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ABBREVIATIONS
CAQA Commission for Quality Assurance 
EHEA European Higher Education Area
ENQA European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education 
EQAR European Quality Assurance Register for Higher Education 
ESG European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the 

European Higher Education Area
EU European Union
HEI higher education institution
ICT information and communication technology
ISCED International Standard Classification of Education 
IT information technology 
MoESTD Ministry of Education, Science, and Technological Development 

of the Republic of Serbia
NEAQA National Entity for Accreditation and Quality Assurance 
NQF National Qualifications Framework
OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
PISA Programme for International Student Assessment 
SORS Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia
STEM science, technology, engineering and mathematics
STEP skills towards employment and productivity 

TRENDS IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
AS A DRIVER OF SERBIA’S ECONOMIC 
AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT
Higher education is perceived among the general public in Serbia as an important factor of 
economic and societal development, and enrolment at the tertiary education level is now on par 
with the EU average. Despite the overall decline in the student-age population, demand for access 
to tertiary education, particularly at the university level, continues to grow among all segments of the 
population. The gross enrolment rate for tertiary education is now approximately 69 per cent, similar 
to the average in the EU. According to data from PISA 2018, approximately 80 per cent of students 
expect to complete tertiary education, compared to 69 per cent for the OECD on average. However, 
tertiary education attainment among the population aged 30–34, at approximately 34 per cent, lags 
behind the EU average of 40 per cent. 

Source: World Development Indicators

Higher education is also a key factor contributing to employability, with tertiary-level educated 
workers significantly more likely to be employed than workers educated at lower levels. Over the 
last several years, the unemployment rates have declined regardless of level of education, reflecting an 
overall improvement in the economic conditions and robustness of the labour force in Serbia. How-
ever, workers educated at the tertiary level (equivalent to ISCED 5 or higher) face consistently lower 
unemployment rates than those with secondary general or vocational education. While the overall 
activity rate was measured at 68 per cent of the population aged 15–64, it is 87 per cent for those with 
tertiary education. 

Even so, only 69 per cent of recent tertiary graduates between the ages of 20 and 34 are em-
ployed, and there is a need to strengthen the connection between higher education and labour 
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market demand.1 This number is 17 per cent lower than the EU average, but 13 per cent higher than 
what this figure looked like for Serbia in 2010. Businesses in Serbia also report an “inadequately edu-
cated workforce” as a business environment constraint, and in fact the largest employers (with 100+ 
employees) report this as the most significant constraint to their operations.2 Weak connection be-
tween higher education and labour market demand is the result of reliance on traditional or outdated 
teaching methods, obsolete curricula, limited opportunities to gain practical skills, and insufficient 
integration of university research and innovation.3 Study programmes in private higher education 
institutions (HEI) are perceived to be better oriented towards the labour market, compared to pro-
grammes in public HEIs, with the gap being larger in Serbia than other countries in the Western Bal-
kans.4 The new Law on Dual Education in Higher Education aims to address some of these challenges 
(see section on Dual Model). These issues also lead prospective students to give high preference to 
opportunities for employment and international position and reputation of the HEI as the highest 
criteria for selecting an HEI.5 

Source: Eurostat; STEP Survey 2016, rural areas only

Enrolment is increasingly concentrated in public (state) universities, particularly at the Univer-
sity of Belgrade, further indicating that the public sector plays an increasingly large role in high-
er education service provision. Over the last 10 years, enrolment in HEIs has become increasingly 
concentrated in public universities, with the share of enrolment increasing from 65 to 73 per cent of 
total tertiary enrolment since 2010/11, according to data from SORS. The share enrolled in private 
universities has declined slightly, from 14 to 12 per cent, while the share enrolled in public and private 
higher schools and colleges has decreased from 21 per cent to 16 per cent. This indicates the domi-
nant role of the four largest universities – University of Belgrade, University of Novi Sad, University of 

1 Eurostat (2019). 
2 World Bank (2019). 
3 ETF (2019).
4 Bartlett et al. (2016). 
5 Mitić and Mojić (2020).

Nis and University of Kragujevac – to the overall direction of the higher education system. Together, 
these four universities enrol over 70 per cent of total tertiary education students in Serbia. The Uni-
versity of Belgrade alone enrols around 40 per cent of all tertiary education students.

Enrolment trends are also gradually shifting in terms of cycle of study, with a greater share of 
students studying at the master’s and doctoral levels. About three quarters of all students enrolled 
in tertiary education are enrolled in bachelor’s programmes, with the remaining quarter enrolled at 
advanced levels (20 per cent at master’s level and 5 per cent in doctoral programmes). However, the 
share in master’s programmes has increased from 18 to 20 per cent since 2015, indicating a growing 
effort to ensure continuation of students and development of research capacity for the country. 

 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from SORS and MoESTD

Enrolment trends also reflect some changes over the last several years, including a shift away 
from social sciences towards STEM, ICT and health care fields. Increasing the level of enrol-
ment in STEM and related fields was a goal of the Education Development Strategy until 2020. 
Enrolment data from MoESTD and SORS indicate that the share of enrolments in STEM, ICT and 
health care fields has increased from 41 to 46 per cent since 2015, while the share of enrolment 
in business, social sciences, education and arts has declined from 48 to 43 per cent during the 
same period. These trends indicate that both parents and students follow the potential for greater 
employability, higher salaries and the possibility to work abroad. Many perceive that chances to 
achieve all three ‘goals’ are much higher if someone completes study programmes in fields such as 
IT, electrical engineering or mechanical engineering. Therefore, these trends are a result of elastic-
ity of demand for higher education being aligned with the existing and anticipated labour market 
trends and potential to work abroad.

However, only 35 per cent of graduates produced annually come from the study fields deemed 
as opportunities for sustainable economic growth: agribusiness, manufacturing, tourism, phar-
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maceuticals and ICT.6 From this 35 per cent, most graduates (49 per cent) are from engineering, 
manufacturing and construction; followed by 28 per cent of students graduating in general health and 
welfare disciplines; and 16 per cent graduating with ICT qualifications. The least amount of graduates 
(7 per cent) are from agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary sciences.7 Targeting these study 
fields to promote enrolment and retention and to improve quality and labour market relevance will 
be critical for strengthening the linkages between higher education and the local skills needs of the 
labour market. 

 

Source: Authors’ analysis of MoESTD and SORS data

Women represent a growing share of enrolments in higher education, including across virtual-
ly all study fields, although gender-based segregation in the labour market remains common. 
Although the share of women enrolled in tertiary education has exceeded that of men for at least the 
last decade in Serbia, the share of women’s enrolment has increased from 55 per cent in 2007 to 57 
per cent 2019. Furthermore, this increase over time has continued in all study fields, even in those 
study fields in which women represent a small share, such as ICT, engineering, manufacturing and 
construction. A gender disparity also exists with men studying in certain fields, like education, health 
and welfare, which negatively affects gender balance in those industries. However, employment and 
labour market participation rates among women are lower, indicating a high level of gender-specific 
labour market segregation, which contributes to gender-based income and wage inequality.8 

6 World Bank (2015), Serbia SCD; World Bank (2019). Serbia Country Economic Memorandum: Serbia’s New Growth Agenda.
7 Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia (2018b). 
8 Oliver-Burgess et al. (2020).

Source: Authors’ analysis of SORS data

Additionally, there is a risk of dropout and failure to complete studies, particularly among 
self-financed students, although available information on student persistence, dropout and 
completion is limited. Available evidence, though limited, indicates that self-financing students are 
more likely to interrupt their studies for periods of over one year, increasing the risk that they will 
not complete.9 Higher education dropout represents a deadweight loss for the economy, and effec-
tive assessment and tracing of dropout would enable development of prevention mechanisms which 
would enhance higher education effectiveness and equitable contribution to economic and societal 
development. Available education statistics are underdeveloped, and officially collected data by the 
Statistical Office are not checked at faculties. Specifically, data on the number of enrolled students 
is collected once a year (in October/November), and changes throughout the year are not taken into 
account (e.g., number of students that left a faculty and enrolled in another faculty; number of newly 
enrolled students during the academic year; number of students on approved study leave). In addition, 
published and available data on study programme completion do not include important elements 
such as enrolment year, length of the study programme, or whether a student was previously enrolled 
at other faculties. This prevents more thorough analysis of a profile of students who are most likely 
to drop out of their study programme. Therefore, there is a need for an improved data collection and 
analysis, which might be enabled through the newly launched Unified Information System of Educa-
tion in 2020.

Higher education reforms have been incremental over the last 10 years, with many improve-
ments driven by institutional or individual efforts, although the policy landscape has evolved 
significantly in recent years. Serbia joined the pan-European Bologna Process in 2003, which cre-
ated the foundation for Serbia to join the European Higher Education Area (EHEA). In 2005, Serbia 
adopted the first Law on Higher Education, and higher education was explicitly included as part of 
the 2012 Strategy for Education Development in Serbia until 2020. Progress towards higher education 

9 Savić et al. (2016).
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reform has since been incremental, as described in the ex-post analysis of the Strategy for Education 
Development until 2020.10 However, several important legislative changes have been introduced re-
cently, including the 2017 Law on Higher Education, the 2018 Law on the National Qualifications 
Framework (NQF),11 and the 2019 Law on the Dual Model in Higher Education. Even so, it is also 
important to note that higher education financing and governance was not addressed in these reforms. 

Along with labour market relevance, quality assurance remains an important agenda for high-
er education in Serbia. The 2017 Law on Higher Education importantly established the National 
Entity for Accreditation and Quality Assurance (NEAQA), which has received affiliate status with 
the European Association for Quality Assurance (ENQA).12 This is critical for ensuring implemen-
tation of the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education 
Area (ESG-2015). Even though the ENQA review found that NEAQA is only partially compliant 
with six of the ESGs, it concluded that NEAQA is in substantial compliance with the ESF given the 
level of visible improvement since 2017 and “in the context of Serbian HE which is in a large degree 
determined by the law and characterized by a relatively low level of institutional autonomy.”13 How-
ever, Serbia is not a governmental member of the European Quality Assurance Register for Higher 
Education (EQAR). As an independent legal entity, NEAQA has its own financial account, and it is 
no longer part of the budget of the MoESTD. NEAQA is meant to be funded solely through fees, 
which have been increased to about EUR 15,000 for initial institutional accreditation, EUR 5,000 for 
periodic institutional accreditation or audits, and EUR 2,700 for programme accreditation with small 
variations in price for different types of institutions or programmes. 

10 For more details, see: Education Development Strategy until 2020 Ex Post Analysis
11 Serbia’s NQF contains eight levels of education, stipulating the knowledge, skills and competences associated with each level which 

can be attained through formal education, non-formal education and informal learning. Serbia’s NQF is aligned with the European 
Qualifications Framework (EQF), as explained in detail in MoESTD (2019). 

12 NEAQA was established as an independent institution as the legal successor to the previous Commission for Quality Assurance 
(CAQA), first established in 2005. CAQA had been a full member of ENQA since 2013. NEAQA is currently not registered on EQAR 
but was registered from 2014 to 2017. CAQA continues to exist as a professional body of NEAQA.

13 Hermann et al. (2020).

OVERVIEW OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
FINANCING AND FINANCIAL 
AUTONOMY IN SERBIA
Serbia’s higher education system is primarily comprised of four publicly funded state universi-
ties, comprised of a total of 72 faculties and enrolling about 70 per cent of all students enrolled 
at the tertiary education level. The tertiary education system comprises higher education institu-
tions (faculties and universities) as well as colleges of applied studies. In total, about 86 per cent of 
all students enrolled at the tertiary level are attending public institutions.14 Over the past decade, the 
share of budget-funded students at the bachelor’s and master’s levels has ranged between 42 and 45 
per cent, while the share of fee-paying students has ranged from 55 to 58 per cent, according to data 
from SORS. Even though many students enrolled in public institutions pay tuition fees, it shows the 
significance of the public sector at the tertiary education level for guaranteeing access, maintaining 
quality, and overall governance and regulation of the tertiary education system. Public institutions 
also produce the bulk of domestic research and development (R&D).15

Table 1. Tertiary education system in Serbia

Name of institution Number of legal entity institutions Share of total tertiary education enrolment

Public higher education institutions 

University of Belgrade 31 faculties 39% of students

University of Novi Sad 15 faculties 18% of students

University of Nis 13 faculties 8% of students

University of Kragujevac 13 faculties 6% of students

University of Arts 5 faculties 1% of students

Academy of Criminalistic and Police Studies <1% of students

University of Defence <1% of students

Public colleges of applied studies 

43 colleges 14% of students

Private higher education institutions 

11 private universities 43 faculties 12% of students

Private colleges of applied studies

14 colleges 2% of students

Overall, the level of public funding dedicated to tertiary education in Serbia has been declining 
in line with the decline in education sector spending. Overall, Serbia spends about 3.9 per cent 
of GDP on education at all levels, compared to 4.6 per cent for the EU and 3.5 per cent for other 
upper-middle-income countries in Europe and Central Asia. Serbia’s overall level of spending has re-
mained at around 3.8–3.9 per cent of GDP for the last several years, with the majority of public funds 

14 This analysis focuses primarily on public HEIs – faculties and universities.
15 This paper focuses primarily on higher education and teaching and does not consider R&D. 
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going towards pre-primary, primary and secondary education. At the tertiary education level, public 
funding from the state budget amounted to about 0.55 per cent of GDP in 2018, compared to the EU 
and OECD averages of 0.8 per cent of GDP. This figure for Serbia has declined slightly from a high of 
0.67 per cent in 2014. It should be noted that these figures only include budget funding for tertiary 
education purposes, excluding R&D spending and private spending by public HEIs from own source 
revenues. Approximately 14 per cent of total public spending on education from the state budget goes 
towards tertiary education. However, as mentioned above, public HEIs generate own source revenues 
through private tuition payments and spend that in supplement to the overall level of public spending 
on tertiary education. In 2018, for every 1 dinar spent by the public sector, public HEIs themselves 
spent another 0.68 dinars. In total, revenues for education purposes in 2018 amounted to about 0.91 
per cent of GDP, with 0.55 per cent of GDP coming from the state budget and another 0.36 per cent 
coming from own source revenues.

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from OECD Education at a Glance, Eurostat, and EUA Public Funding Observatory

The structural feature, which highly influences Serbia’s higher education funding model, is that 
universities are not organizationally or financially integrated, and instead represent a confed-
eration of faculties. In financial terms, this means that the ‘university’ represents only the university 
Rectorate, while the constituent faculties are independent legal entities financed directly by the state 
budget. The State provides budgetary funds mainly for salaries, allowances and employee benefits for 
academic and administrative staff of faculties and the Rectorate. Faculties, which belong to a certain 
university and are financed directly by the state budget, contribute to Rectorate financing by transfer-
ring determined amounts out of their own revenues according to the institutional agreement. 

Historically, there was a vision towards greater financial centralization at the university level, 
but it was never implemented. At the time of the 2005 Law on Higher Education, there was a stra-
tegic decision to prescribe descriptive competences of universities through the model of “integrative 
functions of the university” (Law on Higher Education article 58). These functions included 15 fields: 
strategic planning; study programmes adoption; quality assurance; enrolment policy; academic staff 
promotion; issuance of diplomas and diploma supplements; international cooperation and mobility; 
investment planning; code of ethics; intellectual property protection; teaching staff engagement poli-
cy; information system development; life-long learning and student career counselling. At one point, 
it was envisaged that the role of university/rectorate would steadily expand and that the budgetary 

funds would be increasingly streamlined from the State via the university/rectorate towards faculties. 
The 2005 Law on Higher Education contained an article which prescribed that MoESTD would sign 
a contract with the university and consequently that budgetary funds would be allocated from the 
university level to faculties. However, this article was later removed from the 2017 Law of Higher 
Education.

The decentralized university model, combined with the input-based funding and low degree 
of financial autonomy, creates deadweight losses and misses opportunities for economies of 
scale, which may become increasingly important given the near-term impacts of COVID-19 
and the longer-term impacts of demographic trends. The decentralized university model propa-
gates some duplication of efforts, such as the same courses held at different faculties within the same 
university; for example, in mathematics, chemistry, physics and sociology.16 The existing higher ed-
ucation funding model in Serbia (described in more detail below), combined with the relatively low 
level of financial autonomy for HEIs, does not provide any incentive for faculties to optimize active 
teaching expenditures (lectures and exercises) related to delivery of identical courses with the same 
or similar syllabi and learning outcomes at different faculties. For example, faculties are not permit-
ted to keep a financial surplus, so any funds saved cannot be kept and reallocated by the faculty for 
other purposes.17 

Public funding for higher education institutions in Serbia comprises institutional funding for 
teaching and for research, although the State provides full financial autonomy for HEIs to gen-
erate and allocate own source revenues. The institutional funding for teaching covers basic salaries 
of teaching and non-teaching staff based on the detailed set of input variables, and this is intended to 
finance the delivery of study programmes through teaching students at different cycles of study. Ad-
ditionally, institutional funding for research provides additional income for the teaching staff engaged 
in research activities. A key feature of higher education funding in Serbia, as in some other Eastern 
European countries, is the mixed model whereby students may apply to the so-called ‘budget-funded 
places’ (or ‘state-funded places’), while other students can enrol in ‘self-financed places’ within a given 
faculty. This mixed model has implications for institutional funding (overall level of funding, internal 
allocation policies), as well as for equity of access (discussed separately). 

Faculties rely on public funding, but the degree of dependence varies considerably across fac-
ulties, since most faculties also generate own source revenues for which they have discretion 
over how it is used. Three main sources of own source revenues include: (i) tuition fees and other 
study-related administrative fees from self-financed students; (ii) additional research funding through 
Science Fund18 competitive grants; (iii) national and international projects, including Erasmus+ pro-
jects; and (iv) provision of specialized services on the market to public and private sector entities in 
Serbia and/or abroad. Tuition fees and various administrative fees are the most important stream of 
revenues for faculties which belong to social sciences and humanities. Technical faculties are more 
oriented towards cooperation and partnership with private companies, allowing them to generate 
own revenues through the provision of services on the market. For example, at the University of Bel-
grade, over 70 per cent of enrolled students in the faculties of Law, Economics and Political Sciences 
are self-financed, meaning that these faculties are less dependent on state funds given the high share 
of tuition fee revenue. 

16 This is applicable to all public universities except the only integrated public university State University of Novi Pazar.
17 Bennetot Pruvot and Estermann (2017).
18 It is too early to analyze results and impact due to the fact that the Science Fund started with the first competitive grants scheme in 2020.
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Source: Authors’ analysis of SORS data for 2018/19 academic year

INPUT-BASED FINANCING MODEL
Higher education institutions in Serbia receive funding according to an input-based funding 
model that combines elements of line-item budgeting with formula financing. The State allo-
cates earmarked funds for teaching and non-teaching staff salaries and partially covers running and 
maintenance costs (up to the ratio of budgetary funds in overall institutional revenues, as reported to 
MoESTD by the faculties). The allocated funds are earmarked according to the line-item budgeting 
of expenditures (net salaries; social contributions; various types of running costs; maintenance costs; 
capital investment) and therefore it is not possible to reallocate and transfer any potential savings be-
tween the line items. Therefore, faculties have a strong incentive to generate additional own revenues 
as they are obligated to cover a larger portion of recurrent and maintenance costs. 

The funding model can be defined as an input-based system in which the number of enrolled 
students determines the number of teaching staff to be funded through the state budget. The 
input-based funding formula is simple in that it takes into account differences between various fields 
of study and thus enables smaller studying groups and lower student/teacher ratio for STEM fields in 
comparison to social sciences and humanities (see Box 1).19 

Box 1. Higher education funding formula

The formula for calculating the amount of funding allocated from the state budget for the salaries of 
academic staff (A) involves three basic components: 
• Basic salary (BS) for employees in the higher education sector;
• Average coefficient (AC) of the complexity of work for all academic staff members at respective faculty;
• Number of needed academic staff (NNAS) for all study programmes at the faculty level;

A = BS x AC x NNAS

The basic salary (BS) is an element of the formula which is determined by the collective agreement between trade 
unions and the State. It is usually negotiated every year and adjusted from time to time to account for inflation. On the 
basis of the basic salary, all other employer contributions to health, social, unemployment and pension insurance are 
calculated, and the gross amount is taken as the basis for further calculation. 
The average coefficient (AC) represents an average of all coefficients of the academic staff employed at a specific 
faculty. Each academic staff member has a certain coefficient by which the basic salary is multiplied in order to de-
termine his/her actual salary. The coefficient is dependent on the educational degree/qualifications and academic 
rank, and it should reflect complexity and responsibility of the specific work position. The Regulation prescribes the 
coefficient for each category of academic staff, and these coefficients are used for calculation of funding for budget 
transfers for salaries. However, individual faculties are free to determine other coefficients with their employees in 
specific collective agreements.
The number of needed academic staff (NNAS) in the formula is the most complicated factor to calculate. The 
classification of academic staff is done according to a legal procedure that prescribes condition for appointment to a 
certain academic rank. Basically, academic staff are divided into two different categories: lecturers and assistants. The 
Regulation foresees allocation rules considering these two categories. A typical study programme in Serbia consists of 
a certain number of hours of lectures and certain hours reserved for exercises (seminars) in each course. According to 
the Law, the academic staff entitled to teach lectures are the lecturers (academic ranks from docent to full professor). 
Teaching assistants are entitled to deliver the so-called ‘exercise-courses’ or seminars. Therefore, the NNAS is derived 
from the type of study programmes offered and the composition of hours within those study programmes. 

19 Babin and Lažetić (2009).
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Faculties predominantly use own revenues to supplement remuneration for teaching and 
non-teaching staff, and to invest in equipment and facilities, although it creates a high level 
of pay inequity among academic staff. Given that the level of salaries allocated by MoESTD is not 
competitive with private sector salaries, particularly in the most developed cities like Belgrade and 
Novi Sad, HEIs use own source revenues to top up salaries for academic and non-teaching staff. In 
some cases, the overall annual income of teaching staff may include (i) the salary provided by the state 
budget, plus (ii) a salary top-up from institutional own revenues, plus (iii) state budget institutional 
funding of research at faculties, plus (iv) consultancies for the private sector, plus (v) income from in-
ternational donor projects. In practice, this could mean that some full professors have income equiv-
alent to 12 times the average salary20 in Serbia, whereas some teaching staff with the same academic 
rank at faculties with low number of self-financed students who pay tuition fees and small potential 
to generate additional funds through projects might take home an average monthly income which 
equals only 2.5 average salaries in Serbia. This also may not correspond to teaching workload, such 
that teaching staff with the same workload in the same university may earn very different salaries. 

Supplemental remuneration helps to retain talented academic staff in public universities who 
might otherwise leave for the private sector or go abroad. Two important general positive charac-
teristics of the higher education system that prevent potential migration of teaching staff to private 
faculties and/or private companies are income certainty and reputation of university professors in the 
general public. That is to say, the position of a university professor enables an individual, even if work-
ing at faculties with lower revenues, to work in the private and public sector on part-time contract 
basis or even be owners of small companies in parallel to the formal predominant job at the university 
(based on looking at number of working hours per week). 

Source: Authors’ analysis of data from MoESTD and the Treasury

20 Average monthly net salary in Serbia is around 500 euros.

The State Audit Institution has conducted in-depth analysis on variations in compensation of 
academic staff across faculties, which highlights the impacts of the current financing system. 
The overall incomes of faculty employees usually cover remuneration for different activities, starting 
from teaching and research, consulting and services, project-based activities, book publishing, mem-
bership faculty in management and governance bodies, etc. The State Audit Institution reports do 
not correlate the extensive data about salaries/incomes with staff categories, nor classify them in ac-
ademic and non-academic groups. However, it is clear that the highest incomes are going to full-time 
and associate professors elected to faculty management (dean and vice-deans) and especially those 
extensively involved in research projects and consulting. The comparison presented in Annex 1 covers 
only a small percentage of the total number of public faculties in Serbia, but nevertheless it provides 
a valuable overview of the similarities and differences in remuneration policies of the public faculties. 
Due to absence of comprehensive analysis of salaries and other personal incomes of university em-
ployees, this kind of available data is the only reliable source to indicate the current salary ranges in 
public higher education institutions, and the share of public funding in incomes paid. 

However, faculties with higher levels of remuneration for academic staff are not necessarily 
more productive in terms of research or international projects. An interesting finding is that re-
search productivity and number of international projects are higher at faculties with lower average 
remuneration (e.g., chemistry, biology and physics), compared to faculties with higher average remu-
neration (e.g., law, economics). There are two important explanatory factors for this: STEM fields tend 
to have stricter academic promotion criteria than in the social sciences and humanities, and it tends 
to be easier for STEM researchers to publish research articles in journals that are listed in Web of Sci-
ence. This is an important finding because it demonstrates how better results (measured by research 
productivity and number of international projects) can be achieved through more strictly regulated 
promotion criteria rather than additional funding. 

Although the current higher education financing model does not incentivize performance or 
results, it is appealing to many in the sector because of its high level of predictability and sta-
bility of revenues. Faculties have developed unwritten policies and activities in order to maximize 
institutional revenues, such as increasing the relative share of self-financing students; raising tuition 
fees and various administrative fees; and providing fee-based services to the public and private sector. 
The annual MoESTD financial planning is primarily an accounting exercise aimed at adjusting the 
overall higher education budget within the Ministry of Finance guidelines on budget preparation and 
potential adjustments of salaries. It is not a strategic financial planning exercise that links funding to 
institutional or sectoral goals. The analysis above also demonstrates how the status quo in terms of 
the funding model is appealing to many in the academic community, even those who would agree 
that the existing funding model does not incentivize or reward high performance among faculties or 
individuals.21 Given the current financing model in which many faculties have high levels of financial 
autonomy over their own source revenues, there is an understandable opposition to change if it would 
jeopardize institutional budgets and individual salaries. 

21 The term ‘academic community’ is used in Serbia, depending on the context, to reflect both all teaching staff and the most influential 
university professors.
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COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE 
ON SYSTEM-LEVEL FUNDING 
MODELS FOR HIGHER 
EDUCATION
At the level of the higher education system, funding is more than just a mechanism to allocate 
financial resources to HEIs; it is an integral part of a wider body of policy instruments used 
to maximize desired societal outputs of higher education with limited public resources. Gov-
ernance and funding are therefore often two sides of the same issue; for instance, questions on how 
much autonomy and monitoring HEIs need to meet societal expectations is an important funding 
issue when it comes to autonomy in internal resource allocation. At the same time, it constitutes a 
larger governance issue in terms of balancing of responsibilities between HEIs and the State. In many 
countries, growing accountability requirements set by the government have been accompanied by 
the granting of HEIs more institutional autonomy. Efficiency of funding, in terms of capacity of HEIs 
to meet policy goals in a cost-effective manner, has also become increasingly important throughout 
European higher education systems.22 

Several trends are observed in state funding for HEIs in Europe, including a greater focus on 
outputs using a combination of instruments such as funding formulae, block grants and per-
formance contracts. Performance-based financing (PBF) and funding allocation models are a major 
area of higher education reform across Europe. Some studies indicate that most systems in Europe are 
moving in this direction, either introducing or rethinking performance incentives in allocating public 
funds aiming to enhance quality of higher education institutions, reduce dropout rates and improve 
graduates’ employability.23

22 Bennetot Pruvot, Claeys-Kulik and Estermann (2015).
23 EC (2018); EUA (2020).

Box 2. Higher education funding models in Europe

Depending on the stage of the reform process, European countries can be divided into three groups: (i) 
systems with substantial experience of diverse performance-based financing (Austria, Finland, Estonia, 
Poland, Czech Republic); (ii) evolving higher education systems at various stages of implementing or re-
vising performance-based financing (Croatia, Romania, Slovenia); and (iii) systems at early stages of devel-
oping models that will eventually use performance-based financing (France, Hungary).24

Group 1: Substantial experience with PBF. For example, in Austria about 55 per cent of the higher edu-
cation funding is formula-based on indicators, while the model matches funding directly to the number of 
active students, which is agreed on in the performance agreements with each individual university. In Fin-
land public funding is almost entirely output-oriented and performance-based, while the formula-based 
allocation constitutes on average about 64 per cent of funding for universities and over 80 per cent for 
universities of applied sciences. Estonia has introduced reforms gradually with major shifts in 2013 and 
2017. At least 80 per cent of the state budget funds for operational costs are based on the three-years’ aver-
age operational support to the HEI, while performance-based is remaining up to 20 per cent for operations 
funding, as well as R&D base funding in general. In Poland HEIs receive funding for teaching through a 
block grant that is to a large extent based on historical allocation (65 per cent of previous year’s grant), while 
the part related to current parameters is formula-based, considering overall number of students, academic 
staff, student-per-teacher ratio, number of research grants, number of disciplines in which the university 
has rights to award doctoral degrees, and number of students participating in mobility programmes. This 
model is a distribution mechanism for sharing the state funds among universities, where the total budget 
size is the input parameter and the amount per student is the outcome, not vice-versa. In the Czech Repub-
lic performance indicators were introduced into the funding formula in 2009. It started with only 9 per cent 
of public funding being allocated based on the indicators and increased to 20 per cent.25

Group 2: Evolving experience with PBF. In Slovenia public funds are allocated based on the negoti-
ated agreements and the complex formula, arranged in two pillars: the basic pillar that encompasses at 
least 97 per cent of all funds and the development pillar. The main aim is to secure stable funding and 
stimulate better performance of HEIs. In Croatia performance-based financing was introduced gradually 
since 2012, by strengthening the link between funding and the achievement of agreed objectives. In 2018 
research funding became an integral part of the funding agreements, but the university payroll is still not 
covered. In Romania, the majority of institutional financing allocated by the ministry is formula-based. It 
is divided into three components: core funding (72.5 per cent) based on ‘study grants’, additional funding 
(26.5 per cent) distributed according to 15 quality indicators, and the Institutional Development Fund 
(1 per cent) to the best performing institutions using a competitive mechanism.
Group 3: Early stages of PBF development. In Hungary, university funding was reformed in 2012 based 
on the self-determined costs of student places by universities within the limits of the government decree. 
Four years later the task-based funding was introduced: for education (70 per cent), research (20 per 
cent) and other tasks (10 per cent). With further changes planned in the university governance models, 
the introduction of a graduate tracking system is also expected. For France the reforms towards perfor-
mance-based financing are particularly challenging due to the large complex system with multiple sources 
of funding. Between 2009 and 2015, the core funding for universities was allocated based on multiannual 
contracts, with 25 per cent linked to calculations of the performance and activities, while in the next stage 
a partially performance-based funding allocation and monitoring system was piloted at 10 universities.26

24 EC (2018).
25 Claeys-Kulik and Estermann (2015). 
26 EC (2018).
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PRECONDITIONS FOR INTRODUCING 
ELEMENTS OF PERFORMANCE- 
BASED FINANCING
Several fundamental pre-conditions are required to improve efficiency and output-orientation 
of funding mechanisms, including transparency and data availability, effective quality assur-
ance, and accurate costing. Reform of higher education funding systems and the success and out-
comes of such initiatives are contingent on institutional autonomy and governance arrangements in 
the sector, as well as the amount of funding available, the share of performance-based financing in 
the overall institutional income structure, and the goals and indicators used for performance meas-
urement. In this context, preconditions for introducing a successful PBF include: (i) enabling policy 
frameworks including agreement on policy priorities; (ii) financial incentives to support reform dur-
ing transition periods; (iii) institutional autonomy over organization, estate and finances, payroll, and 
academic affairs; and (iv) inclusive policymaking and dialogue with key constituents.27 

In Serbia, the policy framework for higher education embodies a number of policy priorities, but 
the preconditions for data and information are not yet in place for a move to performance-based 
funding. Transparency and data availability represent an initial challenge; while basic statistical data 
on number of enrolled students and graduates are collected by the Statistical Office, MoESTD does 
not yet have a data collection and management system that would allow for compilation of a wider 
range of data for performance indicators, such as graduates’ employability through graduate surveys 
or tracer studies. This is a clear recommendation for enhancing the higher education system in Serbia. 

In addition to data availability, the selection of appropriate indicators that properly reflect and 
recognize institutional diversity as well as quality assurance mechanisms would be required. A 
key concern of stakeholders is that commonly used performance indicators (e.g., number of gradu-
ates, number of students who acquired a given number of ECTS credits (European Credit Transfer 
System) within an academic year) might actually deliver adverse effects. Faculties may have the in-
centive to increase described performance results by, for example, decreasing exam passing criteria, 
which would ultimately decrease quality of graduates. Therefore, the prerequisite for introduction of 
education process performance indicators is the continued development of effective quality assurance 
mechanisms. Consequently, there is a need for strategic assessment of which indicators would be easy 
to monitor and verify and also have a direct impact on the economic and societal outcomes. A first 
generation of performance indicators should be simple and limited, with indicators that are reliable, 
consistent in interpretation, applicable to different institutions and systems, and comparable across 
time and space. Ensuring that any element of PBF is clear and understandable to all faculties and uni-
versities is critical for the embedded incentive to work as intended without perverse impacts.

27 EC (2018).

Source: Loukkola, Peterbauer, and Gover (2020)

A gradual approach to introducing a PBF element into the overall higher education financing 
model would help to build ownership while also strengthening capacity in the sector to over-
see and manage this change. Managing the political implications of a change to the funding model 
would be critical, given that many stakeholders benefit from the status quo as it is. However, experi-
ence from other European countries shows that there are productive ways to manage these challenges 
while still introducing a gradual shift towards a more output-oriented model of funding in higher 
education. For example, a way to render funding less volatile and guarantee more stability to HEIs is 
to balance output indicators with more input or process indicators, while also keeping the PBF share 
limited relative to the overall level of funding.28

Another lesson is to introduce financial incentives at the transition period, with the perfor-
mance-based stream of funding as a supplementary allocation mechanism in the form of a PBF 
formula, performance contracts, or a competitive fund. The academic community in Serbia is 
understandably concerned about preserving the existing budgetary funds at the faculty level. Lessons 
from elsewhere in Europe indicate that additional funding facilitates the reform process, particularly 
in the transition phases of PBF. Many European countries boosted their funding reforms with ele-
ments of financial incentives, whether in the form of ‘fresh money’ in the system (Latvia), an overall 

28 Claeys-Kulik and Estermann (2015). 
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increase in funding (Slovenia), or freezing the level of funding despite declining student numbers (Es-
tonia, Romania). This helps to neutralize the perception that HEIs are competing with each other in a 
zero-sum game for a limited (or shrinking) pool of funds, particularly as this perception may prevent 
any agreement needed to embark on the reform in the first place.

HIGHER EDUCATION FINANCING 
AND IMPLICATIONS FOR EQUITY
Higher education funding in Serbia has not been analysed holistically as a policy tool for im-
plementation of higher education policy goals, including equity and student success. Higher 
education funding is primarily assessed as the allocation of public funds for salaries of faculty em-
ployees. One of the lacking perspectives is related to equity in higher education and student success. 
Tuition fees at public faculties (see Annex 2) do not represent actual studying costs and are deter-
mined discretionarily by faculties based on the assessment of study programme attractiveness, degree 
of competition and historical enrolment figures. In addition, the amount that MoESTD allocates per 
budget-funded student is higher in all study fields than the tuition fee in the respective study field. 
This allows faculties to optimize revenues by setting tuition fees low enough such that they can also 
maximize the number of self-financing students and generate the projected, desired level of reve-
nues.29 In fact, a recent study of over 800 students entering higher education found that tuition fees 
ranked the lowest as a consideration for why students selected a particular HEI, although this likely 
reflects the expectation that students will be admitted to a budget-funded place, in which case no 
tuition fee would be assessed.30 

The strict division of students into two groups – budget-funded and self-financed – creates 
several adverse effects from the equity point of view. The division commences at the enrolment 
– students are ranked according to their success, comprised from two components: average grade in 
secondary education and entry exam. The socioeconomic background of students – though known 
to be highly influential on secondary education (e.g., TVET versus gymnasium) as well as grades and 
exam performance – is not included or considered at all as part of the enrolment process. Therefore, 
as students from wealthier and better-off families tend to enter HEIs with higher grades and entry 
exam scores, it is understood that students from wealthier families study completely for free if they 
manage to enter (and maintain) the status of budget-funded student. Consequently, the reproduction 
of social inequalities is present in the existing higher education system in Serbia.31 This is further con-
firmed by the latest available data from the EuroStudent survey in 2017, in which 56 per cent of higher 
education students come from a family with at least one parent who holds a tertiary-level diploma. 
Between 2012 and 2017, Serbia recorded an 11 per cent decline in the share of university students 
whose parents have not completed tertiary education, the steepest decline among 19 countries cov-
ered by the two rounds of the survey.32 

Students from wealthier families living in the university centre or even in smaller cities are able 
to pay and attend private lessons or entry exam preparatory lessons organized by the faculties, 
and thus their chances for acquiring the status of budget-funded student are much higher than 
students from lower socioeconomic background. Only the budget-funded students have rights to 

29 Mitić and Mojić (2020) note that Serbia has “established a fairly free market in higher education,” contributing to “proactive behavior of 
HEIs towards customers/future students” in which “universities and other HEIs compete for every potential student, introducing main 
market principles into their strategy.”

30 Mitić and Mojić (2020).
31 Babin, M., Pantić, N., and Vukasović, M. (2009). Reprodukcija socijalnih nejednakosti kroz obrazovne tranzicije. Analiza karakteristika 

siromaštva u Srbiji.
32 DZHW (2018).
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live in public dormitories, eat in student restaurants and apply for small student scholarships and 
loans provided by the State.33 Only budget-funded students are eligible for the listed benefits and the 
State does not provide any support to self-financing students. However, self-financing students might 
improve their position every year if they manage to qualify for the budget-funded status (based on the 
number of passed exams and number of ECTS credits acquired34) or otherwise have to be continuous-
ly supported by parents or start working in the case of limited parental support. An early, pre-gradu-
ation entrance of students to the labour market is connected with low-paid, unregistered jobs in the 
services sector and leads to studying dropout if a student does not qualify for the budget-funded sta-
tus. Evidence also confirms this: students who rely on their own income from work as their dominant 
source of income are much more likely to delay enrolment in higher education and to interrupt their 
studies once enrolled.35

Enhancing study success, particularly for students from disadvantaged backgrounds, will be 
important going forward to ensure a growing share of the labour force successfully attains ter-
tiary education. As mentioned earlier, there is insufficient data currently to track study success in 
terms of retention/dropout, the time required for students to complete a degree (‘time-to-degree’), 
and completion rates for a given cohort. Financial support for students in Serbia, including through 
both the budget-funded places as well as the student standard system, are directed towards students 
from higher socioeconomic backgrounds, but, going forward, it will be important to recognize that 
a growing share of students will be entering the system from traditionally under-represented groups, 
which may pose equity implications for access. Additional mechanisms for supporting students from 
lower socioeconomic backgrounds should be considered. Evidence from other countries also high-
lights the importance of providing different forms of support for students, both at the national and 
institutional levels; for example, information on study choices and occupational outcomes, career 
counselling, psychological and health support, first-year support groups for incoming students, and 
other such mechanisms.

33 The monthly amount of student scholarships and loans is the same (RSD 8,400, or approximately EUR 70). The differences between 
student scholarship and loans relies on the eligibility and conditionality criteria and whether a student has to repay the received amount. 
http://www.mpn.gov.rs/sutra-isplata-ucenickih-i-studentskih-kredita-i-stipendija/

34 There are no data on the share of students that are able to transition from self-financed to budget-funded places. 
35 Savić et al. (2016).

FINANCIAL AUTONOMY OF 
FACULTIES AND ENTREPRENEURIAL 
ACTIVITY: THE ‘THIRD MISSION’
The foundation of innovation centres is a specific entrepreneurial endeavour of faculties in Ser-
bia which is directly connected to institutional funding and financial autonomy. Innovation cen-
tres represent a logical continuation of faculty financial autonomy on generating own revenues, which 
even existed in communist Yugoslavia between 1945 and 1992. Specifically, some faculties (e.g., two 
faculties belonging to the University of Belgrade: Faculty of Mechanical Engineering and Faculty of 
Electrical Engineering) decided to open a spin-off entity – Innovation Centre. According to the Busi-
ness Registers Agency, there are nine active innovation centres established by HEIs in Serbia (eight 
innovation centres are established by faculties and one by a university/rectorate). The innovation 
centres – though affiliated with public faculties – are registered as private companies and do not fall 
under the supervision of the State Audit Institution. Actually, faculties decide which projects and 
revenues will be generated by the faculty and which will be transferred to the innovation centres. The 
relationship between the founding faculty and subsidiary innovation centre is regulated in the foun-
dation act and other legal acts.

Development of innovation centres should be considered as part of the larger higher education 
ecosystem, since innovation centres generate significant revenues and they act in partnership 
with faculties, but they are completely outside any higher education financing statistics. Reve-
nues of innovation centres are substantial: in 2019 the Faculty of Electrical Engineering Innovation 
Centre generated 109 million dinars (approximately 927,000 euros) and the Faculty of Mechanical 
Engineering Innovation Centre was even more successful by generating 262 million dinars (approx-
imately 2.23 million euros). There is also great synergy between faculties and innovation centres, as 
professors and researchers are engaged both in their work at the faculty as well as their work at the 
partnered innovation centre. The innovation centres also financially support their ‘parent’ faculty 
through in-cash or in-kind donations or cost sharing. They also enable additional income for teachers 
that work at the respective faculty. From the state standpoint, it would be advisable to increase ac-
countability and transparency regarding the connection between the business activities of innovation 
centres and the faculties to enhance education and research results. 

Finally, another well-known phenomenon related to establishment of new entities connected 
with faculties is establishment of spin-off companies. In contrast to innovation centres – whose 
mission in doing business is connected with both research and development of new patents, products 
and services – the spin off companies are completely oriented towards the market needs, with the 
ultimate aim to generate profits and transform into a medium-sized company over the mid-term (3–5 
years). The most famous example of a successful spin-off company establishment is from the largest 
faculty in Serbia, the Faculty of Technical Sciences (University of Novi Sad). This joint establishment 
of spin-off companies by professors employed at Faculty of Technical Sciences and faculty played a 
major role in the development of the IT sector in Novi Sad. 

http://www.mpn.gov.rs/sutra-isplata-ucenickih-i-studentskih-kredita-i-stipendija/
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DUAL MODEL PROGRAMMES
Implementing and expanding the dual model of higher education is a priority of MoESTD, re-
cently introduced into the tertiary education framework. It was introduced with the separate Law 
on the Dual Model of Studies in Higher Education36 (Official Gazette of the RS, No. 66/2019) adopted 
in September 2019. It opens up novel possibility of ‘learning through work’, designed to respond to the 
needs of both the economy and students and aiming to increase employability of graduates. 

The dual model can be introduced for both academic and vocational programmes and it should 
start from the academic year 2021/22. The first study programmes are expected to apply for accred-
itation soon, so the programmes could start to be advertised before entrance exams in June/July 2021. 
Programmes in the fields of medical sciences and humanities are not eligible to introduce the dual 
model of studies.37 The dual study model can be accredited as an independent study programme or as 
one of the modules within the already running study programmes within other disciplines. 

In accordance with the Law on Dual Model of Studies in Higher Education, at least 450 hours 
of the total annual workload of the dual study programmes will be assigned to active teaching, 
while at least another 450 hours will be assigned to practical training and work with the em-
ployer (so called ‘learning through work’). In accordance with accreditation standards, the number 
of teaching hours within the hours of active teaching is the same as in the classical model of higher 
education studies. For that work, students will receive a monthly compensation in the net amount of 
at least 50 per cent of the basic salary of an employee working on the same or similar job. In the con-
text of the law, the ‘employer’ is a legal entity or entrepreneur, which enables the implementation of 
relevant content and learning through work determined by the study programme. 

The introduction of the dual model of studies is not expected to have any impact on financing 
of salaries. In financial terms the law deals only with the financial security of students, which besides 
the monthly compensation may also include reimbursement of actual transport costs, reimbursement 
of food costs, equipment for personal protection at work, insurance in case of injury during learning 
through work, and even housing in student dormitories. The law specifies that employers are required 
to make financial compensation to students in the amount which equals 50 per cent of the basic salary 
of an employee working on the same or similar job, which can be reduced by the amount of a tuition 
fee if the employer is paying for it. As the entry of employers and HEIs into the dual model of studies 
is voluntary and presumed to be of mutual interest, the law does not address issues related to financial 
arrangements between the employer and the higher education institution. Emphasis during the plan-
ning stages has been focused more on how to motivate employers to enter the dual model of studies, 
and this remains a priority area where further incentives may be needed in parallel with larger higher 
education financing reforms. 

36 http://www.parlament.gov.rs/upload/archive/files/lat/pdf/zakoni/2019/1870-19%20-%20Lat.pdf.
37 Interview with the Minister of Education, Science and Technological Development, published on 16 March 2021, https://biznis.rs/

vesti/za-medicinare-nema-studiranja-po-dualnom-modelu/.

CONSIDERATIONS FOR NEXT STEPS
Serbia’s higher education policy landscape has evolved significantly in recent years with ambi-
tious aims for improving quality and labour market relevance, yet funding for the sector has not 
fully kept pace with these developments. Evidence from around the world indicates that financing 
models for tertiary education continue to evolve in terms of more effective processes and steering 
towards outcomes. Strategic financing can offer potential advantages, such as enhancing the strategic 
dialogue between the State and HEIs and providing more and better information on policy goals and 
priorities. It can also clarify for HEIs how they can contribute toward the realization of national policy 
objectives and signal to them what is and is not working. Transparency can be improved by providing 
greater and more useful information and indicators. This focus on key indicators can improve the 
quality, relevance, productivity and efficiency of the higher education sector by sharpening the focus 
on key, measurable outcomes.38 

System-level funding. Line-item budget allocations for higher education institutions promote stabil-
ity of funding, but they do not necessarily encourage innovation, academic entrepreneurial behaviour 
or labour market alignment. In the short term, the introduction of a pilot competitive fund could be 
established, building on some of the positive experiences and lessons learned from the Science Fund, 
to incentivize cross-disciplinary collaboration between faculties as well as other strategic objectives, 
such as partnership with industry for transformation of existing study programmes, establishment 
of dual model programmes, or development of joint and double-degree programmes with foreign 
universities. Competitive funds could be established with different eligibility criteria to help alleviate 
imbalances between HEIs; partnerships and/or technical assistance could also be provided to sup-
port the process. Over the medium term, it will be important to lay the groundwork for a transition 
to a formula-based funding model for public HEIs which includes block grants for core institutional 
financing to ensure stability of funds, plus a performance-based component. However, this requires 
strengthening of preconditions, namely on quality assurance and transparency of data which are 
needed to establish performance indicators. 

Transparency and data for system steering. Effective steering of the higher education system re-
quires availability of accurate and transparent data on how the system is operating, including informa-
tion on students entering the system, processes and progress in HEIs, and on completion and labour 
market alignment. Enhancing collection of data on student persistence, dropout, time-to-degree and 
completion rates will be an important first step, as well as data on actual costs of service delivery 
across study programmes, which could then be used to facilitate public consultations with HEIs and 
key stakeholders on the use of public funding as a strategic tool for achieving policy objectives. Intro-
ducing a mechanism for tracking of graduates’ employability through graduate surveys or tracer stud-
ies would also be a meaningful step, as it would provide transparent information on labour market 
outcomes for students, HEIs, employers and policymakers. All of these types of information could be 
used to develop and implement performance indicators to guide and revise a formula-based funding 
approach in the future. 

38 Arnhold et al. (2018); World Bank (2016).

http://www.parlament.gov.rs/upload/archive/files/lat/pdf/zakoni/2019/1870-19%20-%20Lat.pdf
https://biznis.rs/vesti/za-medicinare-nema-studiranja-po-dualnom-modelu/
https://biznis.rs/vesti/za-medicinare-nema-studiranja-po-dualnom-modelu/
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Equity of access. At the tertiary education level, spending is skewed towards supporting students 
from higher socioeconomic backgrounds, including through budget-funded places and other schol-
arships, loans and other benefits that are only available to budget-funded students. As mentioned, 
continuing to increase tertiary education attainment in Serbia will require a greater focus on equity 
and student success to ensure more students are ready to enter and succeed in HEIs and transition 
into the labour market. In the short term, this may involve expanding student support programmes at 
the university level, particularly for first- and second-year students from disadvantaged backgrounds. 
Over the medium term, this could involve adjustment of the student standard system to develop both 
a merit-based and needs-based approach to student support. 

Quality assurance and labour market relevance. Improving quality and labour market relevance of 
tertiary education is a priority of MoESTD, as specified in the SEDS 2030, and there are various plans 
for supporting this, such as expansion of dual model programmes, international study programmes, 
internationally accredited study programmes, entrepreneurship modules, mobility programmes for 
teaching staff, and competence framework for teaching staff in HEIs. Although this review does not 
look in detail at these options, it is clear that the academic career system for teaching staff is a key 
driver of both expenditures in higher education and quality of service delivery, and the procedures 
for selection and promotion of academic staff affects both. For this reason, reviewing the academic 
career system and relevant criteria and procedures against European and international best practic-
es would be a valuable endeavour. Additionally, monitoring and evaluation of the implementation 
of dual model programmes in HEIs will be an important step, as it is not yet clear that dual model 
programmes will carry sufficient incentive for academics to participate. Over the medium term, con-
tinued implementation of the European Standards and Guidelines for quality assurance, including 
improving effectiveness of HEIs’ internal quality assurance and of NEAQA procedures, will be critical 
for improving quality, including with substantial involvement of stakeholders in external and internal 
quality assurance processes. 
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ANNEX 1 FINDINGS OF THE STATE 
AUDIT INSTITUTION
Table A1 gives an overview of salary ranges and percentage of employees in each of the ranges 
according to data presented in eight audit reports of the public faculties for the budget year 
201739 published by the State Audit Institution. In the annex to each audit report, the total and 
average monthly earnings of individual employees are given in Serbian dinars and ranked according 
to the average monthly net income. Total earnings are based on the salaries of employees and other 
types of income, which were paid by the faculty in 2017. The same year, the average net monthly salary 
in the Republic of Serbia was RSD 47,893,40 i.e., annual net salary of RSD 574,716. The annual average 
exchange rate41 in 2017 was RSD 121.3367 for EUR 1, indicating that the average net monthly salary in 
the Republic of Serbia was EUR 394.71 and average annual net salary EUR 4,736.54.

The income categories of the faculty employees presented in Table A1 are classified into five ranges42 
and the percentage of employees in each category is shown in the table.

Table A1. Overview of the income categories and percentage of faculty employees in each category

Institution
Total number 
of employees

Average 
monthly 

income per 
employee 

(RSD)

Percentage of employees with total annual net income in the following ranges 
(in RSD, EUR, and average annual salaries)

>5,000,000 RSD
2,500,000 – 

5,000,000 RSD
1,724,148 – 

2,500,000 RSD
574,716 – 

1,724,148 RSD
<574,716 RSD

EUR 41,200 or 
higher

20,600 – 41,200 
EUR

14,200 – 20,600 
EUR

4,730 – 20,600 
EUR

Less than 4,730 
EUR

8.7 average 
annual salaries 

or higher

Between 4.5 
and 8.7 average 
annual salaries

Between 3 and 
4.5 average 

annual salaries

Between 1 and 
3 average annu-

al salaries

Less than 1 
average annual 

salary

University of 
Kragujevac, 
Faculty of 
Economics

109 115,000 2 37 42 19

University 
of Belgrade, 
Faculty of 
Economics

194 167,000 2 31 21 41 5

University 
of Belgrade, 
Faculty of 
Philology

441 101,640 2 15 75 7

39 State Audit Institution, reports archive, https://www.dri.rs/ревизије/извештаји-о-ревизији/архива-2017.371.html
40 Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, https://data.stat.gov.rs/Home/Result/2403040401?languageCode=sr-Latn
41 National Bank of Serbia, https://nbs.rs/en/finansijsko_trziste/medjubankarsko-devizno-trziste/kursna-lista/prosecni-kursevi/index.html 
42 The five salary ranges are classified according to the following rationale: a) below average salary in Serbia; b) between one and three 

average salaries in Serbia; and based on the analysed data three additional ranges were created: c) salaries between three average salaries 
and 2.5 million dinars; d) 2.5 million and 5 million dinars; and e) above 5 million dinars.

https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00WNPZ.pdf
http://www.enterprisesurveys.org
https://www.dri.rs/ревизије/извештаји-о-ревизији/архива-2017.371.html
https://data.stat.gov.rs/Home/Result/2403040401?languageCode=sr-Latn
https://nbs.rs/en/finansijsko_trziste/medjubankarsko-devizno-trziste/kursna-lista/prosecni-kursevi/index.html
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Institution
Total number 
of employees

Average 
monthly 

income per 
employee 

(RSD)

Percentage of employees with total annual net income in the following ranges 
(in RSD, EUR, and average annual salaries)

>5,000,000 RSD
2,500,000 – 

5,000,000 RSD
1,724,148 – 

2,500,000 RSD
574,716 – 

1,724,148 RSD
<574,716 RSD

EUR 41,200 or 
higher

20,600 – 41,200 
EUR

14,200 – 20,600 
EUR

4,730 – 20,600 
EUR

Less than 4,730 
EUR

8.7 average 
annual salaries 

or higher

Between 4.5 
and 8.7 average 
annual salaries

Between 3 and 
4.5 average 

annual salaries

Between 1 and 
3 average annu-

al salaries

Less than 1 
average annual 

salary

University 
of Novi Sad, 
Faculty of 
Philosophy

359 121,415 1 13 82 4

University 
of Belgrade, 
Faculty of 
Political 
Sciences

165 113,722 1 4 23 66 7

University of Nis, 

Faculty of Law
93 131,000 25 23 26 27

University 
of Novi Sad, 
Faculty of Law

93 221,000 12 31 16 40 1

University 
of Belgrade, 
Faculty of 
Dentistry

390 73,628 7 54 39

In 2020 the State Audit Institution changed the audit methodology to include information on the 
share of public funds versus other sources in remuneration. These reports indicate the number of 
employees and provide a general summary of remuneration (salaries and other income) paid to the 
employees in terms of total gross amount on the faculty level. Table A2 gives an overview of the origin 
of the resources (public funds vs. other sources including international grants) the faculties paid for 
remuneration of employees in 2019. It is based the four audit reports of the public faculties for the 
budget year 201943 published by the State Audit Institution.

43 Source: State Audit Institution, reports archive, https://www.dri.rs/revizije/izvestaji-o-reviziji/arhiva-2020.505.html

Table A2. Overview of the share of public funding and other sources in salaries and other 
incomes in 2019

Institution
Total number 
of employees

Salaries and other incomes – gross in 2019 (RSD)
Salaries and other incomes 

– percentage

Total Public funds Other sources Public funds Other sources

University of Novi Sad, 
Faculty of Economics

142 342,744,205 278,270,690 64,473,515 81.19% 18.81%

University of Belgrade, 
Faculty of Philosophy

359 708,789,367 598,714,964 110,074,403 84.47% 15.53%

University of Belgrade, 
Faculty of Medicine

990 1,939,287,150 1,271,759,231 667,527,919 65.58% 34.42%

University of Novi Sad, 
Faculty of Sciences

608 1,153,434,305 945,311,726 208,122,579 81.96% 18.04%

https://www.dri.rs/revizije/izvestaji-o-reviziji/arhiva-2020.505.html
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ANNEX 2 TUITION FEES IN SELECTED 
FACULTIES AND UNIVERSITIES

Table A3. Annual tuition fees for faculties of University of Belgrade (in RSD)

Faculty of Organizational 
Sciences

Faculty of Law Faculty of Medicine
Faculty of Electrical 

Engineering

2014/15 140,000–156,000 95,000 125,000 99,000–223,200

2015/16 130,000–143,000 91,000 126,600 108,000–243,500

2016/17 138,000–156,000 95,000 126,600 108,000–243,500

2017/18 138,000–156,000 95,000 126,600 108,000–243,500

2018/19 138,000–156,000 95,000 126,600 108,000–243,500

2019/20 138,000–156,000 99,000 126,600 108,000–243,500

2020/21 138,000–156,000 99,000 126,600 108,000–243,500

Source: University of Belgrade Faculty websites.

Table A4. Annual tuition fees for faculties of University of Belgrade (in USD)

Faculty of Organizational 
Sciences

Faculty of Law Faculty of Medicine Faculty of Electrical 
Engineering

2014/15 $1,581–1,762 $1,073 $1,412 $1,118–2,522

2015/16 $1,194–1,314 $836 $1,163 $992–2,238

2016/17 $1,239–1,401 $853 $1,137 $970–2,187

2017/18 $1,283–1,451 $883 $1,177 $1,004–2,265

2018/19 $1,375–1,555 $947 $1,256 $1,076–2,427

2019/20 $1,310–1,481 $940 $1,202 $1,025–2,312

2020/21 $1,360–1,538 $976 $1,248 $1,065–2,401

Source: University of Belgrade, converted using annual exchange rates via NBS.

Table A5. Tuition, sample faculties in Serbia (2020/21)

Faculty University Annual tuition in RSD Annual tuition in USD

Faculty of Economics University of Kragujevac 88,000 $873

Faculty of Technical Sciences University of Novi Sad 90,000–120,000 $895–1,194

Faculty of Medicine University of Nis 60,000–120,000 $597–1,194

Technical Faculty in Bor University of Belgrade 50,000 $497

Source: Faculty websites, converted using annual exchange rates via NBS.
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