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Abstract

A secure environment plays a crucial role in the overall stability of the economy,
having an impact and contributing to its competitiveness. Although an absence of security
risks cannot certainly drive the country's economic development and competitiveness, its
existence would definitely have far-reaching consequences for the economy. The paper
aims to analyze the national security of the European (EU) countries and Serbia, reflected
in the following security indicators: business costs of terrorism, business costs of crime and
violence, organized crime, and the reliability of policy services. In this context, the study
provides a comparative analysis of the mentioned indicators in order to assess their trend,
as well as the correlation between national security and national competitiveness with the
aim to determine how national security affects national competitiveness. The empirical
analysis of the study includes 28 EU member countries and Serbia as a candidate country,
covering the period from 2011 to 2017, with data available in the Global Competitiveness
Reports. The findings of this study allow for a better understanding of the overall national
security and its impact on the national competitiveness in the context of the EU and Serbia.

Key words: national security, competitiveness, indicators, European Union, Serbia.

BAJIAHCUPAILE HAIIUOHAJIHE BE3BE/JTHOCTH
N KOHKYPEHTHOCTHU Y 1OBA TH®OPMAIIMJA

AncTpakr

be3benHO OKpykeme Hrpa HM3y3eTHO BaKHy YJIOTY Yy OIp)KaBamby CTaOMIIHOCTH
HpHUBpeZie ¥ THME OMTHO yTHUe Ha HheHy YKYIHY KOHKYPEHTHOCT U JIONpHHOCH joj. Vako
0ZICYCTBO 0€30€JHOCHUX PH3HKAa HE BOIU CaMo 110 ceOUM €KOHOMCKOM Pa3BOjy U KOHKY-
PEHTHOCTH, BUXOBO TIOCTOjarbe O ca CHIypHOIINY MMalo JaeKOCSKHE TOCIeIHIE o

2 The research is realised under the projects no. 179066 and 47023 that is financed by
the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic
of Serbia.
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npuBpeny. Llnb pama je ma ce anamm3upa HanmoHanHa Oe3zdemHocT eBporickux (EVY)
3emaspa 1 CpOuje, Ha OCHOBY cienehrx moka3aresba 0e30€HOCTH: TTOCIIOBHU TPOIIKOBH
MPOY3POKOBAaHH TEPOPH3MOM, IOCIOBHH TPOMIKOBH IPOY3POKOBAHM KPUMUHAIOM M
HACHUJbEM, OPTaHW30BaHU KPUMUHAI U MOY3aHOCT MOMUTHYKKX yciayra. CXOqHO ToMe, y
pamy je nata yIopeiHa aHalIM3a IIOMEHYTHX MOKa3aTejhba Kako OW ce YTBPAHO HHBO
nokazaresba y EY n Cpbuju, caryienao TpeH y JaToM BpEMEHCKOM IIepHOAY, Kao U Kope-
nanpja m3Mely HammoHantHe Oe30€IHOCTH M HAIMOHATHE KOHKYPEHTHOCTH C ITHJBEM
yTBphHBama yTHIaja KOju HallMOHAIHA Oe30€MHOCT MMa Ha HAIMOHAIHY KOHKYPEHTHOCT.
Emmmpujcka aHamm3a ykibydyje 28 3emaspa unannia EY u CpOujy kao apkaBy KaHAUIa-
Ta, a 3a nepuox on 2011. mo 2017. romuHe. MHpOpMAIOHY OCHOBY YHHE MOAAIM JIO-
CTYNHH y HM36ewmajy o 2nobannoj konkypenmuocmu. Pe3ynaraTu UCTpakuBamba MpyxKajy
MoryhHOCT GoJbeT pasyMeBarbha KOHLICTITa HaIMOHATHE 0e30€IHOCTH 1 H-eHOT YTHIIaja Ha
HAaIMOHAJIHY KOHKYpeHTHOCT y KoHTekcTy EY u Cpbuje.

Kibyune peun:  HaumoHasnHa 6e30€IHOCT, KOHKYPEHTHOCT, HHAUKATOPH,
EBporncka yauja, Cpouja.

INTRODUCTION

Extremely rapid scientific and technological development, diffusion of
modern scientific achievements and technology and their increasing impact
on all areas of social life, boost the complexity of the global environment. In
this context, there will be a greater potential for positive impact on the
economic development of countries through the implementation of
innovative technological solutions that will contribute to the proper use of
resources and accelerate productivity growth. However, contrary to
expectations that the responsibility of all involved actors will be increased for
the use of scientific advances in the general interest and for the benefit of all
humanity, it is estimated that the development of science and technology will
continue to be subject to various forms of abuse, leading to negative security
implications. The dynamics of global information technology development
will further facilitate and intensify different crime activities (National
Security Strategy of the Republic of Serbia - draft, 2017, p. 4).

The last decade of XX century and the beginning of XXI century
were under the influence of new security trends in the world. These trends
shifted from, initially, military to other areas, such as the economy, energy,
ecology, but also the security of individuals (civilians), as well as the entire
society (National Security Strategy of the Republic of Serbia, 2009, p. 4).

National and international security has become one of the biggest
challenges over the last years, and the core objective for national and
international organizations. Given the ever-changing security environment
and the various perspectives that need to be taken into consideration, the
concept of security is not easy to define. In general, security is considered
the ability of a country to protect its territory and citizens and respond to all
kinds of threats that may evolve and emerge over time (Nikolaevich et al.,
2018, p. 462). Given its importance from the aspect of urgency and
criticality, special attention should be given to a comprehensive analysis of
security issues from different perspectives.
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The circumstances that lead to security risks at the global level are
various, and it is the gap in the level of economic and cultural development
that leads to poverty and social vulnerability of the population, negative
demographics and negative psycho-social phenomena, to name some of
them. Regional and local conflicts, ethnical and religious extremism,
terrorism, organized crime, arms trade, illegal migration, lack of natural
resources, corruption, etc., jeopardize the stability of economies and thus
national and international security. The impact of unstable economies that do
not provide safe life and business environment can be reflected in various
aspects: a decline in investments, the fall in demand, movement of supply of
goods and service including financial flow, etc. The common feature to all
security risks is their unpredictable, asymmetrical and transnational character
(National Security Strategy of the Republic of Serbia, 2009, p. 4).

The list of security problems that can affect the competitiveness of a
country is long and diverse. Among them, special attention should be given
to those that harm the international position of a country and its
competitiveness. Namely, national security problems, reflected in terrorism,
crime, violence, etc., have an equal influence on national competitiveness as
other micro and macroeconomic determinants. All these security issues
become a part of the national competitive business strategy.

The paper explores national competitiveness through the prism of
national security in order to assess the correlation between security and
competitiveness. The author identifies the national security indicators that
are key to national competitiveness and contribute to a country’s position in
global economy. Namely, these indicators are: business costs of terrorism,
business costs of crime and violence, organized crime, and the reliability of
policy services, as indicators pertaining to national competitiveness. The
subject of the analyses are the EU countries and Serbia in the period from
2011 to 2017.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Over the last decades and worldwide, many people have benefited
from the expansion of the online environment and plenty of economic
opportunities have been introduced in this new era. In the information age,
only “smart economies” will be competitive on the global market and only
these economies will be able to provide a proper nation’s defence.

A modern economy cannot be considered the result of actions of
million isolated market players, but as a joint result within a framework of
national economies (Botos, 2006, p. 13). Improving competitiveness implies
not only a well-functioning market, but also strong institutions with the
quality of adaptability and capacity for innovation. These essential elements
will become even more important in the future, given that competitive
economies take risks more easily, and adapt to the rapidly changing
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environment (WEF, 2018, p. 2). Cho and Moon (2001, p. 55) define
competitiveness as the country’s ability to produce products and provide
services that meet the tastes of international competition, while the citizens of
that country enjoy a sustainable living standard. In general, competitiveness
should ensure a high standard of living, poverty reduction and job
opportunities to all (Lang, 2009, p. 26).

One of the key roles in national competitiveness belongs to the state,
and this role is reflected in the state’s aspiration to constantly stimulate the
improvement of the economy and the process of innovation (Stanojevic,
2018, p. 85). Given that some economies are technologically superior,
offering innovative and high quality products, etc., the question of what
determines competitiveness must be raised. Individual factors and
determinants that contribute to the progress of the economy and its
competitiveness should be taken into consideration. Institutions (public and
private), the infrastructure, the macroeconomic environment, education, the
market (goods, labor, financial) efficiency and size, technology, research and
development and innovation, are some of the indicators that need to be
analyzed (Krsti¢, Stanojevi¢ & Stanisi¢, 2016, p. 1038).

Institutions, as one of national competitiveness indicators, can be
affected by different security determinants. Threats that jeopardize national
security by themselves have a negative impact on national competitiveness.
However, strict rules and regulations in order to prevent these threats and
protect a nation can also impact competitiveness in a negative manner,
impeding the free movement of goods, services, capital and labor (Long,
2013, p. 46).

The concept of security can be elaborated at the individual, national
and international level. While individual security is related to the individual
impact on security issues, national and international security involves a wide
range of national and international organizations and institutions dealing with
security risks and trying to prevent, minimize and/or eliminate them
(Simanaviciené, Stankevicius, 2015, p. 128).

The traditional concept of national security refers to a nation’s
intention to protect their territory and natural resources by using military
power. Political independence and territory integrity are the values that
should be protected. This concept is based on the protection of foreign policy
interests in international relations, territories from external aggression, the
order of government and governing regimes (in socialist countries), and
focusing on the security of people and their participation in international and
global security.

In the modern era, instead of the state as a sole “security provider”,
individuals and non-governmental, subnational and transnational entities take
on the role of active security entities. In addition to traditional functions
(diplomatic, intelligence and defence), the modern state emphasizes the
importance of economic, energy, cultural, environmental, social, information
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and other security aspects (Mijalkovi¢, 2009, p. 59). All this indicates a
change in the concept of national security which is adapted to the conditions
and needs of contemporary security reality. Today’s national security implies
different kinds of treats that require state protection through diplomacy,
economic or political power (Borrus, Zysman, 1990, p. 4). National security
is a wide term that refers to different types of securities in addition to the
military, such as: monetary, political, economic, energetic, environmental
and natural resources.

In “The Concept of Security” (Baldwin (1997, p. 14), it is stated that
security is a condition difficult to be qualified since “we shall either be
secure, or we shall be insecure. We cannot have partial security. If we are
only half secure, we are not secure at all”. However, security by itself
causes certain costs that could be managed with other purposes in mind. In
addition to the costs incurred by providing a certain level of national
security, there are costs caused by the already existing crime, terrorism and
violence. Accordingly, there are indicators and measures that quantify
various security risks. In the paper, security indicators are considered to be
those related to national competitiveness, and they are listed in the Global
Competitiveness Report as (public) institutional competitiveness.

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

The aim of the research is to provide an overview and to analyze
national security, based on the following indicators: business costs of
terrorism, business costs of crime and violence, organized crime, and the
reliability of policy services. These four indicators go under the public
institutions and belong to the first pillar - Institutions among eleven other
pillars that compose the Global Competitiveness Index (GCI). “The
institutional environment is determined by the legal and administrative
framework within which individuals, firms, and governments interact to
generate wealth” (Global Competitiveness Report, 2013, p. 4). The quality
of institutions has influence on the overall national competitiveness and
economic growth by affecting investment decisions and other economic
activities. Explicitly, investors are not willing to invest their capital in case
of an insecure environment where there is no efficient protection of rights.

The subject of the analysis are the 28 EU countries and Serbia as a
candidate country. The information base of the analysis are the World
Economic Forum data available in the Global Competitiveness Reports in
the period from 2011 to 2017. The methods used in the analysis are
descriptive statistics, correlation, and comparative analysis.

The purpose of the analysis is to examine the trend of the four
security indicators that reflect the national security of the EU countries
and examine the position of Serbia towards them, as well as examine the
inter-correlation between individual indicators in the analyzed period.
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Further, the correlation analysis highlights the relation between national
security and competitiveness in order to estimate the influence of security
to national competitiveness.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

a) Comparative analysis of national security as an important factor of
overall competitiveness of the EU countries and Serbia

National security refers to the overall security of a country and the
safety of the environment of its citizens, the economy, and its institutions.
In the paper, national security is analyzed in terms of the four indicators
that are considered as the main determinants of security and accordingly
impact the competitiveness of public institutions and overall institutions.

Table 1 provides an overview of the security indicators (business costs
of terrorism, business costs of crime and violence, organized crime, and the
reliability of policy services), as well as the Global Competitiveness Index
(GCI), and Pillar 1- Institutions as one of the 12 pillars in the GCI. The
analyzed period covers the years from 2011 to 2017 for the EU countries and
Serbia. The value of indicators ranges between 1 and 7, where 7 indicates the
most desirable outcome.

Based on the data provided in table 1, the highest score of almost all
four security indicators in the whole analyzed period is recorded in Finland.
Also, Finland records the highest score for the overall competitiveness and
the competitiveness of institutions. For some of the security indicators and
analyzed years, high scores are also recorded in Germany, Denmark,
Luxemburg, Netherlands, Slovenia and Sweden.

As for the lowest score of the security indicators, many countries
faced security issues in the analyzed period. Based on the data provided in
table 1, Bulgaria is the EU country that suffers the most from the negative
security factors. However, other EU countries also record low results for
certain security indicators in the analyzed years. Namely, Denmark recorded
the lowest score for business costs of terrorism in 2013 and Belgium in 2017.
Since 2014, the business costs of terrorism score are the lowest in France.

The score for the Pillar 1 — Institutions is low in Hungary and
Croatia, while Italy has the biggest concern regarding organized crime.
Other countries with low scores are Romania and Slovakia. Greece is the
EU country with the lowest GCI in the entire analyzed period, which is
not the case with other the security indicators.

Serbia, as the EU candidate country, shows results pertaining to
security indicators that do not deviate from the results of the EU countries.
However, for the Pillar 1 in the GCI — Institutions, Serbia records slightly
lower results compared to the EU countries.
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Table 1. Security indicators for the EU countries and Serbia
in the period 2011-2017
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Austria 5.1|5.2|6.5(5.6/6.4|5.9|5.2(5.0(6.6|5.8{6.4(6.0(5.2|5.1|6.6(6.0({6.5|5.9|5.2|5.1{6.5|6.1|6.55.9

Belgium 5.215.0|6.2|5.7|6.3|5.6|5.2({5.0(6.2|5.8|6.1{5.7(5.1|5.0{6.1{5.5(6.0|5.6|5.2|5.1{6.0|5.5|6.1|5.7

Bulgaria 4.2|3.3|4.9(4.0{39|3.4(43|3.4|4.8(3.8{3.9|3.4(4.3|3.4|4.9(39|3.8|3.4(4.4|3.3|5.1{4.3|4.0|3.3

Cyprus 4.4148|59(5.7|5.6/5.24.3|4.6/6.0{5.6|5.7|5.1{4.3|45|6.0{55|5.7|4.8(4.3|4.4|6.0(5.7|5.7| 4.7

CzechRep. |45(3.6(6.4(55(5.5(3.6/4.5/3.7|6.5|54|5.4|3.8|4.4|3.6/6.4/5.0/5.0{3.9(4.5(3.8(5.8(4.8|5.0/4.1

Germany 5415.3|5.8(5.6/5.9|5.9|5.5(5.3|5.8|5.8|6.0{5.9}5.5]5.3|5.7|5.6(5.8|6.0{5.5|5.2({5.5|5.2|5.5|5.9

Denmark 5415.9|6.3(6.2]6.8]6.3|5.3(5.4(5.5|5.2|6.1{6.2|5.2|5.2|4.9/4.6(5.5|6.1|5.3|5.3(4.8|4.7|5.56.0

Spain 45|4.3]5.1|54(5.7|5.8|4.6|4.2|5.3|5.5|5.8|6.0{4.6(4.1|5.2|5.5|5.7(5.9|4.6|3.8|5.0{5.2|5.5|5.8

Estonia 4.6(5.0|6.4|55(6.6/5.5|4.6|4.9(6.4|55|6.6|5.5(4.7(4.9|6.4|5.6|16.4(5.3|4.7|5.0{6.2({5.5|6.3]|5.3
Finland 55(6.0|6.6]6.3]6.6]6.7]5.6]6.016.7|6.4]6.7]6.6{5.5]6.1]6.7] 6.3]6.6]6.7| 5.5]6.1]6.7] 6.3} 6.6] 6.7
France 5.1(5.0(5.3|5.3|5.7|5.4|5.1/4.8|5.2|5.3|5.8(5.3|5.1|4.8|5.1|4.9(5.5|5.3|5.1|4.7(4.6(4.3|4.9|5.3

UK 5.453(5.1|5.3|5.9|5.7|5.5|5.4|5.2|5.3|6.0{5.9|5.4|5.4|5.2|5.1{5.9|5.7|5.4|5.4|5.1{5.0|5.8|5.6

Greece 3.9|35(5.4(4.8|55|4.0{3.9(3.4|5.3|4.7|5.3|3.9(3.9|3.5|5.3|4.7(5.4|4.0|4.0|3.6|5.3|4.9|5.5|4.4

Croatia 4.1|36|6.2|5.2{4.9(4.7|4.0|35(6.2|5.2|5.2|4.7|4.1|{3.6/6.4|5.3|5.5(4.6/4.1|3.6|6.5(5.2|5.4|4.4

Hungary 4438|6.4|49(5.4|42|4.3|3.7|6.5(5.0|5.4|4.2|4.3(3.7|6.4|4.9|5.1{4.2|4.3|3.7|6.2{4.8|4.9|4.1

Ireland 4.85.2|6.2|5.7(6.5/6.0|4.9|5.2(6.3|5.6/6.3|16.0{4.9(5.3|6.1|5.5|5.9({6.1|5.0|5.4|6.1{5.5|5.9|6.1

Italy 44136|55(45|35|5.1(45|3.6/5.6(45|35|5.1({4.4|35|5.7|45|3.6/5.0({4.4|3.4|5.6(4.3|3.3|4.8

Lithuania  [4.4|3.9|6.4|5.4|5.7|4.2|44/4.0{6.3(5.3|5.7(4.3|4.4|4.0|6.3|5.1|55|4.2|45|4.0|5.7|4.8(5.1{4.3

Luxembourg| 5.0 |5.7|6.2(6.0|6.7|5.9(5.1|5.6|6.2(6.2]6.8|5.9(5.1|5.6|6.3]6.3]6.5|6.0(5.2|5.7|6.2(6.1|6.3| 6.1

Latvia 4.2139|59(5.2|55|4.2|44|4.0|6.0(5.3|5.7|4.3(4.4|4.1|6.2|5.4|5.7|4.4(45|4.1|59(5.2|5.7|4.6
Malta 4.3|47|6.1(6.0|6.6/5.2(4.4|4.6/5.9(5.9|6.4|5.0{45|4.6/5.8/5.8/6.0|5.3(4.5|4.5|5.6(5.7|5.8|5.3
Netherlands | 5.4 (5.6(5.8|5.2|16.1|16.1|/5.5|5.7|6.1|5.6|6.3(6.2|5.4(5.6(6.1|5.5(6.2|6.1|5.5|5.5|5.7|5.2|6.0|6.0
Poland 45|42|6.0(55|5.7|4.4(45|4.1|6.1{55|5.7|4.3(45|4.0|6.2|5.4|5.7|4.1{45|4.0|6.0{5.4|56|4.1

Portugal 44142]6.2|58(6.2|5.0|/4.4|4.3(6.3|5.9|6.2|5.2|4.4|4.3|6.5|5.9/6.2(5.2|45|4.4|6.5(6.0(6.3|5.3

Romania 4.1|35|5.7|49(4.9(3.7|4.1|3.3|5.7|5.1|4.6|3.4|4.1{3.3|5.6|5.1|4.7(3.6|4.3|3.6|4.8(4.4|4.1|4.2

Slovak Rep. [4.2(35(6.3(5.0(4.7(3.8(4.1|3.4|6.2|4.9|4.6/3.9|4.1|3.3|6.2|4.7|45|3.6({4.2({3.3|5.9(4.5|4.6/|3.6

Slovenia 4.3(4.1)6.8]6.1({5.8(4.4|14.3|4.0]6.7]6.0|5.8|4.7|4.3|3.9]6.7]5.8|5.7(5.0|4.2|3.8|6.6{5.5|5.5|4.9

Sweden 5.616.1]6.3(6.0|6.6/6.0{5.5(5.7(6.2|5.7|6.0{6.1}5.5]5.7|6.1{5.5(6.0|5.9|5.4|5.4(5.8|5.2|5.6|5.7
EU 4.7]46|6.0|5.4/5.8(5.1|14.7|45|6.0|5.4|5.7|5.1|14.7|45(6.0|5.3|5.6|5.1|4.7({4.5|5.8|5.2|55(5.1

Serbia 3.9(3.2|55|45(4.3|3.9|3.9(3.2|5.6/4.6(4.1|4.0|3.8(3.2|5.6/4.3{4.0|4.0|3.9(3.2|55|4.2{4.1|38

Source: The World Bank, www.worldbank.org
Note: the lowest results the highest results
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Table 1. Security indicators for the EU countries and Serbia

in the period 2011-2017 (continued)
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Austria 51|/52|63(6.0|6.4|59|52(52|58(55|60(62|52|52[56|53|5.7]6.1
Belgium 52|52 |57(54|58|57|53[52|48(51|54(59(52|50(42|48 (53|56
Bulgaria 43(34(48|42(39(33|44|35(45|40(3.7|35|45(35|45|39(37]|36
Cyprus 42(43(6.0|58(56(47|4.0|40(55|53|51|45|43(42|53|51(48|4.7
CzechRep. (4.7/4.1|6.0(52|56|41(47(42|6.0|53|57|45|48(42|6.0|55|5948
Germany |5.5]52|51|50(53(59]56]52|49|48(50|53}57]53|51(5.0]|5.0/(53
Denmark [5.3/55(5.0(53(58|6.0|53|55(51|54(58|6.0|54(55|49|52[54]|58
Spain 46(39(52|52(56(58|47|41(54|54(57|6.2|47[41|53|53[55]6.2
Estonia 47/50(6.2|55(64|53|48|51(6.2|55(63|6.1|{48(50(|6.1|56]|6.2|6.0
Finland 55]6.1]6.7]165]|68]6.7]54]16.1]6.4]6.4|6.7]68]55]62]65]6.3]6.8]6.8
France 51|/48|45(45|50|53|52(49(43(48|51(58(52|48(42|49 (51|57
UK 54|55|51(52|57|56|55[55(48(51|56|6.1|55|55[47|50/(55]6.0
Greece 40(3.7(54|50(53|44|4.0|38(54|50(53|4.7|40(3.7|53|49(51 |44
Croatia 41(36(64|54(53(44|41|36(6.2|56(51|49|42(35|59|53[49 |46
Hungary 43(35(6.2|50(46(41|42|33(48|57|46|43|43(35|53|56(51|45
Ireland 51|/55(63(55|6.1|6.1|52|56(|6.1(52|58|6.1|52|53[55|49|55]5.38
Italy 45(34(53(41(33|48|45|35(51|40(35|43|45(35(|49|4.0(35 |45
Lithuania |(4.6|4.1|54(5.0|52|43|46(42|56(51|54|47 |46|41(56|5.1|55]47
Luxembourg (5.2| 5.8 | 6.1 (6.0 |6.2|6.1|52 (58|57 (58|61|62|52|57[56|59]|6.2]6.2
Latvia 45(42(6.1|53(6.1(46|44|40(59|53(58|4.2|44(38|6.1|52(55]|4.3
Malta 44(45(57|57(60|53|45|45(54|54(57|50|46[45|55|55(57|4.8
Netherlands |5.5) 5.6 | 55 |5.2 (59| 6.0§5.6]5.7 |54 |52|58|6.2]57]58|52|51[57]|6.1
Poland 45(41(57|52(54|41|46|4.0(55|50(52|41|46(38|53|49(51|41
Portugal 45(44163|60(63|53|45|43(6.1(59(6.2|57|46(44|60|58|6.0]|57
Romania |4.3/3.7|52(49(46|42|43|36|5.7|53|51(42|43|37|53|51(48 |44
Slovak Rep.|4.2(3.4|58|48|48|36|43|35|58|48(49|36|43|35|58(48|50/(35
Slovenia 43(39(63|56(55(49|44|41(59|58|57|55|45(41|56|56|54]|53
Sweden 54|56 |58(54|57|57|55[59|6.0(58|6.2(57|55|56[55]|5.2]|5.6]5.3
EU 48(45(57|53(55|51|48|46(55|53|54|52|48(45|54|52(53|5.2
Serbia 39|32(54(44|43|38|40(33(51(44|41(37(41|34(50|44|41]39

Source: The World Bank, www.worldbank.org
Note: the lowest results

the highest results

]
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b) The analysis of interdependence between national security indicators and
the Global Competitiveness Index of the EU countries and Serbia

The interdependence of national security indicators can be determined
using correlation analysis. Namely, the Pearson's correlation coefficient, as a
measure of the linear relationship between indicators, represents a range of
values from 0 to 1 indicating the strength of their correlation (Soldi¢-Aleksié,
2015, p. 177):
r o= COVyz _ E(xi _T)(}’[‘ - ?)

Ssy | (1 Dsesy

For the values of the Pearson's correlation coefficient between 0.10
and 0.29, the correlation is considered to be low; if the Pearson’s correlation
coefficient falls between 0.30 and 0.49, the correlation is medium, and the
correlation is high if the Pearson’s correlation coefficient scores above 0.50
(Soldi¢-Aleksié, 2015, p. 180).

The relationship between variables can be both positive and negative.
If variables change in the same direction, precisely, if a direction change of
one variable follows the change of other variable(s) in the same direction, the
relationship is positive. On the other hand, the relationship is considered to be
a negative one if variables change in opposite directions. However, before the
correlation analysis is applied, it is of paramount to investigate the existence
of the relationship between indicators, based on the concept of statistical
significance.

The coefficient of determination, as a squared Pearson’s coefficient of
correlation R can be also used for the purpose of data interpretation (table
2). Namely, the coefficient of determination shows the common variance of
two variables, or how much of the variance of one variable is explained and
caused by the variance of another variable (Soldic-Aleksic, 2015, p. 180).

Table 2 illustrates the results of correlation analysis between GCI and
four security indicators, as well as the correlation with the first GCI pillar -
Institutions, for the analyzed countries over the period 2011-2017.

Table 2. Correlation analysis of the security indicators and national
competitiveness, for the EU countries and Serbia, 2011-2017

Pearson  Coefficientof  *Sig.

Correlation Correlation determination (2-tailed)

Austria: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions -0.496 24.60% 0.257
GCI-Business costs of terrorism -0.216 467% 0.642
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.098 0.96% 0.835
GCI-Organized crime -0.289 8.35% 0.530
GCl-Reliability of police services 0.482 23.23% 0.273

Belgium: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.607 36.84% 0.148
GCI-Business costs of terrorism -0.475 2256% 0.281
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.333 11.09% 0.465
GClI-Organized crime -0.458 20.98%  0.301

GCl-Reliability of police services 0.810 65.61% 0.027
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Bulgaria: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.627 39.31% 0.131
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.512 26.21% 0.240
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.055 0.30% 0.907
GClI-Organized crime -0.495 2450% 0.259
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.571 32.60% 0.181

Cyprus: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.842 70.90% 0.018
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism 0.379 14.36%  0.402
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.307 9.42%  0.503
GClI-Organized crime 0.390 15.21% 0.387
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.763 58.22%  0.046

Czech GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.952 90.63% 0.001

Republic: GCI-Business costs of terrorism -0.566 32.04% 0.185
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.450 20.25% 0.311
GClI-Organized crime 0.883 7797%  0.008
GCl-Reliability of police services 0.829 68.72%  0.021

Germany: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions -0.047 022% 0.921
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.712 50.69% 0.073
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence -0.632 39.94% 0.128
GCI-Organized crime -0.800 64.00% 0.031
GClI-Reliability of police services -0.854 72.93% 0.014

Denmark: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.795 63.20% 0.033
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism 0.494 24.40% 0.259
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.723 52.27% 0.66
GClI-Organized crime 0.426 18.15% 0.341
GClI-Reliability of police services -0.085 0.72% 0.856

Spain: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions -0.243 5.90% 0.600
GCI-Business costs of terrorism 0.693 48.02% 0.085
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence -0.108 1.17% 0.817
GCI-Organized crime -0.304 9.24%  0.507
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.857 73.44% 0.014

Estonia: GCI-Pillar 1_lInstitutions 0.592 35.05% 0.162
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.814 66.26%  0.026
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.418 17.47%  0.350
GClI-Organized crime -0.935 87.42%  0.002
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.660 4356%  0.107

Finland: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions -0.418 17.47% 0.350
GCI-Business costs of terrorism 0.713 50.84% 0.072
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence 0.000 0.00% 1.000
GCI-Organized crime 0.000 0.00% 1.000
GClI-Reliability of police services -0.837 70.06% 0.019

France: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.154 2371% 0.742
GCI-Business costs of terrorism -0.748 55.95%  0.053
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence -0.013 0.02% 0.978
GClI-Organized crime -0.379 14.36% 0.402
GCl-Reliability of police services 0.976 95.26%  0.000

UK: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0471 22.18% 0.286
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.609 37.09% 0.147
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.070 0.49% 0.881
GClI-Organized crime -0.371 13.76% 0.412
GCl-Reliability of police services 0.935 87.42% 0.002

Greece: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.882 77.79%  0.009
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism 0.167 279% 0.721
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.910 82.81% 0.004
GClI-Organized crime -0.383 1467% 0.397
GCl-Reliability of police services 0.926 85.75% 0.003
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Croatia: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.000 0.00% 1.000
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.436 19.01% 0.329
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.197 3.88% 0.672
GClI-Organized crime -0.370 13.69% 0414
GCl-Reliability of police services -0.163 2.66% 0.727

Hungary: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.833 69.39%  0.020
GCI-Business costs of terrorism 0.705 49.70% 0.077
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence -0.635 40.32% 0.126
GCI-Organized crime 0.692 47.89%  0.085
GClI-Reliability of police services -0.209 437% 0.653

Ireland: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.731 53.44% 0.062
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.537 28.84% 0.214
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.858 73.62% 0.014
GClI-Organized crime -0.798 63.68% 0.031
GCl-Reliability of police services -0.218 475% 0.639

Italy: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.000 0.00% 1.000
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.675 4556%  0.096
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.642 41.22% 0.120
GCI-Organized crime -0.079 0.62% 0.867
GClI-Reliability of police services -0.510 26.01% 0.242

Lithuania: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.854 72.93% 0.014
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.961 92.35% 0.001
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.512 26.21%  0.240
GClI-Organized crime -0.580 33.64% 0.172
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.760 57.76%  0.047
Luxemburg: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.519 26.94%  0.233
GCI-Business costs of terrorism -0.559 31.25% 0.192
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence -0.405 16.40% 0.367
GCI-Organized crime -0.860 73.96% 0.013
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.880 77.44%  0.009

Latvia: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.619 38.32% 0.138
GCI-Business costs of terrorism 0.274 751% 0.552
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.220 484% 0.635
GClI-Organized crime 0.655 4290% 0.110
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.782 61.15% 0.038

Malta: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions -0.713 50.84% 0.072
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.820 67.24% 0.024
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.773 59.75% 0.042
GCI-Organized crime -0.886 78.50%  0.008
GCl-Reliability of police services -0.444 19.71% 0.318
Netherlands: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.730 53.29% 0.062
GCI-Business costs of terrorism -0.810 65.61%  0.027
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence -0.490 24.01% 0.265
GClI-Organized crime -0.794 63.04% 0.033
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.191 3.65% 0.682

Poland: GCI-Pillar 1_lInstitutions -0.701 49.14% 0.080
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.873 76.21% 0.010
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.904 81.72% 0.005
GClI-Organized crime -0.901 81.18%  0.006
GClI-Reliability of police services -0.389 15.13% 0.388

Portugal: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.750 56.25%  0.052
GCI-Business costs of terrorism -0.533 2841% 0.218
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence 0.000 0.00% 1.000
GClI-Organized crime -0.441 19.45% 0.322
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.824 67.90% 0.023
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Romania: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.889 79.03%  0.007
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.645 41.60% 0.117
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.202 4.08% 0.664
GCI-Organized crime -0.142 2.02% 0.761
GCl-Reliability of police services 0.955 91.20% 0.001

Slovak GCI-Pillar 1_lInstitutions 0.681 46.38%  0.092

Republic: GCI-Business costs of terrorism -0.730 53.29% 0.062
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.000 0.00% 1.000
GCI-Organized crime 0.907 82.26%  0.005
GCl-Reliability of police services -0.584 34.11% 0.168

Slovenia: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.762 58.06%  0.046
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.853 72.76% 0.015
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence -0.034 0.12% 0.942
GCI-Organized crime -0.281 790% 0.542
GCl-Reliability of police services 0.618 38.19% 0.139

Sweden: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.867 75.17% 0.011
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism 0.575 33.06% 0.177
GCIl-Business costs of crime and violence 0.747 55.80% 0.054
GCI-Organized crime 0.833 69.39%  0.020
GCl-Reliability of police services 0.341 11.63% 0.454

EU: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.091 0.83% 0.846
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.892 79.57%  0.007
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence -0.382 14.59%  0.398
GClI-Organized crime -0.778 60.53% 0.040
GClI-Reliability of police services 0.730 53.29% 0.062

Serbia: GCI-Pillar 1_Institutions 0.923 85.19% 0.003
GCIl-Business costs of terrorism -0.924 85.38% 0.003
GCI-Business costs of crime and violence 0.136 1.85% 0.772
GCI-Organized crime 0.022 0.05% 0.963
GClI-Reliability of police services -0.382 1459% 0.397

Note: *Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Source: Prepared by the authors (SPSS Statistics)

Based on the correlation analysis results provided in table 2, the EU
itself and the majority of member countries have a positive correlation
between GCI and Institutions, as well as between GCI and the reliability of
police services, over the period 2011-2017. Accordingly, the rise in the
efficiency of the institutional environment, in both private and public sectors,
leads at the same time to an increase of GCI. Also, higher reliability of police
services leads to an increase of GCI as well. The mentioned correlation is the
highest in the Czech Republic, Greece and Romania. However, the
correlation between GCI on the one side and business costs of terrorism,
business costs of crime and violence, and organized crime on the other side,
is negative, with some exceptions. Furthermore, a rise in business costs of
terrorism, business costs of crime and violence, and organized crime lead to
the decrease in the global competitiveness index (GCI).
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CONCLUSION

A modern understanding of the concept of security has replaced the
traditional understanding of security which relies only on military security.
This modern concept implies the degree of human development that has
been achieved, reflected in the synthesis of the citizens' security and the
security of the state, but also their participation in the spheres of
international and global security. The state remains the dominant player in
all aspects of national security, such as monetary, political, economic,
energetic, environmental and that pertaining to natural resources. However,
the existence of any of the various security risks can jeopardize the national
economy and its competitiveness.

According to the results of the performed empirical analysis, the EU
countries and Serbia as a candidate country, experienced fluctuations in the
four security indicators (business costs of terrorism, business costs of crime
and violence, organized crime, and the reliability of policy services) being
analyzed for the period 2011-2017. Namely, the country that constantly has
satisfactory values of all four indicators is Finland. On the other hand,
Bulgaria is a country with almost the lowest performance regarding security
issues.

The conducted correlation analysis results confirm the positive
correlation between national competitiveness and institutions (public and
private), as well as between national competitiveness and reliability on
policy services. On the contrary, the rise in the business costs of terrorism,
business costs of crime and violence and organized crime all have a
negative impact on the overall national competitiveness.
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BAJTAHCUPAILE HAIIMOHAJIHE BE3BE/JTHOCTHU
N KOHKYPEHTHOCTHU Y 1OBA TH®OPMAIIMJA

Jenena CTaHOjeBPlfll, Mutom Iapouh’
Yyuupepsurer y Ipumrnam, Exonomeku dakynrer, Kocoseka Murposura, Cpoija
% AKajieMuja TIOCTOBHUX CTPYKOBHHX CTymuja, Beorpax, Cpbuja

Pe3ume

U3y3erHo Op3 Hay4YHM M TEXHOJOWIKM pa3Boj, LIMPOKa NPHMEHa CaBPEMEHHX
Hay4YHUX M WHGOPMAIMOHHWX JOCTHTHyha M FHMXOB BENMKH YTHIA] Ha cBe obiiacTH
JPYIITBEHOT JKMBOTA — MoBehaBajy CIIOKEHOCT rio0amHor oKpyxkema. CymnpoTHO oue-
KHBambMMa Ja ie ce HMBO OJIrOBOPHOCTH CBHX aKTepa rnoBehaTH ca CTAHOBHUILTA KOPHIII-
hema HaydHOr HampeTKa y ONIITEM HHTEpPeCYy W 3a JOOpOOHT LENOr YOBEYAHCTBA,
cMmartpa ce aa he pa3Boj Hayke U TEXHOJIOTHje OUTH MOUIOKAH PA3THIUTHM OOIUIIMA
3710ymoTpeda ¥ BOAUTH [0 HETATHBHUX MMIDIMKaIHja o 6e30eaHoct. JlnnaMuka pa3Bo-
ja TnobanHe MH(OPMAIMOHE TEXHOJOTHje JOJATHO he ONaKkmiaTH W MHTEH3WBHPATH
paznuunTe KpUMHHATHE akTUBHOCTH. Ctora ce HalmoHanHa W Mel)yHapomHa Oe30en-
HOCT jaBJhajy Kao jemaH ol Behux m3a3oBa MOCICIHUX IOAMHA, alld M Kao TJIaBHH IUJb
HAIIMOHAJIHUX M MehyHapOIHUX OpraHu3aluja.

V pamy ce ucTpaxyje HallMOHAIHA KOHKYPEHTHOCT KO3 IPU3MY HalMOHAJHE 0e3-
OeHOCTH KaKo O ce MpoIeHIIa Kopenamuja 6e30eTHOCTH U KOHKYPEHTHOCTH. AyTOpH
Cy TPETIO3HAIH MO0Ka3aTeJhe HAlMOHATHE 0e30eTHOCTH KOjH Cy KJbYYHH 33 HAIMOHATHY
KOHKYPEHTHOCT H JIOIIPUHOCE HO3UIHOHNpaby IpHUBpesie Ha MelyHapoIHOj CIICHH.


http://www.worldbank.org/
http://www.worldbank.org/
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[usb MCTpaXKUBama je CaryeJaBambe TPAJHIMOHAIHOT M CaBPEMEHOI KOHIICNTa Ha-
IMOHaTHEe 0e30eTHOCTH M FheHa aHalli3a Ha OCHOBY ciiefehnx MokasaTesba: MOCIOBHU
TPOIIKOBH TIPOY3POKOBAHH TEPOPH3MOM, TIOCIOBHH TPOIIKOBH IIPOY3POKOBAHN KPHUMH-
HaJIOM M HACHJBEM, OPraHW30BaHH KPUMUHAI U TIOY3/IaHOCT TIOJIMTHYKUX yciayra. YeTu-
p¥ IIOMEHyTa IoKa3aTtesba MPHUIAAajy IPBOM O] ABAHACCT CTY00Ba KOHKYPEHTHOCTH KO-
ju cy obyxsahenu MHaexcom riodaaHe KOHKYPEHTHOCTH, a OTHOCE Ce Ipe cBera Ha Jip-
JKaBHE MHCTHUTyIHje. KBammMTeT 1 KOHKYPEHTHOCT CaMHX MHCTUTYIMja UMa yTHIaja Ha
YKyIHY HallMOHAJIHY KOHKYPEHTHOCT ¥ €KOHOMCKH PacT yTHdyhn Ha HHBECTHULIHOHE OJI-
JyKe U Jpyre eKOHOMCKE akTHBHOCTH. HanMe, HHBECTHTOPH HHCY CHIPEMHH Ja yJIOXKe
Karural y ciiydajy HeOe30eIHOT OKpyKerma U He3amTHheHNX IpaBa IojeIiHana.

HUcrpaxuBameM cy oOyxsahene 3emibe EBporicke yanje n Cpbuja xao 3emsba KaH-
nmunat. MadopMannony 6a3y unne mogaiy CBETCKOT €KOHOMCKOT (hopyma KOjH Cy JI0-
cTynHyu y M3BerurajumMa o 11006a1H0j KOHKYpeHTHOCTH 3a mepuox ox 2011. no 2017. ro-
nuHe. Metone kopuniheHe y aHaJlu3H Cy JASCKPHITHBHA CTaTHCTHKA, KOpEealuja 1 KOM-
napaTuBHa aHanm3a. CBpxa aHaIU3e je Ja Ce UCIUTa TPEHI YEeTHPH IOKa3zaTeshba Koja
ollpakaBajy HaloHAIHY Oe30emHocT 3eMasba EY u na ce ncrnmra nmonoxaj Cpouje y oa-
Hocy Ha EV. Takole, KopenanioHOM aHaJIH30M yKasyje ce Ha OfHOC n3Mely HalpoHas-
He 0e30eTHOCTH M KOHKYPCHTHOCTH Kako OH ce Tpe CBera YTBPIHO YTHIIA] KOju 0e3-
0eIHOCT NMa Ha HAIIMOHATHY KOHKYPEHTHOCT.

[Ipema pe3ynrTaTMa CIIpOBeJicHEe eMIHpHUjcke aHanuse, 3emibe EY u Cpbuja, kao
3eMJba KaHIWJAAT, JOXKUBENE Cy N3BECHA Bapupama y YeTHPU aHaJIn3MpaHa MoKaszaTesba
6e30eqaocTH. 3emiba EY koja KOHCTAaHTHO MMa 3a/10BOJbaBajyhie BpeTHOCTH cBa YETUPH
MoKazaresba y aHanm3upaHoM nepuopay jecte ®Puncka. Ca apyre crpane, byrapcka je
3eMJba Ca TOTOBO HajHIKUM ITIepdopMaHcaMa y noriieqy 6e36exHoctr. Cpbuja je y aHa-
JIM3UPAHOM MEPHOJTY | Y JaTa YeTUPH MoKa3aTtesba 0e30eIHOCTH OCTBApUIIa BPEIHOCTH
KOje He OJICTyMajy MHOTO y onHocy Ha EY. MelyTtum, ca craHoBHIIITa IPBOT CTy0a KOH-
kypentHocTH — MHCTHTYIIMje, CpOHja ocTBapyje pe3yaTaTe Koju ¢y 0Jaaro HCroJ pe3yi-
Tara Koje ocTBapyjy 3emibe EY.

Pe3ynratu kopenanmoHe KOpeKIyje NOTBPAMIHN Cy MO3UTHBHY Kopenanujy uimelhy
HAIMOHAJIHE KOHKYPEHTHOCTH M MHCTUTYIMja (jaBHUX M MPUBATHHUX), Kao U u3mely Ha-
I[MOHAJHE KOHKYPEHTHOCTH | TI0Y3JaHOCTH ITOJUTHYKHUX yciyra. Ca ipyre cTpaHe, pact
THIOCJIOBHHX TPOILKOBA IPOY3POKOBAHUX TEPOPHU3MOM, MOCIOBHUX TPOIIKOBA MPOY3pPO-
KOBaHMX KPHUMHMHAJIOM W HAaCHJbEM, T€ PACT OPraHM30BAHOT KPHMMHHANIA — HETATUBHO
YTHYY Ha YKYIHY HallHOHAIHY KOHKYPEHTHOCT.



