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Abstract: The paper presents an analysis of coordination as an important 
function of the security management. Certain elements and subjects of the 
security sector coordinate their activities interchangeably, in order to gain 
rational and successful execution of security function. Coordination is the 
foundation for viability and successful functioning of every state. Coordina-
tion provides the dynamic equilibrium among the subjects in the security 
sector through mutual interrelation of its components and it is executed by 
separate parts or individuals throughout their activities. In most cases coor-
dination role belongs to the top management in respective institutions and 
represents one of the most important roles.
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national security

Introduction
Security management is, in its broadest sense, a resource management aimed 

at the achievement of certain (determined) security goals. The achievement of de-
termined goals is accomplished through implementation of different actions often 
referred to as security management functions. In theory, there are different views 
on the number, significance, and contents of those actions, which is a consequence 
of circumstances that all of them are mutually conditioned and connected so that 
they do not occur in ’pure’ form. Security management functions are, in theory, 
most often the following ones: planning, organizing, staffing, direct leading, and 
controlling.

Besides the above-stated, it should be bore in mind that the function of pla-
nning includes the determination of protection objects; threat and danger iden-
tification; determination of possible consequences; choice of protection level, 
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measures, and priorities; as well as definition of protection policy. Organization 
represents shaping of organizational structure which serves as mean for achieve-
ment of goals defined. Resource obtaining includes technical assets of mechanical 
and electronic protection (material resources), but also the employed in the secu-
rity sector of certain organization (human resources). Leading and control are fun-
ctions in management process which authorities are organization of implementa-
tion process and control of the way in which this process will secure efficiency of 
protection measures, with focus on human potential management.

Based on above-mentioned, it is evident that the management process could 
be split into the following activities: 1) monitoring and assessment, 2) planning, 3) 
organization, 4) task assignment, 5) coordination, 6) control, 7) analysis and eva-
luation, and 8) reporting and informing.

Defining coordination
In the institutions, many activities are continuously carried out by the organi-

zers, collaborators, managers, assisting and technical personnel and so on. Effi-
cient execution of these activities depends on whether there is concordance and 
synchronization among the process of execution of numerous activities, as well as 
the executors themselves, which, inliterature, is known as coordination. The notion 
coordination comes from Latin word coordinatio which means arranged whole. In 
English it was used for the first time in 1605, and it had the meaning of „orderly 
combination“.

Coordination is defined in different ways. Thus, J. Miner argues that coordi-
nation means synchronization of actions of people in organization, and one of the 
main goals of every management is to achieve such synchronization. Coordination 
is defined as a process of managing conflicts in order to prevent them to become 
fierce and discontinue execution of the tasks (Мiner, 1971: 392).

According to J. Mooney, coordination is considered as a special function of ma-
nagement and it can be defined as an exact effort of the group so as to ensure unity 
of action, and at the same time follow the general goal (Mooney, 1947: 5).

In the argumentation of J. Morgan, coordination is a process of communication 
with others, inside and outside of managerial control, so as to attain their coopera-
tion, whether they influence or are under the influence of the managerial activities 
(Morgan, 1973: 26). 

P. Lawrence and J. Lorsch define coordination as a process of unification of the 
efforts among different subsystems in carrying out the tasks of the organization 
(Lawrence R. P., & Lorsch W. J., 1967: 45).

According to I. Simeonov, coordination is a constant conceptualised activity 
in governing the institution, through which harmony is introduced in the work of 
executors, as well as parallelism, proportionality and rhythm, in order to achieve 
the desired result in a strictly determined time (Simeonov, 1995: 35–89).

T. Čokreski, considers coordination as a general organizational process, fun-
damental for successful and rational functioning of every organization. The basic 
goal of coordination is the standardization of a number of components and factors 
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in previously planned action. At the same time, it eliminates possible obstacles that 
emerge in its activity. Furthermore, it also eliminates, more or less, different con-
flicts that emerge at different levels in the institution (Čokreski, 1995: 109). Accor-
ding to the same author, the coordination process encompasses activities in the 
organization that help to harmonize the specialized roles and elements which are 
intended to accomplish the goals of the organization. Moreover, coordination pro-
cess represents standardization of activities of the individuals, parts and the whole 
organization, according to previously determined plan, programme or procedure, 
in order to join efforts. 

Therefore, if one makes an attempt to define coordination, one can say that it is 
a necessity where a great number of executors emerge and practice different opini-
ons for identical issues in execution of certain tasks. Coordination is necessary for 
finding common ground in order to ensure accomplishment of determined goals. 

Coordination is closely linked to security and defence. Different authors in-
terpret differently this interdependence. Thus, for some authors, coordination is 
a joint connection of the tasks of the state bodies, which is necessary for accom-
plishment of security and defence goals. According to others, coordination is a 
conscious process of synchronization of different activities for security, so that the 
bodies of state authorities are able to function as one harmonious unity in the pro-
cess of accomplishment of security. Moreover, some define coordination as a pro-
cess of conflict management that prevents its fierceness, and consequently disrupts 
the normal functioning of the system. Such interpretations have crucial meaning 
for the continuous functioning of the security system in peaceful conditions or its 
survival in crisis situations.

Types of coordination
In contemporary conditions, coordination represents an important process that 

is practiced by managers in order to achieve determined goals in the institution 
more successfully. 

Coordination is an important function in the organization itself. At the same 
time, it is also dispersed throughout the territory of the whole country, with unique 
application of the existing rules and regulations in a specific area, climate and other 
characteristics of the sites where its subsystems are located. 

The essence of coordination is to upgrade the projected goals through overco-
ming the shortfall and drawbacks emerging in work. It means that it is impossible 
for joint work to exist if there is no coordination, that is to say, to standardize the 
activities according to place, time and priorities. 

In literature, there are different opinions about how many types of coordination 
are present nowadays. Most frequently coordination can be (Bakreski, 2005: 31):

a) Vertical;
b) Horizontal; and
c) Diagonal.
Vertical coordination is practiced in all kinds of organizations. It is carried out 

among different levels of management and ruling. Its essence is to adjust plans, 
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tasks, goals and interests between the high and low organizational level, that is to 
say, to integrate the goals accomplished between the superiors and subordinates. 
This coordination dominates in the military and police organization, so that is why 
it has a greater specific value regarding other types of coordination. 

Horizontal coordination is carried out among the units at the same organizati-
onal level and establishment. Horizontal coordination is synchronization of acti-
vities at the same organizational level. Many consider that this coordination is the 
real one that exists in the military organization, because it is established in the line 
of same hierarchical level. In this coordination the executors of same level or rank, 
synchronize mutual activities through mutual communication. The starting point 
is the stand that ‘the boss’ should not be burdened with all the problems of functi-
oning of some part of the military or police organization, especially if the problems 
can be solved at same level of hierarchy. 

Diagonal coordination emerges and is carried out among different levels of fun-
ctions of the institution. This coordination refers more to informing, giving sup-
port, suggesting ideas or cooperating among different parts in the organization 
that are not horizontally or vertically connected, but are in functional relations 
(Radosavljević, 2011: 105–111).

Despite these criteria, coordination can be also divided according to organiza-
tional and formal characteristics. In organizational sense, coordination can be in-
ternal and external. Internal coordination is carried out between interior elements 
of the organization, while external coordination is carried out between interior 
elements of the organization and surrounding. According to formal characteristics, 
coordination can emerge as: direction of work, cooperation, unification of work, 
common work, assistance and co-action. 

Unification of work and assistance belong to the vertical dimension of coor-
dination, which is executed by the higher level of management towards the lower 
levels. Direction of work most frequently is within the horizontal and lateralcoor-
dination, while cooperation and common work belong to the horizontal dimension 
of coordination, despite the fact that it regularly emerges from the decisions of the 
higher level of management.

Having in mind the characteristics, coordination can be divided according to: 
place, time and tasks. In executing any task, coordination is bound in space and 
time, and furthermore the processes of material, energetic or information charac-
ter are coordinated as well. According to the process when it can be executed there 
is (Bakareski, 2005: 32): coordination within the institution, coordination with so-
cial surrounding, coordination with superior bodies and institutions, coordination 
with similar institutions from abroad.

Internal dimension of coordination
Coordination is one of the basic principles of state organization, and it occurs as 

a rule about the way to establish connections and relations between factors of state 
organization-state organs, so that all various and numerous factors in their activity 
function harmonically and uniquely, what achieves the role and goals of the state 
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in the most efficient and the most rational manner. Coordination can be achieved 
in different ways. Organic coordination is the adjustment between parts of state 
organization based on their internal characteristics and mechanical is harmony se-
cured through exterior action of special instruments and activities. Direct coordi-
nation means direct adjustment of state organization actions between themselves, 
while the indirect supposes the insertion of specific subject or procedure with task 
of securing the desired level of harmony between two parts. Within state organiza-
tion the adjustment could be related to the composition of organization (structural 
coordination), to the activity of organization (functional coordination), and to the 
final result desired (target coordination).

Government is an autonomous political institution which is obliged to make 
decisions in interest of society and its representative institutions. Essential question 
for the politicalelement is how to keep the unity of the government or legitimacy 
of its decisions.

The Government can keep its legitimacy only with political coordination in de-
cision making. On the other hand, the government can organize the functioning 
of the state aided by the administration and with optimal ways of organization of 
different sectors in society. The government must respond to many problems and 
create conditions for their effective solving.

Political coordination is defined as a harmony of decisions/activities, which 
will enable legitimacy of the government. Political coordination is used for deve-
lopment of a special kind of relationship between different political programmes. 
This type of coordination must ensure for all the participants who implement the 
politics to synchronize their activities and resources in order to attain the final aim 
of the policy – this is the horizontal dimension of coordination. In the vertical di-
mension, the exposure of personal politics could prevent coordinated implementa-
tion, especially at level of street bureaucracy. Coordination means that the interest 
of different social segments must be balanced in the government decisions, so as 
not to trigger social tensions. Government decisions may promote political con-
flicts, because they can promote interests of a certain community, to the disadvan-
tage of others (Slaveski & Bakareski, 2001: 125–133).

Action and efficiency of decision-making – as administrative dimension one 
can achieve due to the structures for support of the cabinet, committees, advisors 
and so on. In order to successfully realize this, administrative dimension of coor-
dination in decision-making is required.1 There are a numerous levels of coordi-
nation, where politics and administration are combined at different ways and form 
different configurations. The extent and ways of coordination are balanced by the 
government, so that legitimacy and efficiency represent the basic variables of poli-
tical-administrative dichotomy. Political-administrative equilibrium is ensured in 
cases when the structures and means for management in the government enable 
more or less balanced coordination of politics in all dimensions.
1  The idea for analysis of political-administrative dichotomy through the problems at level of coordination 
stems from Guy Peters, Managing Horizontal Government, The Politics of Coordination, Canadian Centre 
for Management Development, 1998.
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Moreover, the government has a need for a legitimate system of coordinati-
on between the governmental cabinet, the presidential cabinet and the separate 
ministries, as well as among the ministries and different state agencies. Such 
connectivity enables the problems which emerge in any part of the power to be 
common property and common responsibility. Thus, complexity of organizational 
territory is simplified, because the inner regulation is designed in such a way to 
alleviate the consequences from the possible problems or annul them completely.

To overcome that, the government most commonly puts the accent to coordi-
nated implementation of sectoral political-administrative interests by forming an 
interministerial coordination body. This body should focus on detailing and esta-
blishing balance between the interests of a number of sectors. Namely, in many 
countries, especially in those with European tradition, such bodies or the cabinet 
itself plays/play central role in the formulation of policy and coordination among 
the ministries. This body is the most important decision-making body of the go-
vernment and all main issues must receive approval from this body.

Therefore, the body itself is preserved as a unified subject focusing to the stra-
tegic political decisions. One of the indicators of this political unity is the role of 
general political discussions in executive power. In the case of a coalition gover-
nment, for example, its credibility would mean intervention in sectoral policy and 
it can be found in the role of a mediator between the separated government coali-
tions. In this case coordination most frequently is led by the principle of obligatory 
responsibility, where all government ministers are obliged to support the decision 
which has been made. Here, the notion executive power is used to demonstrate 
that there is coordination in the centre of the power. 

Although being clear and widely accepted, the fact that efficiency of the insti-
tutions of public interest is determined and in great extent depends on the clear 
definition of the role and duties of the institutions involved in the management sy-
stem as well as from the procedures of the mutual cooperation and coordination, 
sometimes it seems that it is not entirely clear how to do that. In most countries, 
especially those established after 1990, it is partly due to the ’resistance’ to make 
some drastic changes in terms of previously learnt ways and habits of doing thin-
gs, so probably this is one of the most difficult doable things. Deeply rooted strict 
hierarchical approach should be modernized and supported with other additional 
methods, so as to enable spread of different standpoints, visions and ideas through 
the structures, with final aim in finding the best solutions for welfare of the society, 
and not for individual political interests or for interests of certain groups.

External dimension of coordination
Coordination of the security sector in the frame of national state could be achi-

eved very easily because one deals with firmly structured security components in 
the state that act upon the same legal norms and are subordinated to same political 
authorities, aims and values. On the other hand, international organizations act 
in the area of at least two states, and often in the area of a whole continent, which 
presents a serious obstacle when coordination is an issue.
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However, such organizations most frequently strive to form a model of organi-
zation that enables a great level of independence of every organizational unit (state),
and coordination is established only at the level of execution of the mission of or-
ganization to which belong all organizational units which more or less indepen-
dently execute actions on the territory of the state to which they belong.

In the international organizations, such as the UN, NATO and the EU, the need 
for coordination is much bigger due to the need for interoperability of the forces 
that participate in joint security operations.

United Nations forces that participate in peace operations in the world, more 
and more often encounter problems with coordination. This is due to the fact that 
there are no UN armed forces, but the peace contingents are comprised of armed 
forces of the UN member-countries, which voluntarily put at disposal certain mi-
litary units to participate in peace operations. The issue of coordination for which 
there is a great need in collective UN actions, emerges as one of the key problems 
and upon which resolution depends the success of the peace operations. It should 
be noted that all units involved in the peace contingents in executing the neces-
sary activities are led by their national rules of engagement and they obey to the-
ir organizational-formation structures. United Nations is an organization which 
gathers sovereign states and cannot impose orders in terms of organization and 
functioning of the unit in the peace contingent to any member that engages ar-
med forces in the peace contingents. Contemporary UN operations, which have 
become operations for imposing peace are more and more complex and require 
high level of coordination of all actors in the operation. Spatial coordination is 
achieved with formation of special coordination body which includes represen-
tatives of all countries engaged in the operations themselves, with clearly defined 
tasks from every country, before its armed forces accept participation in peace 
operations, division of zones and regions of responsibility for every country that 
participates in peace operations and other ways that will be estimated as efficient 
(Dragišić, 2007).

Coordination within NATO is achieved in numerous bodies where the opini-
ons of all representatives of NATO member countries are articulated. NATO is a 
military-political alliance based on political and military cooperation of indepen-
dent member-countries, established according to Article 51, from the UN Charter. 
During its six-decade existence, this supranational organization has gone to seve-
ral ‘conditionally’ developmental phases, but the way of decision making has not 
been changed.

Although NATO members are sovereign countries that preserve their indepen-
dence in all segments of social living, with different historical, cultural and other 
traits, with different size and different number of population, all together, within 
NATO, have equal rights, that is they have the right of one vote. Thus, the decisions 
of the NATO Council are also made with common consent, or, put in other words, 
consensus is a rule of the Organization. In that sense, close political cooperation 
among the member-countries has special significance. As the most important coo-
peration is considered: firstly – complete mutual information of their governments 
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for the overall policy, and secondly – constant consultation regarding development 
of their opinions and their viewpoints on a number of specific issues. The decision 
made by consensus is an agreement achieved with common consent and supported 
by every member-country and has the same status and represents the agreed poli-
cy of the member-countries, no matter at what level it has been made. This points 
out that when a decision is made in NATO, it is an expression of collective will of 
sovereign states which are members of the Alliance. This process of decision-ma-
king gives NATO strength and credibility.

Most important institutions for creation of policy and decision-making within 
NATO are the following: North-Atlantic Council; Defence Planning Committee and 
the Group for Nuclear Planning. Specialized committees which consist of official 
representatives of member-countries of the Alliance are subordinated to these insti-
tutions. Each and every of these institutions plays a vital role in the processes of con-
sultation and decision-making which are the basis of cooperation, common planning 
and common security among the member-countries that represent NATO.

Structures that have been created within NATO enable the member-countries to 
coordinate their polices in order to fulfil these fundamental tasks. They provide con-
tinuous consultations and cooperation in political, economic and other non-military 
spheres, as well as formulation of common plans for common defence; establishment 
of infrastructure and basic installations and institutions that are necessary for the mi-
litary structures to act; and agreements for common training programmes.

European Union is engaged in different crisis areas, and many of the operati-
ons are of civil-military nature. In lack of military capacities, the European Union 
attempts to choose „their“ wars carefully and utilize its civil and military power in 
coordinated manner. The experience from the Balkans and Afghanistan shows that 
it is necessary to combine civil and military instruments in order for the operati-
ons to be successful. Interaction between the civil and military dimension of the 
European Security and Defence Policy – in conditions of continuous evolution – is 
probably one of the most interesting, but also one of the most constructive charac-
teristics of the European Union (Ojanen, 2002: 35). Civil-military coordination is 
important, but also it can be a complex one.

Based on already agreed concepts and procedures, civil-military cooperation 
enhances the capability of the EU to guarantee comprehensive approach. Such 
approach is achieved through comprehensive planning which enables the Union to 
identify interdependencies among different parts of its response to crisis, to ensure 
coordination and transparency among the European Union bodies. Furthermore, 
comprehensive planning is a systematic approach designed to satisfy the need for 
efficient intrapillar and interpillar coordination of the activities by all relevant EU 
actors in the crisis management planning.

Traditionally, the European Commission is responsible for civilian elements of 
the crisis management, and the Council and the Political and Security Committee, 
supported by the Politico-Military Group are responsible for ensuring that mili-
tary and civilian personnel have in mind the need for overall planning coherence 
among their appropriate capabilities at all levels of planning for joint operations 
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led by the EU.2 Political and Security Committee preserves this role by practicing 
political control and strategic direction of the crisis management operations.

In order to improve the coordination within the EU structures, a new segment 
of coordination expressed in form of a Civil-Military Cell has been introduced. It 
is the key tool for improving the efficiency of the European Security and Defence 
Policy and development of expertise in civilian-military crisis management, and 
especially conflict prevention and post-conflict reconstruction. The Cell has str-
engthened strategic planning of the European Union for joint military and civilian 
missions, in a way that it enables more coherent and more efficient action. Civil-
Military Cell strengthens the capabilities of the crisis management of the EU and 
serves as a beginning of a future independent European staff for planning of ci-
vil and military operations. Since 2006, the Civil-Military Cell has a capability to 
establish operational centres rapidly, especially where joint civil-military response 
is required. Operational centre provides important ad hoc common structure for 
undertaking joint civil-military operational planning.

Conclusion
Efficiency of the security sector is determined and depends in great extent of 

clear definition of the role and responsibilities of the institutions involved in the 
management system, ensuring better coordination of management when reaching 
decisions, motivation in the frames of the sector and public support. Efficient ma-
nagement of the security sector requires completion of four main goals. The first 
goal is integration of the institutions and bodies within the security sector. The 
second goal is achieving integration of the security sector with other institutions, 
bodies and organizations of the country and society. The third goal is achieving 
integration in every institution and body of the security sector. The last goal is in-
tegration of the national security sector with the security sector of the Euro-Atlan-
tic Community.

Division of work is one of the most important phases in establishing the insti-
tution, but this requires coordination. Primarily, coordination is achieved throu-
gh common managers. In smaller organs and bodies this, together with informal 
consultations, is probably all that is needed. In big institutions greater formal co-
ordination is needed. It means that different levels of coordination and forms of 
decision-making have to be included. Main managers should be responsible for 
realization of this goal. Thus, for example, upon realization of certain phases of 
the work, coordinators who are responsible for coordination of the appropriate 
phase or in general of the phases among themselves are often engaged.

The conclusion can be made that coordination in national states is considered 
to be achieved without great difficulties, because all institutions are managed by 
the same political actors, while coordination represents a big problem at highly 
2  EU institutions responsible for decision-making and execution of EU policy in the area of Common 
Foreign and Security Policy are: European Council, Council of the European Union, Political and Security 
Committee, Military Committee, High Representative for CFSP, Military Staff, European Comission, 
and so on.
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integrated organizations, whose parts represent special political and functional 
entities, that have their own special interests that want to achieve through the 
membership in the organizations. 
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RAZLIČITI POGLEDI NA KOORDINACIJU 
U BEZBEDNOSNOM MENADŽMENTU

Apstrakt: U radu je prikazana analiza koordinacije kao važne funkcije bez-
bednosnog menadžmenta. Određeni elementi i subjekti sektora bezbedno-
sti koordiniraju svoje aktivnosti naizmenično, u cilju racionalnog i uspeš-
nog izvršenja bezbednosne funkcije. Koordinacija je temelj za održivost i 
uspešno funkcionisanje svake države. Ona omogućava dinamičku ravnotežu 
između subjekata u sektoru bezbednosti kroz međusobnu povezanost nje-
govih komponenti i izvršavaju je odvojeni delovi ili pojedinci kroz njihove 
aktivnosti. U većini slučajeva, ulogu koordinacije u datim institucijama vrši 
top menadžment i on predstavlja jednu od najvažnijih uloga u njima.
Ključne reči: koordinacija, menadžment, upravljanje bezbednošću, institu-
cije, nacionalna bezbednost


