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Abstract

It has become clear that economic growth is not the only way of expressing a
country’s development and progress. Recently, development has also come to
incorporate the components of environmental protection and social equity within
a broader perspective of sustainable development. One of the instruments that
can be used to quantify this is the Green Growth Index (GGI). This facilitates
policymaking in achieving sustainable development since it is based on four
dimensions: efficient and sustainable resource use; natural capital protection;
green economic opportunities; and social inclusion. The goal of this article is to
present the GGI scores achieved by five non-EU Balkan countries in 2019 and
2020. The research points to the conclusion that each country has started on
its path to achieving green growth and sustainable development, but there are
possibilities for further improvement in separate/particular dimensions. Hence, a
recommendation for these countries is that they increase their efforts in those
dimensions in which they have lower values to raise their overall GGI ranking.

Keywords: green management, Green Growth Index, sustainable development,
improvement, constitutional protection

Introduction

The United Nations (UN) defines sustainable development as development that
meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future genera-
tions to meet their own needs. The ultimate goal and, at the same time, the purpose
of the appearance of this concept is to create a society in which resources are, and
will be, used to continue to meet human needs without undermining the integrity and
stability of the environment. In the last few decades, sustainable development has in-
creasingly been used for the measurement of countries’ development achievements,
and is based on three pillars: economic growth; social equity; and environmental
protection. Basically, sustainable development is:

1 This article was originally carried in the proceedings of the international scientific conference
Sustainable Recovery in Post-Pandemic Era: Green Economy Challenges, held online on
7-8 December 2021 and published by the Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical
Research, ‘Ss. Cyril and Methodius’ University in Skopje, North Macedonia, in 2022. It has
been language checked in line with house policies to reflect the style of the SEER Journal
and has been cross-checked in this version with the authors. It is reproduced here by kind
permission of the authors, to whom we are extremely grateful.
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... no longer quantitative but qualitative development, in other words a balanced striving for
all human values, whether material or intangible, in harmony with nature. The old vision of
the ‘affluent society’ had resulted in an unjust and ardent ‘consumer society’. The new vision
proposes a ‘sustainable society’ as the attainable model of a just and prosperous world.
(Decleris 2000)

Thus, it became anachronistic to talk about the development and protection of the environ-
ment as for two separate issues. Dualism is gone. There is only one ‘sustainable develop-
ment’. (Matlievska 2010)

In dynamic systems such as human society, sustainability is a matter of balance, held through
time and space. It is actually the quinta essentia of sustainable development. (Matlievska
2013)

The key promoters of this concept are the international organisations, especially
the UN which, in 2015, set 17 goals that each member state should strive to achieve.
For quantified goal setting, this global indicator framework includes 231 unique
indicators.> However, countries face difficulties in monitoring its development and
creating policies based on all 231 indicators. Therefore, scientific and educational
institutions offer different ways to aggregate and consolidate the indicators. One
of the most recent methods to track countries’ development is the Green Growth
Index (GGI) calculation, developed in 2019 by the Global Green Growth Institute.’
The GGI is a composite index measuring a country’s performance in achieving sus-
tainability targets including the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),* the Paris
Climate Change Agreement,’ and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets.® The development
of the GGI is an important step toward developing a common understanding of
green growth and the indicators that can operationalise its concept. The GGI aims
to provide policymakers with a metric to measure green growth performance and to
base their decisions.

The GGI rests on four dimensions:

1. efficient and sustainable resource use
2. natural capital protection
3. green economic opportunities
4. social inclusion.
For more about the SDG Indicators, see: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/.

The Global Green Growth Institute was established as an international intergovernmental
organisation in 2012 at the Rio+20 United Nations conference on Sustainable Development,
dedicated to supporting and promoting strong, inclusive and sustainable economic growth in
developing countries and emerging economies. Read more at: https://gggi.org/.

For more about Sustainable Development Goals, see: https://www.sightsavers.org/policy-and
-advocacy/global-goals.

Of which the full name is the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. See
more at: https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-agreement/the-paris-agreement.
See: https://www.cbd.int/doc/strategic-plan/targets/compilation-quick-guide-en.pdf.
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Each dimension consists of four separate categories.” The first dimension, effi-
cient and sustainable resource use, entails: efficient and sustainable energy; efficient
and sustainable water use; sustainable land use; and material use efficiency. The
second dimension, natural capital protection, consists of: environmental quality;
greenhouse gas emissions reduction; biodiversity and ecosystem protection; and cul-
tural and social value. The third dimension, green economic opportunities, consists
of: green investment; green trade; green employment; and green innovation. Finally,
the fourth dimension, social inclusion, encompasses: access to basic services; gender
balance; social equity; and social protection.

For each of these four dimensions, calculations and numerical expressions are
possible because they are based on selected indicators (the overall GGI framework
represents 36 green growth indicators®). This enables the facilitated monitoring of
countries not only in terms of the achievement of green growth but also of sustain-
able development. Simultaneously, the overall score of each country on the GGI
can be tracked, while it is also possible to monitor the progress achieved in each
dimension individually. Thus, policymakers have a clear perspective regarding the
dimension on which they should focus in order to improve the figure and, therefore,
the overall GGI value.

The methodology used for the calculation of the GGI and its four dimensions is
explained in detail in the two reports that are the subject of review in this article —
GGGI Report 2019; and GGGI Report 2020. Moreover, the following research meth-
ods have been applied: analysis, synthesis, selection, comparison and generalisation.

The goal of this article is to explore the achievements of five non-EU member
countries located in Europe — Montenegro, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Albania
and North Macedonia — in terms of the GGI and each dimension individually, in
2019 and 2020. In this regard, following this introduction, the second part explains
the research methodology while the third focuses on the constitutions of the select-
ed countries in terms of the incorporation of provisions related to environmental
protection and natural resources. The fourth part provides an overview of the GGI,
followed by a fifth part giving an overview of the achievements of Europe as
a continent compared to others as well as an overview of the achievements of
southern Europe countries compared to other European sub-regions. An overview of
the achievements of the five selected countries is presented in the sixth part. As a
research result, the conclusions and recommendations are offered in the last section
of the article.

An explanation of all the categories can be found at: https://greengrowthindex.gggi.org/wp-co
ntent/uploads/2021/01/2020-Green-Growth-Index.pdf, p. 3.

‘GGGI Insight Brief No. 3 Assessment and Main Findings on the Green Growth Index’
December 2019, p. 3. This can be found at:
https://www.greengrowthknowledge.org/sites/default/files/downloads/resource/ GGGI-Insight
-Brief-No.-3_Final.pdf.
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Methodology

Montenegro, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Albania and North Macedonia
were selected for the research. They all have at least three similarities: former
socialist countries; the same geographical region; and a strategic commitment to EU
accession.

For the purposes of the article, a brief content analysis was conducted of the
1974 constitution of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the 1976
constitution of Albania, as well as the 2019 and 2020 GGGI reports. Further on,
content analysis of other relevant sources was also conducted. In addition, analysis
was carried out of the data related to the individual GGI dimensions and the overall
Index. More precisely, data in original form was selected and extracted from both of
the GGI reports.

The comparative method was used to contrast the available data in the two
reports, as follows:

B at world level, i.e. for the five continents (Africa, Asia, Europe, the Americas

and Oceania), trend data for the period 2005-19 and data for 2019
B at the level of European sub-regions (southern Europe, eastern Europe, western

Europe and northern Europe), data for 2019
B at country level (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, Albania, Mace-

donia), data for 2019 and 2020.

This determines the differences between the continents/regions, the European
sub-regions and the selected Balkan countries according to each of the four dimen-
sions of GGI and the overall Index.

After selection, analysis and comparison, certain conclusions and recommenda-
tions have been summarised (synthesised).

The comparison between the achievements in 2019 and 2020 has its limitations
because, in the calculation of the GGI, the methodological approach that was used
for the preparation of the GGGI Report 2019 and the GGGI Report 2020 differed.
This means that a comparison of these two years indicates an interpretive range of
effects.’

A comparative analysis of the constitution of SFR Yugoslavia (1974) and the
constitution of Albania (1976) in terms of environmental protection provisions

When focusing on the four dimensions of the GGI calculation, it can be seen
that two of them refer to the environment. Therefore, it would be appropriate to
look into the originations of environmental protection in the constitutions of the five
selected countries. Since four of them ((North) Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Montenegro and Serbia) were republics within the country of SFR Yugoslavia, a

9  ‘Considering the significant updates on the 2020 Green Growth Index with the replacement
of about 28% of the 36 indicators, the country’s performances from last year’s report on the
Index cannot be compared to those from this year’ (Acosta et al. 2020: 8).
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brief review of its constitution of 1974 in this area follows,'? succeeded by a review
of Albania’s constitution of 1976.!!

Article 192 of the SFR Yugoslavia constitution reads:

Man shall have the right to a healthy environment.'?

Furthermore, para. 2 of the same Article goes on to read:

Conditions for the realization of this right shall be ensured by the social community.

In the literature (see for example Boyd 2012; Boyd 201313), it is indicated that
Portugal (in 1976) and Spain (1978) are the first countries whose constitutions recog-
nised and acknowledged this right; yet, it was SFR Yugoslavia’s 1974 constitution
that had, for the first time anywhere in the world, defined the right to a healthy
environment and the community’s obligation to provide it, alongside the other con-
stitutionally guaranteed rights.

In addition, it is beneficial to point out other articles of this constitution which
provide the basis for the sustainable use of natural resources — the birth of the idea
and the concept of sustainable development and, more specifically, of that of green
growth. Article 193, para. 1 reads:

Anyone who utilizes land, water or other natural goods shall be bound to do so in a way
which ensures conditions for man’s work and life in a healthy environment.

Article 193, para. 2 states:

Everyone shall be bound to preserve nature and its goods, natural landmarks and its rarities...

Article 86, para. 1 lays down that:

All land, forests, waters and watercourses, the sea and seashore, ores and other natural
resources must be used in conformity with statutorily defined general conditions which
ensure their rational utilization and other general interests.

It is evident that the SFR Yugoslavia constitution of 1974 provides the basis for
the rational use of natural resources, the manner of their utilisation being targeted on
enabling life in a healthy environment, as well as the obligation to preserve nature
and its goods, etc.

10  The constitution of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (1974) can be found at the
following link: https://www.worldstatesmen.org/Yugoslavia-Constitution1974.pdf.

11 The constitution of the People’s Socialist Republic of Albania (1976) can be found at the
following link: https://data.globalcit.eu/NationalDB/docs/ALB%20The%20Constitution%2
00f%20the%20Peoples%20Socialist%20Republic%200f%20Albania%201976.pdf.

12 Chapter III: Freedoms, rights and duties of man and of the citizen.

13 Boyd 2013 summarises and updates the research originally published in Boyd 2012.
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There appears to be no article in the constitution of the People’s Socialist Repub-
lic of Albania of 1976 that enshrines the right to a healthy environment. Yet, Article
20 defines citizens’ obligation, among other things, to take care of environmental
protection and the protection of natural resources, specifying that:

Protection of the land, natural wealth, waters and the atmosphere from damage and pollution
is a duty of the state, of the economic and social organizations, and of all citizens.

Both constitutions contain provisions that refer to the obligation to protect natural
resources; however, the SFR Yugoslavia constitution also defines the human right
to a healthy environment. Hence, it is evident that, in the countries under review
in this article, environmental protection and the protection of natural resources is a
constitutionally guaranteed category historically; and that this provides a basis for
policymaking, actions and monitoring of the situation in this field.

Overview of the GGl

The scores obtained for the Green Growth Index and its dimensions are within
a range of 1 to 100, with 1 indicating the lowest, or very low, performance and 100
the highest, or very high, performance. A score of 100 in the Index, dimensions
and indicator categories indicates that a nation has achieved a specific aim since
the indicators are benchmarked against sustainability targets such as the Sustainable
Development Goals, other globally accepted targets and leading country performers.
The scores are classified within an indicated range and can be interpreted as follows:
B 80-100 — this range implies very high scores, where the target was reached or
almost reached
B 60-80 — this range refers to high scores, suggesting a strategic position in which
the target can be fully reached

B 40-60 — this range includes moderate scores, towards finding the right balance
for progress and to avoid moving away from the target

B 20-40 — this range consists of low scores, with countries still finding the right
policies to align development in order to achieve the target

B [-20 — this range contains very low scores, requiring significant actions to
improve the position relative to the target.

The non-EU Balkan countries — including Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Mon-
tenegro, Albania and North Macedonia — belong to the geographic region of Europe
and, within this region, they are part of the sub-region of southern Europe, simul-
taneously being western Balkan countries. Accordingly, this article first compares
the GGI rankings for the five continents — Africa, Europe, the Americas, Oceania
and Asia — while a comparison between the four sub-regions of Europe — eastern,
northern, southern and western Europe — follows, as does a comparison between the
five Balkan countries. An analysis of the data is presented, with an analysis of the
scores in the four GGI dimensions and that for the overall GGI.
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Overview, results and discussion of the Green Growth Index performance of the
continents, with special emphasis on Europe

The outcome of a review of the trends in the Green Growth Index by continent,
from 2005 to 2019, is shown in Figure 1. This highlights that Europe is the leader
when it comes to GGI performance over time. The scores for Europe suggest that it
did better than the other continents during the period 2005-19.

Figure 1 — Trends in GGI by region from 2005 to 2019
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Source: Acosta et al. (2020: Figure 13, p. 28).

Europe’s ranking in 2019, as a region, compared to the ranking of the other
continents, may be observed and follows in Figure 2. To deepen the insight, Europe’s
achievements in the four dimensions of the GGI may be compared to those achieved
elsewhere.

As can be seen in Figure 2, across all continents, achievements for the individual
dimensions of green growth are generally highest for natural capital protection and
social inclusion and lowest for green economic opportunities. In 2019, compared
to the other continents, the results in Europe were mostly high. In terms of social
inclusion, Europe was followed by the Americas and then Asia; Oceania was fourth-
ranked and Africa last. In natural capital protection, first-ranked Europe was fol-
lowed by Oceania, Africa and Asia which had the lowest result. In green economic
opportunities, Europe was a convincing leader with a result that was almost double,
or twice as good, as the other four regions which had quite close results. In this
group, the Americas were ranked in second place, Asia third and Oceania fourth,
while Africa had the lowest result. The situation was different in the dimension of
efficient and sustainable resource use, where Oceania was ranked first, followed by
Europe in second. Next were Africa and the Americas, which were close to each
other with similar results, while Asia was in last place. Europe had the strongest
performance in 2019 compared to the other continents.

This article turns next to a brief evaluation of the achievements of Europe’s
sub-regions, it being important to look at the outcomes for southern Europe (to
which sub-region belong the five countries under review in this article) in context
compared to those of the other European sub-regions. The results of the Green
Growth Index and its dimensions in the four European sub-regions in 2019 are
presented in Figure 3.
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Figure 2 — Performance in green growth dimensions by geographic region/continent
in 2019
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Source: Acosta et al. (2019: Figure 19, p. 53).

Figure 3 — GGI and its dimensions in European sub-regions in 2019
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Source: Acosta et al. (2019: Figure 23, p. 58).
Figure 3 highlights that, in 2019, all of Europe’s sub-regions stood out in terms
of the dimensions of natural capital protection and social inclusion, having scores

that are ranked from high to very high. They were also doing rather well when it
comes to efficient and sustainable resource use. Green economic opportunities was
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the dimension which required increased focus by all sub-regions, due to it having the
lowest values.

In regard to efficient and sustainable resource use, southern Europe was ranked
third, with northern Europe first and western Europe second; eastern Europe had the
lowest scores. Southern Europe had low scores in green economic opportunities and
was in fourth place, while northern Europe was again positioned first, followed by
western Europe and then eastern Europe, as second and third respectively. The low-
est scores of southern Europe can also be seen in terms of natural capital protection;
the leader in this dimension was, once again, northern Europe followed by western
Europe, with eastern Europe ranked third. In social inclusion, southern Europe was
third, after western Europe which did slightly better than northern Europe. Eastern
Europe was in fourth place, with a similar score to third-ranked southern Europe.

Overview, results and discussion of the GGI performance of non-EU Balkan
countries

As previously indicated, the five selected countries are all similar according to
three criteria (their past political system, their geographic location and their strategic
goal); thus, it is intriguing to see whether they are similar according to their achieve-
ments in the four dimensions and whether they are closely ranked. Their scores for
2019 are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 — Green growth dimension sub-indices and overall Green Growth Index and
rankings, selected southern European countries, 2019

Dimensions Green Growth Index
Efficient Natural Green Social Scores | Level Rank
and capital | economic | inclusion
sustainable | protection | oppor-
resource tunities
use
Serbia 40.26 74.02 33.89 74.83 52 Mod 30
Albania 50.27 80.49 23.42 75.14 52 Mod 31
Montenegro 57.54 68.12 9.40 72.36 40 Mod 35
Bosnia and 40.15 62.24 9.27 64.66 35 Low 37
Herzegovina
North 45.09 78.15 - 73.97 - - -
Macedonia

Source: GGI Report 2019.
Table 1 reports the overall 2019 Green Growth Index results for the five non-EU

Balkans countries alongside the scores received on each of the four green growth
dimensions and their 2019 ranks (out of 43 European countries). In that year, North
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Macedonia had no overall GGI score, nor was its rank assessed, because there was
no score for green economic opportunities.'#

In terms of efficient and sustainable resource use in 2019, Montenegro had the
highest score, followed by Albania. North Macedonia was placed third, followed
by Serbia and then Bosnia and Herzegovina. The difference between first-ranked
Montenegro and last-ranked Bosnia and Herzegovina was over 17 points.

Regarding natural capital protection, the leader in this group was Albania, fol-
lowed by North Macedonia. Serbia, Montenegro and Bosnia and Herzegovina had
the lowest rankings on this dimension. Here, the difference between first-ranked
Albania and last-ranked Bosnia and Herzegovina was almost 18 points.

The third dimension, green economic opportunities, is perhaps the most interest-
ing for analysis. Clearly, Serbia has the best achievement in the region, followed
by Albania. There is a drastic difference with the other two countries that received
scores, Montenegro, and Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the difference between first-
ranked Serbia and last-ranked Bosnia and Herzegovina was no fewer than 24.6
points (on a measure where the scores were anyway low).

In terms of social inclusion, all the five countries have high performances. The
leader in this area was Albania, followed by Serbia, North Macedonia and Montene-
gro, Bosnia and Herzegovina again bringing up the rear. The difference between
first-ranked Albania and last-ranked Bosnia and Herzegovina stood at almost 10.5
points: a much narrower difference than on any of the other dimensions.

Thus, in 2019, Bosnia and Herzegovina was ranked last in each of the dimen-
sions. Albania was the leader of the group in two of them (social inclusion and
natural capital protection), Montenegro led in terms of efficient and sustainable
resource, and Serbia was best in green economic opportunities.

After the 2019 scores for the non-EU Balkan countries, the scores for 2020 are
presented in Table 2.

Table 2 shows the overall 2020 Green Growth Index results for non-EU Balkans
countries and the scores for all four green growth dimensions, North Macedonia
again receiving no score for green economic opportunities. Serbia was again ranked
in first place among the five, with Albania second, Montenegro third, and Bosnia and
Herzegovina fourth. As in 2019, North Macedonia had no overall GGI score, and
thus no rank, as a result of the missing dimension score.

Concerning efficient and sustainable resource use, the best ranked country was
Montenegro, followed by Albania. These were followed by North Macedonia,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Serbia, all of which had fairly close and similar scores.
The difference between first-ranked Montenegro and last-ranked Serbia was almost
nine points.

Turning to natural capital protection, the leader in the group was Albania,
whose score was significantly higher than North Macedonia, Serbia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and Montenegro. Here, the difference between first-ranked Albania
and last-ranked Bosnia and Herzegovina was almost 21 points.

14 The Index is not computed if the score for one dimension is missing.
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Table 2 — Green growth dimension sub-indices and overall Green Growth Index and
rankings, selected southern European countries, 2020

Dimensions Green Growth Index
Efficient Natural Green Social Scores | Level Rank
and capital | economic | inclusion
sustainable | protection | oppor-
resource tunities
use
Serbia 57.31 69.51 4091 76.70 59.46 Mod 28
Albania 65.05 82.62 9.44 80.69 4498 Mod 35
Montenegro 66.06 60.91 12.75 71.65 43.78 Mod 36
Bosnia and 58.70 61.76 9.54 69.05 39.31 Low 37
Herzegovina
North 59.70 74.72 - 72.71 - - -
Macedonia

Source: GGI Report 2020

The third dimension, green economic opportunities, again showed the greatest
discrepancy in the ranking of the countries in the region. Serbia had the highest
score, while significantly lower scores were obtained for Montenegro, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and Albania (9.44). The difference between first-ranked Serbia and
lowest-ranked Albania exceeded 31 points — and, once more, this on a measure
where the leading score, despite representing a relatively quite considerable advance
on 2019, still barely attained moderate.

In terms of social inclusion, the five countries in the region all achieved high
results in 2020 as well as in 2019, again ranking highest in this dimension. Here,
the difference between first-ranked Albania and last-ranked Bosnia and Herzegovina
was over 11 points.

In 2020, Albania was a leader in two dimensions (natural capital protection and
social inclusion), Montenegro was a leader in efficient and sustainable resource use
and Serbia was the best in green economic opportunities. Bosnia and Herzegovina
was positioned last in two dimensions (natural capital protection and social inclu-
sion), Albania last in green economic opportunities, while Serbia had the poorest
achievement in efficient and sustainable resource use.

Despite the methodological limitations related to the comparison of the achieve-
ments of the countries from 2019 with those from 2020, the sum of the provided data
in the reports by thematic units for the surveyed countries are highly indicative of the
conditions and may be subject to a focused analysis and discussion.

In 2019, Serbia was ranked in 30th place and in 2020 in 28th; in both years,
Serbia showed the best performances compared to the other countries, while moving
up two positions in the GGI rankings. In terms of the individual dimensions, Serbia
showed better results in 2020 compared to 2019. Namely, in efficient and sustainable
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resource use, Serbia made progress in 2020 by almost 17 points (from 40.26 in 2019
to 57.31 in 2020). In the dimension of natural capital protection in Serbia, there was
a decrease in 2020 compared to 2019 by about 4.5 points (from 74.02 in 2019 to
69.51 in 2020). Progress was achieved in green economic opportunities of almost
seven points (from 33.89 in 2019 to 40.91 in 2020), as well as in social inclusion,
although in the latter case progress was not so evident, being less than two points.
Although a decline is noticeable only in the dimension of natural capital protection,
comparing the two years in Serbia, it would be reasonable to recommend that Serbia
should pay more attention to this dimension; nevertheless. one should bear in mind
that this is the dimension in which Serbia achieved the best result compared to the
other three.

Albania dropped by four positions in 2020 and is in 35th place compared to
2019, when it ranked in 31st. In terms of the dimensions, in terms of efficient and
sustainable resource use, Albania made progress of almost 15 points (from 50.27
in 2019 to 65.05 in 2020). Although not as much in evidence, Albania also made
progress in natural capital protection by a little over two points. In the dimension of
green economic opportunities, however, there was a drastic decline in 2020, when it
scored just 9.44 compared to the 23.42 achieved in 2019. In social inclusion, Albania
made progress by over five points in 2020 compared to 2019 (75.14 in 2019 and
80.69 in 2020). Albania should thus make more effort in the dimension of green
economic opportunities, generally a weakness among all Balkan countries.

In terms of overall GGI ranking, Montenegro dropped by one position in 2020
(35th place in 2019; 36th in 2020). In sustainable resource use, in 2020 it made
progress by more than eight points, reaching 66.06 points. In natural capital protec-
tion, Montenegro witnessed a decline in 2020 of over seven points, dropping to
60.91 points. In terms of green economic opportunities, Montenegro showed some
progress in 2020 compared to 2019 (from 9.27 points in 2019 to 12.75 in 2020).
A slight decline in 2020 compared to 2019 is observed in social inclusion (72.36
in 2019 and 71.65 in 2020). Montenegro has achieved generally good results in all
dimensions. It should be emphasised that, in the third dimension, of green economic
opportunities, Montenegro showed progress of three points and should continue this
growing trend.

Bosnia and Herzegovina retained the same ranking — 37th — in both reviewed
years. Turning to the dimensions, Bosnia and Herzegovina made significant progress
in 2020 in efficient and sustainable resource use, increasing its score by more than
18 points (from 40.15 in 2019 to 58.70 in 2020). Regarding the second dimension,
natural capital protection, in 2020 there was a slight decline compared to 2019 (from
62.24 points to 61.76). In the third dimension, green economic opportunities, Bosnia
and Herzegovina showed very little progress in 2020, shifting slightly from 9.27
points in 2019 to 9.54 in 2020. In social inclusion, it made progress of approximately
4.5 points compared to 2019 (69.05 in 2019, rising to 64.66 in 2020). Just as with
the other countries, the weakest results were in the dimension of green economic
opportunities; however, it did achieve progress in efficient and sustainable resource
use. Being the last ranked country in both reviewed years, it is advisable for Bosnia
and Herzegovina to improve its achievements in all four dimensions.
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North Macedonia, lacking an assessment in the dimension of green economic
opportunities in both years, has no overall GGI ranking. As for the other dimensions,
the situation is as follows. In the dimension of efficient and sustainable resource
use, the country made good progress in 2020 of almost 15 points compared to 2019
(from 45.09 in 2019 to 59.70 in 2020). In 2020, there was a decline in natural capital
protection by almost 3.5 points (from 78.15 points in 2019 to 74.72 points in 2020).
Although marginally so, in 2020 there was a decline in the dimension of social inclu-
sion of slightly more than one point (73.97 in 2019 dropping to 72.71 in 2020). The
main weakness for North Macedonia is the lack of data on the dimension of green
economic opportunities and, accordingly, the inability to calculate an overall GGI
score. Hence, the direction for Macedonia is to provide data related to the indicators
in the dimension of green economic opportunities. This would allow the country to
track its progress in that dimension and, consequently, the progress regarding the
overall GGI.

Conclusions and recommendations

The SFR Yugoslavia constitution (1974) was the first constitution in the world in
which the right to a healthy environment is a constitutionally guaranteed category.
Although the constitution of Albania (1976) does not contain a right to a healthy
environment, it does impose a duty on citizens to protect the land, the natural wealth,
waters and the atmosphere from damage and pollution.

The trend from 2005 to 2019 in all five continents was upwards, with Europe
and the Americas having the highest growth. According to the Green Growth Index,
Europe was the best performer in 2019 and in 2020 compared to the other four
continents.

In 2019, compared to the other three sub-regions within Europe, southern Europe
had a high score in the dimensions of natural capital protection and social inclusion,
showing the lowest rank in green economic opportunities. Regarding efficient and
sustainable resource use, it is ranked only third out of the four.

In regard to the Balkan countries, the conclusion regarding the sequence in
their rankings, both in 2019 and 2020, is interesting: it is exactly the same. More
precisely, in both 2019 and 2020, Serbia was ranked the highest of the four countries
receiving an overall score, followed by Albania, then Montenegro, while Bosnia and
Herzegovina was lowest.

There are observable and quite dramatic differences between the countries in
terms of the green economic opportunities on offer, indicating that all the countries
need to pay more attention to green investment, green trade, green employment and
green innovation.

Each of the non-EU Balkan countries have to make additional improvements, as
the GGGI reports for both 2019 and 2020 show sharp differences with Europe in
general. In particular, it can be noted that the countries in question are ranked among
the lowest.

Furthermore, additional efforts have to be made in all these non-EU Balkan
countries in order to improve the general performance in regard to the GGI. The
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data presented for 2019 and for 2020 highlight the precise sectors in which such
improvements need to be made.

References

Acosta, L. A, S. Zabrocki, J. R. Eugenio, R. Sabado Jnr, S. P. Gerrard, M. Nazareth
and H. G. H. Luchtenbelt (2020) ‘Green Growth Index 2020 — Measuring Per-
formance in Achieving SDG Targets’ GGGI Technical Report No. 16, Green
Growth Performance Measurement Program Seoul: Global Green Growth Insti-
tute, accessed 1 August 2024 at:
https://greengrowthindex.gggi.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/2020-Green-Gro
wth-Index.pdf.

Acosta, L. A, P. Maharjan, H. Peyriere, L. Galotto, R. J. Mamiit, C. Ho, B. H. Flores
and O. Anastasia (2019) ‘Green Growth Index: Concepts, Methods and Applica-
tions’ GGGI Technical Report No. 5, Green Growth Performance Measurement
Program Seoul: Global Green Growth Institute, accessed 1 August 2024 at:
https://greengrowthindex.gggi.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/GGGI_Green_Gr
owth Index_report.pdf.

Boyd, D (2012) The Environmental Rights Revolution: A Global Study of Consti-
tutions, Human Rights, and the Environment Vancouver: University of British
Columbia Press.

Boyd, D (2013) ‘The Effectiveness of Constitutional Environmental Rights’ Yale
UNITAR Workshop, 26/27 April 2013, accessed 1 August 2024 at:
https://environment.yale.edu/content/documents/00003438/Boyd-Effectiveness-o
f-Constitutional-Environmental-Rights.docx?1389969747.

Decleris, M (2000) The Law of Sustainable Development — General Principles,
report produced for the European Commission Luxembourg: Office for Official
Publications of the European Communities, accessed 1 August 224 at:
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/28d5c957-eb8 1-4ef2-8cdc
-312a28436206/language-en.

EEA (2015) The European Environment — State and Outlook 2015: Protecting,
Conserving and Enhancing Natural Capital Copenhagen: European Environment
Agency.

Flachenecker, F and J. Rentschler (2018) Investing in Resource Efficiency: The
Economics and Politics of Financing the Resource Transition Cham: Springer.

Guerry, A. et al. (2015) ‘Natural capital and ecosystem services informing decisions:
From promise to practice’, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 112
(24): 7348-7355.

Matlievska, M (2010) ‘Current Philosophies of Development’ Annual Proceedings
of the Faculty of Economics University ‘Goce Delchev’ — Stip, accessed (in
Macedonian) 1 August 2024 at: https://eprints.ugd.edu.mk/3522/.

Matlievska, M. (2013) Environmental Protection — Centripetal Acceleration for
Sustainable Pathway Proceedings of the Ninth ECPD International Conference

74 SEER Journal for Labour and Social Affairs in Eastern Europe 1/2024



https://doi.org/10.5771/1435-2869-2024-1-61
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Managing green growth in selected non-EU Balkan countries

‘New Balkans and Europe — Peace, Development, Integration, Reconciliation,
Tolerance and Human Security in the Balkans, Belgrade: UN University for
Peace, pp. 287-298.

Matlievska, M and E. Matlievska (2021) ‘Green Economy — the Time Has Come’
Digital Transformation — The Future.

OECD (2011) Towards green growth — A summary for policy makers, accessed 1
August 2024 at: https://oecd.org/greengrowth/48012345.pdf.

Constitution of the People’s Socialist Republic of Albania 1976, accessed 1 August
2024 at:
https://data.globalcit.eu/NationalDB/docs/ALB%20The%20Constitution%200f%
20the%20Peoples%20Socialist%20Republic%200f%20Albania%201976.pdf.

Constitution of Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 1974, accessed 1 August
2024 at: https://www.worldstatesmen.org/Yugoslavia-Constitution1974.pdf.

Convention on Biological Diversity, Quick Guides to the Aichi Biodiversity Targets
accessed 1 August 2024 at:
https://www.cbd.int/doc/strategic-plan/targets/compilation-quick-guide-en.pdf.

Green Growth Global Institute, accessed 1 August 2024 at: https://gggi.org.

‘Global Goals’ accessed 1 August 2024 at:
https://www.sightsavers.org/policy-and-advocacy/global-goals.

United Nations Climate Change, The Paris Agreement accessed 1 August 2024 at:
https://unfcce.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-agreement/the-paris-agreement.

SDG Indicators, accessed 1 August 2024 at:
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/.

@ (DEE) o Margarita Matlievska, Liljana Pushova Stamenkova and Elena
BB Matlievska

1/2024 SEER Journal for Labour and Social Affairs in Eastern Europe 75



https://doi.org/10.5771/1435-2869-2024-1-61
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



https://doi.org/10.5771/1435-2869-2024-1-61
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Introduction
	Methodology
	A comparative analysis of the constitution of SFR Yugoslavia (1974) and the constitution of Albania (1976) in terms of environmental protection provisions
	Overview of the GGI
	Overview, results and discussion of the Green Growth Index performance of the continents, with special emphasis on Europe
	Overview, results and discussion of the GGI performance of non-EU Balkan countries
	Conclusions and recommendations

