
Prosecni koeficijent varijacije u uzorku od 27 lokalnih
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samouprava iznosi 37 (Slika 5), Sto je posledica
dizajna sistema finansiranja lokalnih samouprava
i regionalnih nejednakosti u pogledu ekonomskog
razvoja. Nejednakost u raspodeli prihoda se, zatim,
preslikava u nejednakost u raspodeli rashoda,
ukljucuju¢i  nejednakost u lokalnim  javnim
investicijama (Slika 10), sa nepovoljnim uticajem na
lokalne i regionalne razlike u pogledu ekonomskog
razvoja.

LOKALNA POLITIKA JAVNIH RASHODA

Institucionalni okvir

Funkcije i nadleznosti LSU u RS regulisani su
Zakonom o lokalnoj samoupravi (2007). Uopsteno
govoredi, funkcije lokalnih samouprava u RS sli¢ne
su ulogama dodeljenim lokalnim samoupravama u
mnogim drugim evropskim zemljama i ukljucuju
sledece:

izrada planova lokalnog ekonomskog razvoja
i olakSavanje poslovanja i uslova za priliv
investicija;

pruzanje lokalnih/komunalnih usluga (upravljanje
otpadom i vodnosnabedvanjem, grejanje, itd.),
javni prevoz i kori$cenje gradevinskog zemljista i
poslovnih prostora;

razvoj, odrzavanje i upravljanje lokalnim putevima
i drugom javnom infrastrukturom;

pruzanje pomo¢i u obezbedenju usluga u
obrazovanju (predskolsko, osnovno i srednje), pre
svega, u pogledu razvoja i odrzavanja obrazovne
infrastrukture (Skolske zgrade i oprema);

olakSavanje pruzanja usluga u istraZivanju i
inovacijama, kulturi, zdravstvu (odrzavanje i
razvoj infrastrukture primarne zdravstvene
zadtite), socijalnoj zastiti i sportu;

podsticanje razvoja turizma, zanatstva, trgovine i
ugostiteljstva;
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* pruzanje drugih usluga, vaznih za lokalni razvoj
(gradevinska dozvola, zastita od pozara, itd.).

Regulaciju i nadzor nad radom LSU vrsi Vlada
Republike Srbije - Ministarstvo za drzavnu upravu i
lokalnu samoupravu.

Javni rashodi - struktura i trendovi

Ukupni rashodi lokalnih samouprava u RS, u 2019,
iznosili su 6% BDP-a, odnosno 14,1% konsolidovanih
rashoda sektora drzave. Rashodi za robu i usluge
predstavljaju najvecu pojedinacnu stavku rashoda, sa
udelom od 36% u ukupnoj potrosnji, praceni ostalim
izdacima - uglavnom vezanim za socijalnu zastitu
(22% ukupne potrosnje) i zaradama (19% ukupne
potrosnje), dok su kapitalni izdaci ¢inili oko jedne
Sestine ukupne potrosnje LSU (Slika 6).

Zbog rasta prihoda i inflacije, izdaci za LSU u RS, u
period 2010-2019), nominalno su porasli za 71,7%,
dok je realni rast (uskladen za inflaciju) iznosio 19,2%
(Slika 7). Ovaj rast je, u velikoj meri, posledica rasta
potrosnje na robu i usluge (koje su u tom periodu
realno porasle za 90%). Povecanje neproduktivnih
rashoda podstaknuto je naglim prilivom prihoda

(zbog reforme raspodele poreza na zarade u 2011),
kao i prili¢no niskim nivoom odgovornosti u pogledu
lokalnog upravljanja javnim finansijama i ¢injenicom
da je u tom periodu na snazi bilo zamrzavanje
zaposljavanja u javnom sektoru, zbog cega su mnoge
lokalne samouprave pocele da eksterno ugovaraju
usluge koje su ranije bile pruzane interno.

Lokalna politika javnih investicija

U periodu 2011-2015, kapitalni izdaci (javne investicije
u lokalnu infrastrukturu) bile su u padu, uprkos
prilivu dodatnih poreskih prihoda usled reformi
implementiranih 2011. i 2014. Lokalne javne investicije
pocele su da rastu tek 2015, od kada beleze blagi
kontinuirani rast. Medutim, u 2019, lokalne javne
investicije iznosile su priblizno 450 miliona evra,
Sto je i dalje niZe, za 13% realno, u odnosu na 2010.
U relativnom iznosu, lokalne javne invesitcije u 2019,
(Slika 8) iznosile su 1% BDP-a, ¢ineci tako samo petinu
konsolidovanih javnih investicija.

lako su od 2015, lokalne javne investicije bile u porastu
(kako nominalno, tako i realno), one su rasle sporije
od investicija centralnog nivoa drzave, zbog Cega je
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udeo lokalnih javnih investicija u konsolidovanim
javnim investicijama kontinuirano opadao, pocev od
2011. Tako su 2011, lokalne javne investicije ¢inile 40%
ukupnih konsolidovanih javnih investicija, dok je do
2019, taj udeo prepolovljen (Slika 9).

U poredenju sa ostalim zemljama, ukupne javne
investicije lokalnih samouprava u RS su znatno
ispod proseka EU-27 (1,4% BDP-a) i proseka CIE (1,5%
BDP-a). Nove clanice EU iz CIE, u proseku ulazu
viSe iz budZeta lokalnih samouprava, nego razvijene
evropske zemlje, kako bi im se priblizile u pogledu
razvijenosti lokalne infrastrukture.  Relativno
niske lokalne javne investicije u Republici Srbiji u
poredenju sa ostalim zemljama CIE mogu se donekle
objasniti nizom javnom potrosnjom na lokalnom
nivou. Podaci, medutim, pokazuju da Republika
Srbija ima slabe rezultate i u pogledu udela javnih
investicija u ukupnim lokalnim javnim rashodima.
Stoga se niske javne investicije lokalnih samouprava
u Republici Srbiji mogu objasniti ograni¢enom
decentralizacijom prihoda, slabom politikom javnih

finansija na lokalnom nivou i nedostatkom kapaciteta
za planiranje i realizaciju infrastrukturnih projekata.

lako se cesto tvrdi da je fiskalna decentralizacija
na prihodnoj strani potrebna da bi se podstakle
javne investicije na lokalnom nivou, podaci (slike 7
i 8) pokazuju da obezbedenje dodatnih sredstava,
verovatno, nece automatski rezultirati porastom javnih
investicija, bez promene u institucionalnom uredenju
i kapacitetima i uvodenja sistemskih podsticaja. Bez
uvodenja veze izmedu alokacije prihoda i strukture
potrosnje LSU (na primer, putem podsticaja za rast i
dobro definisanih pokazatelja u¢inka), postoji rizik da
¢e se decentralizacija prihoda koristiti za finansiranje
stavki rashoda koje daju kratkorocne politicke koristi,
umesto da se sredstva usmere na razvoj preduslova
za dugoroni rast. To ilustruje opadaju¢i udeo
javnih investicija lokalnih samouprava u ukupnim
rashodima lokalne samouprave - sa 22% u 2010, na
16% u 2019 (Slika 9).

Analiza zasnovana na mikro podacima za 2018, za
27 lokalnih samouprava uklju¢enih u uzorak, takode,
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ukazuje na velike razlike u relativnom iznosu javnih
investicja medu lokalnim samoupravama (Slika
10). Prosec¢no ucesc¢e javnih investicija u ukupnim
rashodima iznosilo je 137%, sa koeficijentom
varijacije 44,6%. Velike razlike u lokalnim javnim
investicjama mogu biti uzrokovane nedostatkom
sistemske veze izmedu instrumenata finansiranja
LSU i njihove politike rashoda. Medutim, podaci za
lokalne samouprave ukljucene u uzorak pokazuju
da je, u proseku, izvrSenje javnih investicija nize za
20% od iznosa predvidenog godisnjim budzetom, te
da je priblizno prikupljenim prihodima. Ovo ukazuje
na to da lokalne samouprave, generalno, sistemski
precenjuju budZete kako bi u obzir uzele neizvesnost
u pogledu dinamike prihoda i efikasnost u pogledu
upravljanja projektima.

Podaci o 27 uzorackih lokalnih samouprava, takode,
ukazuju na to da su lokalne javne investicije,
uglavnom, usmerene na razvoj zajednice (29%)" i
tradicionalnu rekonstrukciju i odrzavanje ulica
(269%). Ulaganja u obrazovanje, kulturu i sportsku
infrastrukturu ¢ine blizu 13% investicija, dok ulaganja
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u zelenu infrastrukturu (zivotna sredina, upravljanje
otpadom, vodosnabdevanje i upravljanje otpadnim
vodama) ¢ine manje od 6% ukupnih javnih investicija
lokalnih samouprava (Slika 11). S druge strane, veliki
deo lokalnih javnih investicija (18,9%) odlazi na razvoj
drugih vrsta infrastrukture, potrebne za pruzanje
administrativnih i opstih usluga.

Uzimajuéi u obzir relativno nizak kvalitet putne
infrastrukture na lokalnom nivou, nedostatak
odgovarajuceg  sistema  upravljanja  otpadom,
vodosnabdevanjem  ili  sistemom  upravljanja
otpadnim vodama, te nizak kvalitet vazduha,
moglo bi se ocekivati vece ucesce investicija u ove
vrste infrastrukture, u ukupnom iznosu kapitalnih
izdataka. Prikazani podaci signaliziraju da to nije
slucaj, izmedu ostalog, zbog nedostatka sistemskog
okvira koji bi podstakao produktivna ulaganja i
potencijalno doprineo rekonstrukciji i odrzavanju
kriticne infrastrukture. Vlada RS je najavila
dugorocni plan javnih investicija ,Republika Srbija
2025" u kojem se ulaganje u lokalnu infrastrukturu
navodi kao jedan od prioriteta. S obzirom na to da
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je uloga LSU da investira i odrzava komunalnu
infrastrukturu, moglo bi se preporuciti da se pomocu
investicionog plana uvedu sistemski podsticaji za
LSU kako bi povecali napore u pogledu razvoja i
rehabilitacije davno zapustene lokalne infrastrukture,
umesto da centralni nivo drzave bude direktno
angazovan na razvoju komunalne infrastrukture.
Kreiranje jasnog plana i ciljeva trebalo bi da utice i
na promenu nacina razmisljanja, tako da fokus bude
na traznji umesto na ponudi lokalnih dobara, Sto
bi lokalnim samoupravama olaksalo planiranje na
srednji i dugi rok.

FISKALNI BILANS LOKALNIH
SAMOUPRAVA

Prema Zakonu o budzetskom sistemu (2009), LSU
moze da ostvari fiskalni deficit samo u svrhu
finansiranja lokalnih javnih investicija. Fiskalni
deficit lokalne samouprave, medutim, ne moze biti
veci od 10% njenih javnih prihoda u odgovarajucoj
godini. U slucaju sprovodenja velikog investicionog
projekta, LSU moZe zatraziti od Ministarstva finansija

odobrenje za ostvarenje fiskalnog deficita veceg od
ove granice, dok ¢e odluka Ministarstva finansija
zavisiti od opravdanosti zahteva i opsteg fiskalnog
okvira.

Deficit lokalne samouprave moze se finansirati
zaduZivanjem. Clan 33 Zakona o javnom dugu (2005)
dozvoljava lokalnim samoupravama da pozajmljuju
novac na trzistu, uz pismenu saglasnost Ministarstva
finansija. Ukupan dug, prikupljen za finansiranje
tekuce likvidnosti, ne moze pre¢i 5% ukupnih
prihoda u poslednjih godinu dana. S druge strane,
dugorotno zaduzivanje je dozvoljeno samo u svrhu
finansiranja javnih investicija ili otplate dugova, uz
sledeca ogranicenja:

* dugorocni dug ne moze biti ve¢i od 50% budzeta
LSU u prethodnoj godini;

* izdaci za placanje kamata i otplatu duga ne smeju
preci 15% tekucih prihoda LSU u odgovarajucoj
godini.

LSU ne smeju da izdaju garancije. Fiskalna
pravila lokalne samouprave, utvrdena Zakonom o
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budZetskom sistemu (2009), u skladu su sa pravilima
o zaduzivanju, predvidenim Zakonom o javnom dugu
(2005).

U poslednjoj deceniji (2020-2019), LSU u RS uglavnom
su ostvarivale fiskalni suficit, dok je deficit na
nivou svih LSU zabelezen samo u 2012, 2013 i 2019.
Prosecni fiskalni bilans LSU u RS, u periodu 2010-
2019, iznosio je blizu 55 milijardi dinara (suficit),
Sto je ekvivalentno 2,8% njihovih ukupnih prihoda
(Slika 12). Ovo je znatno ispod gornje granice deficita
(10% javnih prihoda), kako je utvrdeno Zakonom o
budzetskom sistemu (2009). U istom vremenskom
periodu, ukupni rashodi na otplatu kamata i izdaci
koji se odnose na otplatu duga u LSU u RS iznosili su
12 milijardi dinara (blizu 100 miliona evra) godisnje,
odnosno, ekvivalentno 5,5-6% njihovih prihoda, to je,
takode, daleko ispod zakonske granice (15% prihoda).

ZAKLJUCAK

Empirijske studije pokazuju da su u poslednje
dve decenije LSU u Republici Srbiji ostvarile

konvergenciju unutar dva klastera, dok beogradski
okrug ne pokazuje znake konvergencije ni sa
jednim ni sa drugim klasterom (Barrios et al, 2020).
Uprkos konvergenciji klubova, i dalje postoje
znacajne lokalne i regionalne razlike, koje podsticu
migracije produktivnog stanovnistva ka razvijenijim
regionima, podrivajuéi na taj nain Sanse za
konvergenciju nerazvijenih podrucja. Rezultati
empirijskih studija pokazuju da cak i relativno male
promene u ekonomskim nejednakostima mogu imati
velike efekte na obim migracija (Denett, 2014). U ovom
radu analiziran je stepen fiskalne decentralizacije u
RS i karakteristike lokalnih politika javnih finansija,
sa fokusom na politiku javnih investicija na lokalnom
nivou, jer je, strateski posmatrano, zeleni rast, kao
i rast orijentisan ka razvoju lokalne infrastrukture
jedan od kljucnih preduslova za ekonomski razvoj.

Rezultati, prezentovani u ovom radu, dovode do
nekoliko bitnih naucnih i prakticnih zakljucaka.
Utvrdeno je da su LSU u RS prili¢no velike, posebno
u pogledu prosecnog broja stanovnika, u poredenju
sa evropskom praksom. Istovremeno, stepen fiskalne
decentralizacije u RS je ispod evropskog proseka.
Javni prihodi i rashodi lokalne samouprave (u
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odnosu na BDP) u RS su nizi od proseka EU i CIE.
Tri najveca instrumenta za prikupljanje prihoda LSU
su porez na dohodak gradana, porezi na imovinu i
transferi centralnog nivoa drzave, koji ¢ine gotovo %
ukupnih lokalnih javnih prihoda. Vise od polovine
prihoda LSU se dodeljuje, ili prenosi, od strane
centralnog nivoa drzave, Sto ukazuje na nizak stepen
fiskalne autonomije. Dobijeni pokazatelji sugerisu
da su lokalne javne investicije u RS niske, dok je
varijacija njihove relativne visine po LSU velika.
Tako, na strani lokalnih javnih rashoda, glavne
stavke predstavljaju nabavka dobara i usluga i zarade,
koje ¢ine 55% ukupnih rashoda, dok je udeo javnih
investicija u ukupnim izdacima LSU tek 16% (Sto
¢ini samo petinu konsolidovanih javnih investicija).
Relativna veli¢ina javnih investicija LSU u RS (1%
BDP-a) je znatno ispod proseka CIE (1,4% BDP-a).
Decentralizacija dodatnih javnih prihoda, sprovedena
pocetkom prethodne decenije, nije dovela do rasta
lokalnih javnih investicija, ve¢ su one u znatnom
delu tog perioda cak i opadale. Javne investicije LSU
u RS su, uglavnom, orijentisane na razvoj zajednice
i tradicionalnu rekonstrukciju i odrZavanje ulica,
dok su ulaganja u obrazovanje, kulturu i sportsku

infrastrukturu kao i u infrastrukturu Zivotne sredine
prilicno niska. Uprkos porastu ukupnih prihoda
(na primer, decentralizacija prihoda od poreza na
zarade), tokom poslednje decenije, javne investicije
LSU zabelezile su realan pad. Cinjenica da je znacajan
broj LSU imao niska javna ulaganja, ¢ak i u periodima
kada su imale budzetski suficit, ukazuje da se,
pored fiskalnih ogranicenja, neke od njih suocavaju
i sa ogranicenjima u pogledu svojih kapaciteta za
planiranje i sprovodenje investicionih projekata.
Nizak nivo lokalnih javnih investicija i Cinjenica
da se one nisu povecale ni kada su prihodi porasli,
signaliziraju da lokalnim samoupravama nedostaju
kapaciteti za srednjorocno i dugorocno planiranje
i da institucionalnom dizajnu sistema finansiranja
lokalnih samouprava nedostaju sistematski podsticaji
za lokalne investicije usmerene na rast i razvoj. To je
zbog toga Sto iznos prihoda koje lokalne samouprave
ostvaruju, kao i transferi koje dobijaju od centralne
drzave, ne zavise od kvaliteta i efikasnosti njihove
fiskalne politike. SkoraSnje promene planskih propisa
u RS, koje zahtevaju pripremu razvojnih planova (za
period od sedam godina) i srednjoro¢nih planova
(za period od tri godine), mogle bi predstavljati
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mehanizam za unapredenje planskih kapaciteta
ukoliko se budu pravilno pripremili i kontrolisali.
Pouke iz uporedne (medunarodne) prakse ukazuju
da uvodenje sistemskih podsticaja moZe biti efikasno
za trajnije i odrzivije povecanje (zelenih) javnih
investicija. Rec je o podsticajima koji nagraduju lokalne
samouprave koje ve¢i deo svoje javne potrosnje
usmeravaju u produktivne svrhe. Uz to, sistemski
pristup reformi javne uprave, koji bi rezultirao
poboljSanjem administrativnih, tehnickih i planskih
kapaciteta, takode, moze doprineti unapredenju
ukupne efikasnosti lokalne politike javnih investicija.

Shodno prethodno navedenom, naucna relevantnost
dobijenih rezultata odnosi se na razmatranje veze
izmedu fiskalne decentralizacije i javnih investicija,
a posebno na povezanost dinamike javnih prihoda
i visine lokalnih javnih investicija, u uslovima
odsustva sistemskih podsticaja za investicije. Osim
toga, dobijeni rezultati pruzaju relevantne uvide za
kreatore javnih politika, bududi da se u radu, pored
analize stanja, identifikuju i uzroci niskih lokalnih
javnih investicija, kao i kljucne institucionalne
barijere za njihovo povecanje. Analiza u ovom radu
zasnovana je na metodama deskriptivne statisticke
analize. Za pruzanje dodatnih uvida u pogledu
veze izmedu nivoa fiskalne decentralizacije i visine
lokalnih javnih investicija, bilo bi neophodno,
primenom relevantnih metoda ekonometrijske
analize, kontrolisati uticaj drugih faktora. Osim toga,
pored odnosa fiskalne decentralizacije i lokalnih
javnih investcija, relevantnim se smatra i pitanje
uticaja visine i strukture lokalnih javnih investicija
na lokalni ekonomski razvoj, sto moze predstavljati
relevantno pitanje za buduca istraZivanja.

ENDNOTE

S obzirom na to da su ekonomska i fiskalna kretanja u
2020, bila pod uticajem vanrednih dogadaja uzrokovanih
pandemijom  COVID-19,  razmatranje  strukturnih
karakteristika politike lokalnih javnih finansija za osnovu
podataka za 2020, moze dovesti do pogresnih zakljucaka,
zbog Cega je uzorak ogranicen na period do 2019. Podaci
za RS, ukljuceni u ovu analizu, odnose se na teritoriju
Republike Srbije bez Kosova i Metohije*, koje je prema

rezoluciji 1244 Saveta bezbednosti Ujedinjenih nacija
formalno pod upravom UN od 1999.

Podaci se odnose na 2019. Podaci o rashodima po glavi
stanovnika, po LSU, prikazani na Slici 10, odnose se na 2018,
Sto je i poslednja godina za koju su podaci o rashodima po
lokalnim samoupravama raspoloZivi.

Prema zvani¢noj COFOG Kklasifikaciji, razvoj zajednice
obuhvata: poslove i usluge administriranja razvoja zajednice
- administriranje zoniranja, kori$¢enja zemljiSta i izgradnje,
regulisanje i planiranje novih zajednica ili rehabilitacije
zajednice, planiranje unapredenja i razvoja objekata, kao
Sto su objekti za stanovanje, industriju, javni komunalni
objekti, zdravstvo, obrazovanje, kulturu, rekreaciju itd,
pripremu shema finansiranja razvoja; pripremu i Sirenje
opstih informacija, tehnicke dokumentacije i statistika
u vezi sa poslovima i uslugama povezanim sa razvojem
zajednice.
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This paper analyses the level of fiscal decentralization and structural characteristics of local public
finances in Republic of Serbia with focus on local public investments. Share of central government
expenditures in consolidated government spending of 83%, indicates relatively high degree of fiscal
centralization. In spite of significant rise in local public revenues in the last decade public investments
remained low - amounting to 1% of GDP, which is significantly below EU and Central and Eastern Europe
average (14 and 1.5% GDP, respectively). Our results indicate large variation in relative size of public
investments across LSGs. Most local public investments are focused on roads maintenance administrative
infrastructure, while investments in environment and education are low. To tackle local disparities in
terms of quality of local infrastructure and to foster economic convergence, development of planning and
implementation capacities and introduction of systemic incentives for local public investments should be
considered.
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