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Abstract. The paper addresses the following scientific problem: the autonomy (or dependence) of the EU 
industry on critical services in the context of reindustrialisation and economic security. Thus, this paper aims to 
capture the competitive position of critical services from both EU and non-EU origins within the European Sin-
gle Market, in light of the New EU Industrial Policy and economic security. To this end we analysed 1) changes 
in rate of provision of critical services in the EU broken down by origin of providers; 2) a share of these services 
in total international service provision in the EU broken down by origin of providers; 3) competitive position 
of critical services and its changes in the EU market regarding the origin of the services providers; and finally, 
4) competitive and trade positions of EU and non-EU critical services providers. Data on trade in services were 
obtained from the Eurostat International Trade in Services Database and are presented according to the Eu-
rostat Balance of Payments Services Classification (EBOPS 2010). In order to identify the position of the EU and 
non-EU critical service providers to the European Union’s companies, we employ two specialisation measures 
commonly used in the trade literature - the Revealed Symmetric Comparative Advantage (RSCA) and the Trade 
Balance Index (TBI). The combination of the two indicators was visualised using the matrix proposed by Wido-
do adjusted to the aim of this research. In the first part of the paper, a literature review is presented, followed 
by a statistical analysis of trade and competitive positions of EU and non-EU critical services providers. The 
discussion, which is rather limited due to the small number of publications dealing with the problem raised, is 
presented. Finally, the paper ends with conclusions, policy recommendations and directions of further research. 
Our research allowed to state that the competitive position of critical services of EU providers is higher within 
the European Single Market in comparison to non-EU providers. This leads au to a conclusion that the EU 
maintains some level of autonomy in critical services and strengthened it over the last fifteen years (2010-2024).
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Introduction
In recent years, the world has witnessed significant changes in geopolitics, brought about by the 

COVID-19 pandemic, Brexit and the war in Ukraine. These, as becoming increasingly clear, are leading 
to a strengthening of the role of China and an attempt by the United States to maintain its position. The 
European Union is not indifferent to these developments, especially as they affect its economic, social 
and political position, as well as its internal economic transformation. In fact, it has become clear that the 
EU’s open trade and investment policy, with its wide acceptance of outsourcing and offshoring, and the 
consequent dependence on subcontractors and manufacturers from around the world, has led to a shaky 
economic security for this economic entity.

The above factors have disrupted supply and production chains and indicated a strong need to pay 
more attention to economic security, including ensuring the resilience of member economies under 
threatening conditions, and ensuring so-called strategic autonomy. The discussion on it started more than 
a decade ago with defence issues (Ochman & Biziewski, 2020), but nowadays it is increasingly referred to 
as economic security in the broadest sense, including technological, digital or social dimensions (Darnis, 
2021). In simple terms, this would boil down to ensuring the production of key products in the EU. In the 
face of growing geopolitical tensions, the possibility of disruptions in supply chains and increasing depen-
dence on third countries (especially China), there is a need for some policies to ensure economic security. 
One policy that comprehensively affects the functioning of economies and can contribute to strengthening 
economic security is industrial policy concerning both manufacturing and provision of services

In June 2023, the European Commission (2023a) issued the “European Economic Security Strategy” 
(EESS), which presents industrial policy as a tool for ensuring economic security. A number of studies 
have already appeared on pointing to the need for sovereignty in the EU industrial policy (Crespi et al., 
2021; Center for Geopolitics, 2024). As industrial policy concerns not only goods, it is worth noting that 
some services are essential for industry transformation, ensuring technological autonomy (understood 
as independence from external suppliers), and are also crucial for maintaining resilience to external and 
internal disruptions (Ambroziak, 2017). These services – critical services are named as ICT, financial and 
transport services. The services market has so far been subject to gradual, though not complete, liberaliza-
tion within the European Single Market (Stefaniak & Ambroziak, 2017, Stefaniak 2024), which has con-
tinued to constrain their free trade within the EU, while strengthening the position of players in selected 
service categories (Stefaniak 2019, Stefaniak & Ambroziak, 2021; Stefaniak & Ambroziak, 2022).

In the aforementioned EESS, telecommunication and digital technology (ICT) systems, along with 
financial and transportation infrastructure, are listed as critical infrastructure1. So, services that relate to 
these systems (ICT, financial and transport services) are considered as critical as well. The ICT sector, as an 
element of economic security enforcement, includes, in addition to traditional IT services, services such 
as data and cloud computing, artificial intelligence (AI), and cybersecurity. Transportation services are 
crucial for the global supply chains, while financial infrastructure and services are crucial for the creation 
of a stable environment for business activities of all economic entities, as well as the whole state. All three 
types of services are also considered in the Industrial Strategy (2020) as key services for the competitive-
ness of the European industry. The EU, as a global player, should balance economic openness with the 
protection of strategic security, and avoid excessive dependence on technological solutions and services 
from outside the EU. It appears that there is currently a gap in research on the relationship between trade 
in critical services and the ongoing policy of reindustrialisation (within the New EU Industrial Policy) 
aimed at ensuring the EU’s economic security.

The paper addresses the following scientific problem: the autonomy (or dependence) of the EU in-
dustry on critical services in the context of reindustrialisation and economic security. Thus, this paper 

1 Other critical infrastructure includes: pipelines, undersea cables, power generation, electronic communication networks, health 
infrastructure.  European Commission (2023)
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aims to capture the competitive position of critical services from both EU and non-EU origins within the 
European Single Market, in light of the New EU Industrial Policy and economic security.

To this end we analysed 1) changes in rate of provision of critical services in the EU broken down by 
origin of providers; 2) a share of these services in total international service provision in the EU broken 
down by origin of providers; 3) competitive position of critical services and its changes in the EU market 
regarding the origin of the services providers; and finally, 4) competitive and trade positions of EU and 
non-EU critical services providers.

In the first part of the paper, a literature review is presented, followed by a statistical analysis of trade 
and competitive positions of EU and non-EU critical services providers. The discussion, which is rather 
limited due to the small number of publications dealing with the problem raised, is presented. Finally, the 
paper ends with conclusions, policy recommendations and directions of further research.

Literature review
Industrial policy can be defined very differently, taking into account many aspects, both in terms of 

its objectives, the instruments used and its addressees. From the point of view of objectives, it has tradi-
tionally been used to promote industrial growth (OECD, 1975), to improve growth and competitiveness 
(Krugman & Obstfeld, 1991), and to increase productivity (Beath, 2002). Today, researchers focus on 
much broader objectives to influence a country’s performance towards a desired goal (Pitelis, 2006), and 
to improve the business environment or change the structure of economic activities, towards sectors, 
technologies or tasks that offer better prospects for economic growth or social welfare (Saggi & Pack, 
2006; Ambroziak, 2017; Aiginger & Rodrik, 2020). Originally, the target of any intervention in the market 
was supposed to be industrial firms, which were basically manufacturing industries. However, as early as 
the 1980s, the role of services began to be emphasised, although not always so explicitly, suggesting that 
industrial policy refers to those policies that are intended to affect manufacturing or service industries in 
some way (Graham, 1986). It is now accepted that a more modern version of industrial policy emphasises 
productive services in addition to manufacturing (Aiginger & Rodrik, 2020). There is no doubts that the 
global economy is generally moving toward a greater consideration of services in the economy, which 
leads to so-called servitization.

Servitization can be understood as the offering of a more complete customer-oriented market package 
of a combination of goods, services, support, self-service, and knowledge. It is worth noting that as early as 
1988, it was predicted that this movement would further blur the line between traditional manufacturers 
and service providers and change some of the relationships and competitive dynamics in which businesses 
operate (Vandermerwe and Rada, 1988). In the ensuing 2000s and 2010s, people began to point to a shift 
away from the economics of ownership provided by the surplus production of products to the economics 
of access to services, which provide the same benefits without the need to purchase products. Thus, the 
idea was to integrate products and services that provide utility value to the customer (Baines et. al. 2007). 
More recently, servitization can also be seen as a process of creating value by adding services to products 
(Baines et. al. 2009). In this way, servitization extends a manufacturer’s reach ever closer to the customer 
and his basic needs (Schmenner 2008). As a result, manufacturers tend to deliver integrated products and 
services using customer-centric strategies to provide customers with “desired outcomes” (Lightfoot et. 
al. 2013). As a result, it is now difficult not to consider the service sector alongside manufacturing when 
defining industrial policy (Ambroziak, 2020; Rodrik, 2022; Juhász et. al., 2024).

The current approach to industrial policy, including within the EU, focuses not only on improving the 
competitiveness of the economy and the companies operating in it, but also on ensuring economic security 
(Guerrieri & Padoan, 2024). Economic security is most often analysed concerning national security, and 
society’s resilience to crises is highlighted through capabilities such as the ability to overcome provocation, 
manage threats, and respond quickly to consequences. The focus in the economic security definition is 
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on trades and economic factors which are related to i.a. trade (Sotskova & Kalashnikova, 2021). Interna-
tional trade as a way for development of economies, but in some cases, as a threat as some economies are 
becoming more dependent on foreign suppliers and are loosing their own autonomy (independence) and 
weakening their economic security. According to Bown (2024), it involves a country getting the goods and 
services it needs when it needs them, at a reasonable price, with an acknowledgement that its economy is 
open and has some interdependence with the outside world. Murphy and Topel (2013) define economic 
security as the set of public policies that protect the safety or welfare of a nation’s citizens from substantial 
threats. Modern concerns over economic security, however, involve recognition that others, typically pol-
icymakers abroad, may be working against a country’s effort to achieve its objectives.

Data and methods
The services under consideration are telecommunications, computer and information services, trans-

portation services and financial services. Data on trade in services were obtained from the Eurostat In-
ternational Trade in Services Database and are presented according to the Eurostat Balance of Payments 
Services Classification (EBOPS 2010). The period for analysis covers the years 2010 to 2024 (up to the 
latest available data). The EU is defined as its current composition of 27 member states and hence excludes 
the UK, as our intention is to draw conclusions relevant to the EU as it currently stands.

In order to identify the position of the EU and non-EU critical service providers to the European 
Union’s companies we employ two specialization measures commonly used in the trade literature - the 
Revealed Symmetric Comparative Advantage (RSCA) and the Trade Balance Index (TBI). 

In the first stage, we used the RSCA index to identify export specialization by indicating a competitive 
position, and its changes, in the export of services to the Internal Market whether by EU or non-EU sup-
pliers. In this study, a version of the RSCA index is used, as proposed by Laursen (2015), although with 
some changes regarding the specific interpretation of export flows: 

	​ ​​RSCA​ j​ i​  =  ​ 
​(​RCA​ j​ i​ − 1)​

 _ ​(​RCA​ j​ i​ + 1)​ ​	 ​​ (1)

where:

	​ ​​RCA​ j​ i​  =  ​ 
​(​​x​ j​ i​⧸∑ ​x​ j​ i​​)​

 _ 
​(​​x​ j​ EU​⧸∑ ​x​ j​ EU​​)​

 ​​​​​​ ​  ​  ​​​	 (2)

​​x​ j​ i​​ – value of service j offered to the EU entities provided by supplier i (from the EU or non-EU),
​​x​ j​ EU​​ – value of service j offered to the EU entities provided by suppliers from the EU and non-EU. 

In the case of this study, service suppliers are divided into EU and non-EU (extra-EU) suppliers. The 
reference group refers to services provided to the EU entities by both the EU and non-EU suppliers.

The RSCA indicator takes values in the range (-1; 1). Positive values indicate the existence of a com-
parative advantage as a given type of service provided to EU entities has a higher share in the total services 
offered by specific group of suppliers (EU or non-EU) than it is in the case of all services provided to EU 
entities by all suppliers regardless their original location (EU and non-EU). Negative values, in contrast, 
reflect a lower importance of a particular type of service provided to the EU entities by the EU or non-
EU suppliers than it is in the reference group. That indicates the absence of the comparative advantage 
in this particular sector. To identify tendencies in RSCA indices for chosen services, the change in RSCA 
indices were calculated separately for the EU and non-EU service provided to the EU entities. We used 
the formula:
	​ ​∆ RSCA = ​RSCA​ 2024​​− ​RSCA​ 2010​​	 ​(​​3​)​​​​
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In the second stage of the analysis, the TBI index (3) has been proposed as a tool for determining a 
trade position in a given sector for both of the groups EU and non-EU providers. For this indicator we 
have used the following formula:

	​ ​​TBI​ j​​  =  ​​(​​ ​x​ j​​ − ​ m​ j​​ ​)​​
⧸​(​​ ​x​ j​​+ ​m​ j​​ ​)​​​​​	 (4)

where: 

for EU service providers:
​​x​ j ​​​– value of intra-EU exports of service j 
​​m​ j ​​​– value of extra-EU import of service j 

and for non-EU service providers:
​​x​ j​​​ – value of extra-EU import of service j 
​​m​ j ​​− value ​of extra-EU export of service j

The value of this indicator ranges from -1 to +1, with positive values indicating a preference for exports 
over imports (net exporter) and negative values indicating a preference for imports (net importer). Thus, 
this indicator reflects the importance of export and import flows in a given category of goods or services 
in a country’s international trade (or in this case – in reference to the EU or non-EU markets). The TBI 
is widely used in the study of the trade position and competitiveness of individual countries, as it allows 
such an analysis not only in static but also in dynamic terms (Hinloopen, Marrewijk, 2001, Mikic, Gilbert, 
2007, Laursen, 2015), taking into account the processes of structural transformation and/or narrowing of 
cooperation as a result of integration processes (Ferto, Hubbard 2003).

In order to comprehensively assess the competitive position of countries in trade in services in the 
Internal Market, we took advantage of the possibility to simultaneously measure both the trade position 
and the comparative advantage individually for EU and non-EU providers of these services. By combin-
ing the TBI and RSCA indicators, it is possible not only to determine whether a country is specialized in 
the export of certain goods and services, but also to assess the degree of comparative advantage relative 
to competitors (Volrath 1991). The combination of the two indicators can be visualised using the matrix 
proposed by Widodo (2009) (see Diagram 1) adjusted to the aim of this particular research:

Diagram 1. Widodo Matrix

TBI > 0
RSCA < 0

TBI > 0
RSCA > 0

TBI < 0
RSCA < 0

TBI < 0
RSCA > 0

Source: Adapted from Widodo (2009).

Empirical evidence suggests that consistently high RSCA associated with a positive trade balance 
(TBI > 0) is indicating durable export specialization. In contrast, low RSCA values and trade deficits typi-
cally signal weak competitiveness and reliance on foreign supply. 

Statistical analysis and results
Global trade in services has grown steadily over the past few decades. In the case of the EU, the value of 

services offered by both EU and non-EU providers has increased significantly (by approximately 2.8 times), 
respectively from EUR 535.5 billion in 2010 to EUR 1,503.3 billion in 2024 for EU providers, and from EUR 
487.1 billion to EUR 1,362 billion in 2023 for non-EU providers. However, the rate of increase in the value 
varied between categories of services, with the highest growth for intra-EU trade in ICT (287%) and finan-
cial services (216%), followed by extra-EU import of financial (177%) and ICT services (166%) (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Growth rate of provision of critical (ICT, financial and transport) services  
in the EU broken down by origin of providers (2010-2024).

Source: Own elaboration

The share of the selected service categories in the total value of services offered in the single European 
market has varied over time. Notably, the highest shares, especially regarding the intra-EU trade, were 
observed in 2021 and 2022, most likely due to the impact of COVID-19 lockdowns, which disproportion-
ately reduced the volume of other service categories. Finally, in 2024, transport services provided by EU 
companies accounted for the largest share of the value of services offered for sale in the EU: 9.1% (com-
pared to 10.9% in 2010), followed by ICT services at 8% (up from 5.8% in 2010) and financial services at 
4.6% (up from 4.1% in 2010). In contrast, non-EU service providers had significantly smaller shares of the 
single European market: 7.8% for transport services (down from 10.9% in 2010), 4.2% for ICT services 
(down from 4,4%), and 3.1% for financial services (3,1% in 2010, while 4,3% in 2021) (see Figure 2).

… 
    

 
Global trade in services has grown steadily over the past few decades. In the case of the EU, the value 
of services offered by both EU and non-EU providers has increased significantly (by approximately 
2.8 times), respectively from EUR 535.5 billion in 2010 to EUR 1,503.3 billion in 2024 for EU 
providers, and from EUR 487.1 billion to EUR 1,362 billion in 2023 for non-EU providers. However, 
the rate of increase in the value varied between categories of services, with the highest growth for 
intra-EU trade in ICT (287%) and financial services (216%), followed by extra-EU import of financial 
(177%) and ICT services (166%) (Figure 1).  

 

 
Figure 1. Growth rate of provision of critical (ICT, financial and transport) services in the EU broken 
down by origin of providers (2010-2024). 
Source: Own elaboration 

 
The share of the selected service categories in the total value of services offered in the single 

European market has varied over time. Notably, the highest shares, especially regarding the intra-EU 
trade, were observed in 2021 and 2022, most likely due to the impact of COVID-19 lockdowns, which 
disproportionately reduced the volume of other service categories. Finally, in 2024, transport services 
provided by EU companies accounted for the largest share of the value of services offered for sale in 
the EU: 9.1% (compared to 10.9% in 2010), followed by ICT services at 8% (up from 5.8% in 2010) 
and financial services at 4.6% (up from 4.1% in 2010). In contrast, non-EU service providers had 
significantly smaller shares of the single European market: 7.8% for transport services (down from 
10.9% in 2010), 4.2% for ICT services (down from 4,4%), and 3.1% for financial services (3,1% in 
2010, while 4,3% in 2021) (see Figure 2). 

 

 

0%

50%

100%

150%

200%

250%

300%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

EU: transport

EU: financial services

EU: ICT

extra-EU: transport

extra-EU: financial services

extra-EU: ICT

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

EU: transport extra-EU: transport EU: financial services extra-EU: financial services EU: ICT extra-EU: ICT

… 
    

 
Global trade in services has grown steadily over the past few decades. In the case of the EU, the value 
of services offered by both EU and non-EU providers has increased significantly (by approximately 
2.8 times), respectively from EUR 535.5 billion in 2010 to EUR 1,503.3 billion in 2024 for EU 
providers, and from EUR 487.1 billion to EUR 1,362 billion in 2023 for non-EU providers. However, 
the rate of increase in the value varied between categories of services, with the highest growth for 
intra-EU trade in ICT (287%) and financial services (216%), followed by extra-EU import of financial 
(177%) and ICT services (166%) (Figure 1).  

 

 
Figure 1. Growth rate of provision of critical (ICT, financial and transport) services in the EU broken 
down by origin of providers (2010-2024). 
Source: Own elaboration 

 
The share of the selected service categories in the total value of services offered in the single 

European market has varied over time. Notably, the highest shares, especially regarding the intra-EU 
trade, were observed in 2021 and 2022, most likely due to the impact of COVID-19 lockdowns, which 
disproportionately reduced the volume of other service categories. Finally, in 2024, transport services 
provided by EU companies accounted for the largest share of the value of services offered for sale in 
the EU: 9.1% (compared to 10.9% in 2010), followed by ICT services at 8% (up from 5.8% in 2010) 
and financial services at 4.6% (up from 4.1% in 2010). In contrast, non-EU service providers had 
significantly smaller shares of the single European market: 7.8% for transport services (down from 
10.9% in 2010), 4.2% for ICT services (down from 4,4%), and 3.1% for financial services (3,1% in 
2010, while 4,3% in 2021) (see Figure 2). 

 

 

0%

50%

100%

150%

200%

250%

300%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

EU: transport

EU: financial services

EU: ICT

extra-EU: transport

extra-EU: financial services

extra-EU: ICT

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

EU: transport extra-EU: transport EU: financial services extra-EU: financial services EU: ICT extra-EU: ICT

Figure 2. Share of critical (ICT, financial and transport) services in the total international service  
provision in the EU broken down by origin of providers in 2010-2014

Source: Own elaboration



440Public Policy and Administration. 2025, Vol. 24, Nr. 3, p. 434-446

As for transport services, the RSCA of 0.01 in 2024 indicates that EU transport service providers 
(intra-EU) do not exhibit a strong comparative advantage (Figure 3). However, the increase of RSCA 
from approximately -0.03 in 2010 to +0.01 in 2024 indicates that EU service providers have managed to 
slightly improve their competitive positions in the internal market. At the same time, the competitive 
position of non-EU providers worsened (∆RSCA = -0.04), what resulted in a negative RSCA (competitive 
disadvantage). As for financial services, we observed a wider gap between the RSCA indexes for intra-EU 
trade over the non-EU import by EU entities. This reflects a certain comparative advantage of EU-based 
financial service providers, as their share in intra-EU trade in services is higher than what would be ex-
pected based on their overall share in total service trade. During the period of analysis, the EU providers 
further strengthened their comparative advantage (∆RSCA = 0.03) at the cost of non-EU suppliers of 
financial services to the EU (∆RSCA = -0.04) Finally, the intra-EU trade in ICT services in 2024 noted the 
highest RSCA value among the analyzed sectors. This indicates a relatively strong comparative advantage 
of EU-based providers of ICT services meaning that the EU entities rely more on ICT services provided 
by EU suppliers than would be expected based on the sector’s average share in the overall services trade 
(EU and non-EU). Furthermore, the increase of RSCA compared to 2010 (+0.07) confirms that the EU 
has strengthened its internal ICT capabilities. At the same time, the comparative advantage of non-EU 
suppliers of ICT services to the EU entities dropped by -0.11, worsening their competitive position within 
the EU market. 

Public Policy and Administration. 2023, Vol. 22, Nr. 1, p. 74-90   80 
 
Figure 2. Share of critical (ICT, financial and transport) services in the total international service 
provision in the EU broken down by origin of providers in 2010-2014 
Source: Own elaboration 

 
As for transport services, the RSCA of 0.01 in 2024 indicates that EU transport service 

providers (intra-EU) do not exhibit a strong comparative advantage (Figure 3). However, the increase 
of RSCA from approximately -0.03 in 2010 to +0.01 in 2024 indicates that EU service providers have 
managed to slightly improve their competitive positions in the internal market. At the same time, the 
competitive position of non-EU providers worsened (∆RSCA = -0.04), what resulted in a negative 
RSCA (competitive disadvantage). As for financial services, we observed a wider gap between the 
RSCA indexes for intra-EU trade over the non-EU import by EU entities. This reflects a certain 
comparative advantage of EU-based financial service providers, as their share in intra-EU trade in 
services is higher than what would be expected based on their overall share in total service trade. 
During the period of analysis, the EU providers further strengthened their comparative advantage 
(∆RSCA = 0.03) at the cost of non-EU suppliers of financial services to the EU (∆RSCA = -0.04) 
Finally, the intra-EU trade in ICT services in 2024 noted the highest RSCA value among the analyzed 
sectors. This indicates a relatively strong comparative advantage of EU-based providers of ICT 
services meaning that the EU entities rely more on ICT services provided by EU suppliers than would 
be expected based on the sector’s average share in the overall services trade (EU and non-EU). 
Furthermore, the increase of RSCA compared to 2010 (+0.07) confirms that the EU has strengthened 
its internal ICT capabilities. At the same time, the comparative advantage of non-EU suppliers of ICT 
services to the EU entities dropped by -0.11, worsening their competitive position within the EU 
market.  

 

 
Figure. 3. Comparative advantage (RSCA) in critical services in 2024 and changes of RSCA between 
2010 and 2024. 
Source: Own elaboration.  

 
The position and importance of a given sector in trade is determined not only by its 

comparative advantage, but also by its trade position, understood as the net trade balance of specific 

EU-Services: transport

EU-Services: financial 
services

EU-Services: ICT

Extra-EU-Services: 
transport

Extra-EU-Services: 
financial services

Extra-EU-Services: ICT
-0.15

-0.10

-0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

-0.20 -0.15 -0.10 -0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20

Ch
an

ge
 in

 R
SC

A
(2

01
0-

20
24

)

RSCA

Figure. 3. Comparative advantage (RSCA) in critical services in 2024  
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The position and importance of a given sector in trade is determined not only by its comparative ad-
vantage, but also by its trade position, understood as the net trade balance of specific services (Figure 4).
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an manufacturers who are competing with companies from outside the EU (European Commission, 
2023b). However, the rate of growth varied between these categories. Given their importance to the EU 
industry competitiveness and its economic security, the stronger increase in intra-EU trade (in both 
value and growth rate) compared to extra-EU import of these services should be considered as a highly 
positive development. This trend suggests a strengthening of the EU’s service providers’ positions and 
a reduced dependency on external providers. We also observed a similar pattern: in each category, the 
intra-EU share of services trade exceeded that of services provided by non-EU suppliers. This ensures 
the safety of both the services offered and their users, particularly in industrial sectors (European Com-
mission, 2022).

Regarding trade positions, across all three service categories under consideration, EU-based providers 
consistently strengthened their competitive advantage within the EU internal market, accompanied by 
positive net trade (RSCA > 0; TBI > 0). In contrast, non-EU providers experienced a decline in com-
petitiveness and recorded trade deficits within the internal market (RSCA < 0; TBI < 0). In the trade of 
transport services, the gradually improving position of EU-based providers over non-EU suppliers may 
indicate increasing resilience of the EU’s internal market to external competition in the transport sector. 
This is in line with the expectation of establishing economic security and a robust industrial foundation 
within the EU, based on its indigenous resources. The transport sector ensures the implementation of 
the fundamental freedoms of the Single European Market and, when used in trade with third countries, 
allows for the preservation of independence and security of supply (European Parliament, 2020). This 
strengthens the competitive position of EU production. A similar pattern was noted for financial services 
trade, which suggests an increase of financial sovereignty as well as continued relevance and resilience of 
the EU financial services sector, despite growing global competition and evolving regulatory frameworks. 
This will clearly strengthen the industrial sector and secure the financial resources needed to implement 
a new industrial policy based on new financial mechanisms. Finally, the most significant improvement 
in trade positions was observed in the ICT services sector, which suggests increasing independence of 
EU economies from acquiring these services from outside the EU. This shift may result from the growing 
importance of digital transformation in many manufacturing companies, as well as from improvements in 
ICT services provided within the EU, particularly catalyzed in the pandemic Covid-19 time. The services 
offered by these European entities significantly improve the EU’s industry’s competitive position on global 
markets, as well as its independence, economic security and digital security (Erixon, F., Guinea, O., & 
Pandya, D. (2024). However, it should be noted that in this case, cybersecurity must be ensured, as well.

These changes may partly result from deliberate EU economic policies aimed at deepening the single 
market for services, as well as reindustrialisation of European economy (Ambroziak, 2017). Also initia-
tives such as the Digital Single Market strategy, the Capital Markets Union, and increased investment in 
trans-European transport infrastructure have likely facilitated cross-border service provision within the 
EU what resulted in strengthening the position of EU-based service suppliers in the internal market. Ad-
ditionally, regulatory harmonisation and support for digital transformation (especially data sovereignty, 
cybersecurity, or digital autonomy) among member states (ex. Ireland) may have further strengthened 
intra-EU service trade. From the EU industrial policy perspective, it is important that these services are 
present in new cooperation and financing mechanisms within the framework of Important Projects of 
Common European Interest. They enable European industry to improve its competitiveness on global 
markets by ensuring the highest quality, constant availability and limited dependence on third-country 
partners (Schmitz et al., 2025).

In terms of economic security, the competitive advantage of the EU countries in the provision of criti-
cal services shows that the EU becomes more autonomous in extra trade policy. EU countries rely more on 
the EU internal market, what undoubtedly ensures the its economic security. By following common trade 
rules, EU Member States can regulate trade flows with third countries more consistently. This makes EU 
countries not only more competitive but also resistant to various economic dependencies. 
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Conclusions
Our research allowed to state that the competitive position of critical services of EU providers is higher 

within the European Single Market in comparison to non-EU providers. This leads au to a conclusion that 
the EU maintains some level of autonomy in critical services and strengthened it over the last fifteen years 
(2010-2024).

Concerning transport services, the RSCA for 2024 showed that EU transport service providers (within 
the EU) do not have a significant comparative advantage. However, the increase in the RSCA indicates that 
EU service providers have managed to slightly improve their competitive position in the internal market. 
With regard to financial services, the analysis showed a certain competitive advantage for EU financial 
service providers, as their share in intra-EU trade in services is higher than would be expected based on 
their overall share in total trade in services. EU providers have strengthened their competitive advantage 
at the expense of non-EU financial service providers. The relatively strong comparative advantage of EU-
based ICT service providers means that EU entities are more dependent on ICT services provided by EU 
suppliers than would be expected based on the average share of this sector in total trade in services (EU 
and non-EU). It is essential to note that the ICT market revolution also has a significant impact on eco-
nomic security. 

The changing new industrial policy of the European Union, driven by a growing focus on economic 
security, has highlighted the role of critical service providers, both EU and non-EU critical service pro-
viders. Economic security refers to a collection of public policies designed to safeguard the safety and 
well-being of a nation’s citizens against significant threats. In contemporary times, economic security also 
encompasses the understanding that foreign policymakers may actively work to hinder a country’s ability 
to achieve its goals. In order to strengthen its resilience to external vulnerabilities and enhance its internal 
economic sovereignty, the EU seeks to align its industrial policy with its strategic objectives. EU critical 
service providers are seen as key drivers of economic stability and innovation, reindustrialisation within 
the EU, benefiting from regulatory harmonisation and regional integration. However, non-EU providers 
face a double challenge: adapting to stricter compliance measures while operating in a competitive en-
vironment that priorities EU strategic autonomy. The interplay between cooperation and competition is 
likely to determine the future direction of cross-border relations in critical sectors. Moreover, appropriate 
political decisions to improve industrial policy, including service sector, unequivocally ensure economic 
security.

To identify the potential dependencies of EU industry on service providers from EU and non-EU 
countries even more precisely, it would be useful to break them down by sector. Depending on the avail-
ability of data, this study would make it possible to identify the endogenous factors determining these 
dependencies in EU Member States.
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Joanna Stefaniak, Rasa Daugėlienė, Adam A. Ambroziak

ES EKONOMIKOS AUTONOMIJA (ARBA PRIKLAUSOMYBĖ)  
NUO KRITINIŲ PASLAUGŲ NAUJOSIOS ES PRAMONĖS POLITIKOS IR 

EKONOMINIO SAUGUMO KONTEKSTE

Anotacija. Šiame straipsnyje nagrinėjama tokia mokslinė problema: ES pramonės autonomija (arba 
priklausomybė) kritinių paslaugų reindustrializacijos ir ekonominio saugumo kontekste. Todėl, šio straipsnio 
tikslas – įvertinti ES ir ne ES kilmės kritinių paslaugų konkurencinę padėtį Europos bendrojoje rinkoje, atsi-
žvelgiant į naująją ES pramonės politiką ir ekonominį saugumą. Šiuo tikslu buvo analizuojama: 1) kritinių 
paslaugų teikimo ES pokyčiai, suskirstyti pagal paslaugų teikėjų kilmę; 2) šių paslaugų dalis bendrame tarp-
tautinių paslaugų teikime ES, suskirstyta pagal paslaugų teikėjų kilmę; 3) kritinių paslaugų konkurencinę 
padėtį ir jos pokyčius ES rinkoje, suskirstytus pagal paslaugų teikėjų kilmę; ir galiausiai 4) ES ir ne ES kritinių 
paslaugų teikėjų konkurencinę ir prekybos padėtį. Duomenys apie prekybą paslaugomis buvo gauti iš Eu-
rostato tarptautinės prekybos paslaugomis duomenų bazės ir pateikiami pagal Eurostato mokėjimų balanso 
paslaugų klasifikaciją (EBOPS 2010). Siekiant nustatyti ES ir ne ES kritinių paslaugų teikėjų padėtį Europos 
Sąjungos įmonių atžvilgiu, naudojami du specializacijos rodikliai, dažnai naudojami prekybos literatūro-
je: atskleistas simetrinių palyginamųjų pranašumų rodiklis (RSCA) ir prekybos balanso indeksas (TBI). Šių 
dviejų rodiklių derinys buvo vizualizuotas naudojant Widodo pasiūlytą matricą, pritaikytą šio tyrimo tiks-
lams. Pirmoje straipsnio dalyje pateikiama literatūros apžvalga, po kurios seka ES ir ne ES kritinių paslaugų 
teikėjų prekybos ir konkurencinės padėties statistinė analizė. Pateikiama diskusija, kuri yra gana ribota dėl 
mažo skaičiaus šią temą nagrinėjančių publikacijų. Atitinkamai straipsnyje pateikiamos išvados, politikos 
rekomendacijos ir tolesnių tyrimų kryptys. Mūsų tyrimas leido padaryti išvadą, kad ES kritinių paslaugų 
teikėjų konkurencinė padėtis Europos bendrojoje rinkoje yra geresnė nei ne ES teikėjų. Tai leidžia daryti 
išvadą, kad ES išlaiko tam tikrą autonomiją kritinių paslaugų srityje ir per pastaruosius penkiolika metų 
(2010–2024 m.) ją sustiprino.
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