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Abstract:

This report examines the role of institutional governance in shaping sustainable development
in Greece over the period 2000-2024. The report utilizes data from the Worldwide Governance
Indicators (WGI) database developed by the World Bank. The analysis focuses on six key
institutional dimensions, i.e., (i) voice and accountability, (ii) political stability, (iii)
government effectiveness, (iv) regulatory quality, (v) rule of law, and (vi) control of corruption.
In the analysis, trends of institutional performance are evaluated and explored regarding their
implications for sustainable development. The findings reveal significant fluctuations across
governance dimensions, particularly during periods of economic and political instability,
highlighting the uneven progress of institutional reforms. The conclusions underscore the
crucial role of transparent and democratic institutions as foundations for sustainable
development policymaking. The policy implications focus on how effective policymaking
should seek to protect public security without undermining fundamental freedoms of people,
ensuring that both security measures and individual rights are governed by a transparent,

accountable, and impartial justice system.
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Preface

“The security of our nation is not at the ramparts alone. Security also lies in the value of our free institutions.
A cantankerous press, an obstinate press, a ubiquitous press must be suffered by those in authority in order to
preserve the even greater values of freedom of expression and the right of the people to know.”

— Murray 1. Gurfein!

1. Introduction

A central question is whether people value security or freedom more; however, the
uncertainty of our times has tipped the scales towards security. Since the beginning of 2026,
Europe has faced at least three major geopolitical challenges. First, the continuing
repercussions of the Russo-Ukrainian conflict, now in its fourth year, with roots tracing back
to the 2014 annexation of Crimea (Plokhy 2023). Second, escalating tensions in the Middle
East, particularly involving the United States of America (USA), Israel, and Iran, highlight the
persistence of geopolitical instability within a broader crisis that began in 2023, which was
thought to have been partially contained with the “Twelve-Day-War” between Israel and Iran
in June 2025 (Farnia 2025). Third, renewed debates surrounding U.S. President Donald
Trump’s interest in acquiring Greenland have contributed to political unease among European
leaders, raising concerns about transatlantic relations and NATO cohesion (Zellen 2025). As
stated in the 10™ edition of the Democracy Report by V-Dem Institute, “the level of democracy
for the average citizen in Western Europe and North America is at its lowest level in over 50
years, primarily due to ongoing autocratization? in the USA” (Nord et al. 2026).

However, any meaningful balance between security and freedom can only be sustained
through strong, transparent, and democratic institutions. Democratic institutions are able to
prevent the expansion of security measures from undermining individual rights and
international collaboration, while also promoting long-term peace. Justice also constitutes a
fundamental pillar underpinning both security and freedom. In an era of multi-crisis, the
erosion or selective application of international law increasingly challenges the legitimacy and
effectiveness of global governance frameworks (Monar 2015).

Institutional governance has long been recognized as a fundamental pillar of economic

performance and sustainable development. An effective accountability system for public

This is a quote by Murray Gurfein, a U.S. judge who refused to stop the publication of the
“Pentagon Papers” in New York Times Co. versus United States case that happened in 1971 (The New York
Times 1979).

For more information about the third wave of autocratization, please see: Lithrmann and Lindberg (2019).
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officials, supported by strong judicial oversight, can be traced back to ancient Athenian
democracy, which imposed stringent penalties for corrupt actions, while also providing
incentives for honest service (Economou and Kyriazis 2025). In that prototype participatory
democratic society, “social stigma” also discouraged corrupt behavior.

It is apparent that effective institutions can shape the quality of public policies, ensure
the efficient allocation of resources, and foster trust between citizens and the state. In recent
decades, there is a growing emphasis on how sustainable development has further highlighted
the importance of governance systems that promote transparency, accountability, and long-
term policy coherence (Azam et al. 2023). Moreover, digitalization has paved the way for better
organization in public governance, for example, through novelties in information and
communication technology (ICT) in anti-corruption efforts (Kossow 2020). In the European
Union (EU), the Hague Programme emphasized the strengthening of freedom, security, and
justice as interconnected policy objectives (European Commission 2005). Specifically,
international frameworks, such as those developed by the World Bank and the United Nations,
also underscore the central role of institutions in achieving Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs), particularly in relation to inclusive growth, social equity, and environmental
resilience. Moreover, the European Green Deal also includes important institutional factors
that affect sustainable development pathways (Halkos and Aslanidis 2023a).

The present report aims to examine the role of institutional governance in shaping
sustainable development. The contribution of this report is threefold. First, it provides a
comprehensive assessment of institutional governance in Greece using a multidimensional
framework based on the Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI). Second, it extends the
literature by linking governance dynamics to sustainable development within a country-
specific context, offering insights that go beyond conventional growth-focused analyses. Third,
it delivers policy-relevant implications by identifying areas where governance improvements
are necessary to support long-term sustainability and resilience.

There are three alternative ways of making political decisions: democracy, epistocracy,
and hybrid governance. First, democracy, where decisions are made by citizens or their
representatives, second, epistocracy, where decisions are delegated to those with greater
expertise or knowledge, and third, hybrid governance, where democratic participation is
combined with expert input (Chirat and Hédoin 2026). It is important to remember that in
democracy “citizens go on to express, even if in an incomplete way, their social preferences by
choosing a particular political program proposed by one among many other programs of the

other political parties” (Economou et al. 2022). These decision-making models are closely
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linked to three governance indicators. They relate to voice and accountability, because
democracy gives citizens the strongest power, while epistocracy reduces participation and may
create legitimacy costs when people feel excluded. Furthermore, regarding government
effectiveness, technical and information-heavy issues may be handled more effectively when
experts (i.e., epistocracy) or hybrid bodies are involved. In addition, regarding regulatory
quality, more holistic frameworks require the right balance between public legitimacy and
specialized knowledge. In this respect, the report’s key insight is that good governance does
not depend on one universal decision-making model, but on choosing the procedure that best

fits the complexity and sensitivity of each policy issue.

Based on this framework, the present report addresses three research questions (RQs).

RQI. How has Greece’s institutional governance evolved during 2000-2024 compared with
the EU-27 and the broader European sample?

RQ2.  Which governance dimensions represent Greece’s most persistent institutional
weaknesses?

RQ3. How can stronger institutional governance support Greece’s sustainable development

while balancing security, freedom, and justice?

Accordingly, the report develops three hypotheses (H):

HI. Greece has persistently underperformed relative to the EU-27 average across most
governance indicators during 2000-2024.

H2. Greece’s weakest governance dimensions are rule of law and control of corruption.

H3. Improvements in the six indicators can strengthen Greece’s capacity to promote

sustainable development without undermining freedom and justice.

The remainder of the report is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant
literature on the role of institutions and sustainable development. Section 3 presents the data
and methodology. Section 4 presents the results. Section 5 discusses relevant insights from

literature. Section 6 concludes the paper and offers policy implications.
2.  The importance of institutions for sustainable development

In an era defined by geopolitical instability and multi-crisis, institutions have become

central to the balance between security imperatives and the preservation of fundamental
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freedoms. It is apparent that institutions shape how states respond to uncertainty, manage risks,
and coordinate collective action across economic, social, and environmental domains.
Specifically, the following sections are going to present how democratic institutions are
essential not only for maintaining stability and public trust, but also for ensuring that the pursuit

of security does not come at the expense of sustainable development.

2.1. Theoretical foundations of institutional research

Institutions are multifaceted structures shaped by a combination of formal and informal
factors that govern human interaction and collective outcomes. At their core, institutions
consist of formal rules, informal constraints, and enforcement mechanisms that structure
human interaction, shape incentives, and influence socioeconomic outcomes, as emphasized
by North (1981). However, within the scope of historical institutionalism, institutional
functioning extends beyond formal rules to include informal and historically embedded factors,
such as cultural norms, social values, and collective identities, which significantly influence
how rules are interpreted and implemented (Steinmo et al. 1992).

What is important to bear in mind is that institutional frameworks are also shaped by
human behavior. Specifically, individual actors interpret rules, perform institutional roles, and
act according to (i) preferences, (ii) bounded rationality, and (ii1) perceived self-interest,
thereby contributing to variation in institutional outcomes (Searing 1991). In addition,
institutions reflect underlying power structures and governance systems that determine the
distribution of authority and resources (Lefort 1988), with democratic frameworks typically
emphasizing collective welfare and civic responsibility.

Additionally, institutions do not merely constrain behavior, but they also shape
preferences through socialization, shared values, and collective action, which can further
reinforce institutional stability by fostering cooperation (Wildavsky 1987). Importantly,
institutions are inherently dynamic and evolve over time through both internal mechanisms and
external pressures, with changes often occurring gradually or through critical junctures
triggered by crises or shifting environments (Krasner 1988). This evolution is strongly
influenced by historical path dependence; whereby past institutional arrangements constrain
and shape future developments (North 1981).

Finally, effective institutional systems require a balance between stability and flexibility.

On the one hand, stability ensures consistency, legitimacy, and predictability, but on the other

‘g?' _6-
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hand, adaptability allows institutions to respond to changing conditions and emerging
challenges (Hannan and Freeman 1993). Collectively, these factors highlight the complex,
interdependent, and evolving nature of institutions in shaping societal needs and economic

objectives.
2.2. The institutional barriers to sustainable development

It is important also to keep in mind that geopolitical risks and crises are central to
understanding institutional performance, stability, and evolution. Extreme forms of conflict,
such as hegemonic wars, can fundamentally reshape the international system by altering
economic, technological, and political balances (Gilpin 1988; Sachs 2019). More broadly,
crises, conflict, and institutional change are closely interconnected, as external shocks may
escalate into systemic disruptions and trigger structural institutional transformations (Brecher
and Wilkenfeld 1997).

What policymakers should be aware of is that institutional fragility often emerges from
the interaction of multiple stressors. For instance, economic, environmental, social, and
political challenges, captured by the concept of “polycrisis” (or multi-crisis), in which
overlapping crises reinforce one another and strain governance systems (Morin and Kern 1999;
WEF 2023; Halkos and Aslanidis 2023b). In such contexts, institutional capacity, democratic
resilience, and governance quality are significantly challenged (Economou et al. 2022).
Furthermore, effective institutions rely on robust information systems and early-warning
mechanisms. Tools such as media-based monitoring and the Geopolitical Risk Index enable
policymakers to anticipate crises and design preventive responses (Chadefaux 2014; Caldara
and lacoviello 2018).

What truly strains institutions is demographic pressures and resource scarcity. To
exemplify, several states are unable to deal with rapid population growth and uneven
competition over natural resources, particularly for water security, which increases the
likelihood of conflict (Ehrlich 1968; Klare 2002; Urdal 2005; Gleick 2020; Gleick et al. 2020).

Apparently, global shocks such as the COVID-19 pandemic demonstrate how crises can
disrupt institutional functioning and expose governance weaknesses, emphasizing the need for
adaptive and resilient systems (Tooze 2021). Moreover, war and geopolitical instability
undermine governance structures, weaken economic systems, and can foster corruption,
particularly in fragile institutional environments that neglect the importance of human security

(Blomberg et al. 2004; Odling-Smee 2006; Koundouri et al. 2025; Halkos et al. 2025).
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In summary, it is high time that future policymaking should be based on strong, adaptive,
and transparent institutions. Transparency and meritocracy in political systems are essential to
address geopolitical uncertainty due to the Russo-Ukrainian war, the conflicts in the Middle

East, and the mitigation of environmental risks in our multi-crisis era.

3. Materials and Data

The present report provides a comprehensive assessment of institutional performance
across 45° European countries, with a particular focus on Greece, over the period 2000—-2024.
Additionally, the analysis draws on the World Bank’s WGI database, which contains data that
show how institutional governance influences sustainable development through multiple
channels (Kaufmann et al. 2010).

According to the Economist Intelligence Unit (2025), among the 45 countries examined
in 2024, 17 are full democracies (Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom), 17 are flawed democracies (Albania,
Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, France, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova,
Montenegro, North Macedonia, Poland, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia), five are hybrid regimes
(Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, Romania, Ukraine, Tirkiye), two are authoritarian
regimes (Belarus, Russia), and four are not classified (Kosovo, Liechtenstein, Monaco, San
Marino).

Therefore, institutional performance is evaluated using six widely recognized dimensions
of governance, namely, (i) voice and accountability, (ii) political stability and absence of
violence/terrorism, (iii) government effectiveness, (iv) regulatory quality, (v) rule of law, and
(vi) control of corruption. An explanation of these indicators is given in Table 1. Additionally,
these indicators provide a multidimensional framework that reflects both formal institutional
arrangements and underlying informal practices, allowing for a holistic examination of

governance structures.

The 45 European countries are: Albania, Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Kosovo, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Moldova, Monaco,
Montenegro, Netherlands, North Macedonia, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, San Marino, Serbia,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tiirkiye, Ukraine, United Kingdom. Note: Malta is not
included in the analysis.



Laboratory of Operations Research Report

The methodological approach emphasizes trend analysis to identify patterns of
institutional convergence or divergence across European countries, while also examining
country-specific trajectories, particularly for Greece. This dual focus enables the identification
of structural strengths, persistent weaknesses, and critical turning points, such as periods of
economic crisis, political instability, or important socio-institutional reforms, which may have

influenced their institutional evolution.

Table 1: Definitions of the Six Governance Indicators
Voice and Accountability: Perceptions of the extent to which citizens are able to participate
in government selection, along with freedom of expression, association, and media.
Political Stability and Absence of Violence/Terrorism: Perceptions of the likelihood of
political instability or violence, including terrorism.
Government Effectiveness: Perceptions of public service quality, civil service
independence, policy quality, and government credibility.
Regulatory Quality: Perceptions of the government’s ability to design and implement
policies that support private sector development.
Rule of Law: Perceptions of confidence in laws and institutions, including contract
enforcement, property rights, and crime control.
Control of Corruption: Perceptions of the extent to which public power is used for private
gain, including corruption and state capture.
Source: A brief definition of the six indicators by the authors, relying on the official definitions
from World Bank (2026).

Furthermore, the selected indicators capture both input-oriented dimensions (e.g.,
participation and accountability) and output-oriented dimensions (e.g., policy effectiveness and
regulatory capacity), thereby offering a balanced perspective on institutional quality. In order
to ensure analytical robustness, the study interprets governance indicators not merely as static
measures but as dynamic time-varying proxies of institutional capacity, legitimacy, and
resilience.

The period under investigation, i.e., 2000-2024, is particularly significant, as it
encompasses major events, inter alia, the global financial crisis and the Greek sovereign debt
crisis, which have profoundly shaped institutional performance in Europe and especially in
Greece. To recapitulate, the report provides critical insights into the role of institutions in
shaping economic stability, policy effectiveness, and long-term development outcomes

through the systematic examination of these six governance indicators.
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4. Results

Dimensions such as voice and accountability enhance citizen participation and
democratic legitimacy, while political stability reduces uncertainty and supports investment.
Moreover, factors such as government effectiveness and regulatory quality contribute to the
design and implementation of sound policies, whereas the rule of law and control of corruption
strengthen legal certainty and reduce inefficiencies.

Hence, these elements provide a multidimensional approach to understanding how
governance structures evolve over time and how they shape development trajectories.
Therefore, Section 4.1 provides an overview of the six governance indicators in Europe in 2024,
while Section 4.2 examines in more depth the trends of these indicators, and specifically in

Greece during the period 2000 — 2024.
4.1. Overview of the Six Governance Indicators in Europe, 2024

In Figure 1 (and Figure Al), the “Voice & Accountability” indicator shows a clear
hierarchy, with Nordic countries, i.e., Norway, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, and also
Luxembourg, leading due to strong democratic institutions, high participation, and freedom of
the press. On the other hand, Belarus, Russia, Tirkiye, Serbia, and Bosnia & Herzegovina
reflect restricted media, weak democratic institutions, and limited political pluralism, often
shaped by instability or authoritarian tendencies. Greece ranks in the lower middle, slightly
below the mean of all 45 European countries, indicating a functioning democracy but it should
be mentioned that it faces challenges such as political polarization and low trust in public
institutions due to the lingering economic crisis effects.

The “Political Stability” indicator represents a relatively even distribution in 2024 in
Figure 2 (and Figure A2), with smaller states such as Liechtenstein, San Marino, Monaco,
Iceland, and Luxembourg leading the institutional rankings, reflecting strong governance,
social cohesion, and low conflict exposure. At the bottom, Tiirkiye, Russia, Georgia, Bosnia &
Herzegovina, and Ukraine exhibit weaker stability due to political unrest, geopolitical tensions,
and institutional fragility. In this aspect, Greece ranks in the lower-middle range, slightly below
the mean, indicating moderate stability. This reflects economic pressures, past crisis impacts,
and periodic political uncertainty. Overall, political stability is closely linked to institutional

strength, regional context, and socioeconomic resilience.

Y -10- )



Laboratory of Operations Research Report

Figure 1: Voice and accountability in Europe, 2024
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Source: Figure created by the authors based on data from World Bank (2026).

Figure 2: Political Stability in Europe, 2024
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Source: Figure created by the authors based on data from World Bank (2026).
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The “Government Effectiveness” indicator exhibits, in Figure 3 (and Figure A3),
interesting insights for the common high performers, such as Luxembourg, Denmark, Norway,
Switzerland, and Finland that are the top performers, reflecting strong institutions and efficient
public services. On the contrary, Belarus, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Ukraine, Russia, and Tiirkiye
have the lowest rankings, reflecting weak government capacity and limited public-sector
effectiveness. Additionally, Greece sits below average, again, indicating moderate

effectiveness and persistent structural inefficiencies due to chronic issues.

Figure 3: Government effectiveness in Europe, 2024
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Source: Figure created by the authors based on data from World Bank (2026).

In Figure 4 (and Figure A4), the “Regulatory Quality” indicator is led by Finland,
Denmark, Luxembourg, Ireland, and Switzerland, exhibiting strong market-friendly policies
and effective regulation. However, there are significant gaps in regulatory performance in
several Eastern and Southern European countries, i.e., Belarus, Russia, Bosnia &
Herzegovina, Ukraine, and Kosovo, which show weaker regulatory frameworks. Regarding
Greece, it stands below the mean of all 45 European countries, indicating enough room for

improvement for the national government that needs to act towards the amelioration of
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design and actual implementation of policies that can underpin the investment of important

amounts of capital in the private sector’s development.

Figure 4: Regulatory Quality in Europe, 2024
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Source: Figure created by the authors based on data from World Bank (2026).

Figure 5 (and Figure A5) demonstrates that Finland, Denmark, Norway, Switzerland,
and Luxembourg are the top-5 performers in the “Rule of Law” indicator, reaffirming their
strong judicial independence, effective enforcement, and high trust in legal systems.
Nevertheless, several countries, mainly in Eastern and Southern Europe exhibit lower
performance in the “rule of law” indicator, and especially Belarus, Russia, Tiirkiye, Ukraine,
and Bosnia & Herzegovina, the reason is due to high levels of corruption and institutional
fragility. Similarly, Greece’s ranking is below the mean, indicating moderate performance
with challenges in judicial efficiency and enforcement in the rule of law due to corruption

and especially nepotism in the public sector.
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Figure 5: Rule of law in Europe, 2024
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Source: Figure created by the authors based on data from World Bank (2026).

Figure 6: Control of corruption in Europe, 2024
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Source: Figure created by the authors based on data from World Bank (2026).
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Similarly, the “Control of Corruption” indicator is interlinked with the rule of law
indicator. In figure 6 (and Figure A6), among the top performers are Denmark, Finland,
Luxembourg, Switzerland, and Sweden and have these high rankings due to strong
transparency in public governance, robust accountability, and effective anti-corruption
frameworks. Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Tiirkiye, and Serbia again show persistent corruption
challenges and weak enforcement against nepotism. In this sense, Greece also ranks below
the mean, indicating moderate performance, with ongoing issues related to historical

governance weaknesses.
4.2. Comparative Assessment of Greece’s Governance Performance in 2000 — 2024

The case of Greece offers a particularly relevant context for examining these dynamics
and would address the RO/ based on HI. Over the past two decades, Greece has experienced
significant economic and political transformations, most notably during the sovereign debt
crisis that emerged after 2008. This period was characterized by profound institutional
challenges, including fiscal imbalances, administrative inefficiencies, and declining public
trust.

At the same time, it triggered a series of structural reforms aimed at improving
governance, enhancing transparency, and aligning national policies with broader European and
international standards. As a result, Greece presents a unique setting in which institutional
performance has undergone notable fluctuations, making it an ideal case for longitudinal
analysis.

This section, and specifically Figure 7, presents a comparative overview of Greece (light
blue), the EU-27 average (red), and the overall sample mean (orange) across the six governance
indicators. A general comment is that there is a consistent pattern of underperformance in all
indicators and especially following the emergence of the 2008 global financial crisis, the Greek
sovereign debt crisis from 2009 onward, and again after COVID-19 pandemic in 2020.

More specifically, in “Voice & Accountability”, Greece records a moderate score, close
to the sample mean but below the EU-27, indicating a functioning democratic framework
alongside relatively lower public trust and concerns about media independence and the
influence of powerful media interests. Moving on, in “Political Stability”, there are several
governmental vulnerabilities linked to the global financial crisis and its social repercussions

associated with austerity measures and social tensions.
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Figure 7. The six institutional indicators in Greece (blue), EU-27 mean (red), and all the
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European countries mean (orange)

Note: The Greek values show the mean values (dotted blue line) and the lower and upper thresholds (straight blue
lines that show the 90% confidence interval score), moreover, the red line shows the EU-27 mean (except Malta),
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In addition, more pronounced gaps emerge in “Government Effectiveness” and
“Regulatory Quality”, where Greece is below both the EU-27 average and the 45-country
sample mean. The underperformance in these indicators reflects persistent bureaucratic
inefficiency that is linked also to slow policy implementation and regulatory complexity.

What matters most in the case of Greece is, apparently, the performance in “Rule of Law”
and the “Control of Corruption”. Disappointingly, Greece underperforms in these two
important indicators, suggesting challenges related to judicial efficiency and enforcement. The
weakest relative performance appears in Control of Corruption, where Greece remains below
both the EU-27 average and the sample mean, pointing to ongoing transparency and
accountability issues.

Greece’s relative position, across the six WGI dimensions, indicates that the most critical
weaknesses are observed in rule of law and control of corruption, answering RQ2 based on H2,
and show important challenges in anti-corruption mechanisms and the need for a stronger

culture of integrity.
5.  Discussion

This section synthesizes the main findings by examining the key governance dimensions
shaping institutional performance in Greece and will delve into the RQ3, which is based on H3.
More emphasis is placed on their interdependencies and the extent to which improvements in
one dimension can reinforce others based on previous research. What is peculiar is that the
findings reveal persistent challenges, including low political trust, institutional fragmentation,
and structural inefficiencies, while also highlighting progress through digitalization and
governance reforms. The section outlines policy-oriented recommendations aimed at
strengthening institutional capacity, enhancing transparency, and supporting sustainable
development in Greece, with broader relevance for European governance. The readers should
bear in mind that the pathway towards sustainable development is not without barriers, and that

even full democratic nations are not immune to the erosion of democratic values and principles.

5.1. Insights into Voice & Accountability

Several actions can ameliorate the institutional performance of the Voice &
Accountability dimension such as the promotion of pluralism, digitalization, and the

improvement of trust in elections. Initially, it should be mentioned that media pluralism lacks
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a clear definition and varies depending on underlying views of democracy (liberal, deliberative,
agonistic). For this reason, a study by Raeijmaekers & Maeseele (2015) identified four distinct
approaches, i.e., affirmative diversity (mirror of society), (ii) public forum (rational or
irrational), (iii) critical diversity (cultural industry), and (iv) critical pluralism (site of struggle),
showing that interpretations and evaluation standards of media pluralism differ based on these
democratic frameworks.

In a similar way, another study explored whether the rise of partisan media has coincided
with some polarization, mainly among politically engaged individuals, but most Americans
remain centrist. Nevertheless, there was no strong causal evidence that partisan media
significantly increased polarization, and their effects appear limited to a small, highly involved,
group (Prior 2013). Moreover, according to Bird et al. (2008) tax effort depends not only on
economic capacity but also strongly on institutional quality, especially corruption control, and
voice and accountability, hence, the improvement of governance can significantly boost tax
performance in both developing and high-income countries. In the World Press Freedom Index,
from the Reporters Without Borders (RSF)*, Greece scores 55.05% and ranks 86th out of 180
countries, placing it in the “problematic” category. This means that Greece is only slightly
above the threshold of the “difficult” category on the index scale (RSF 2026).

Over the last two decades, many countries have invested in digitalization and especially
digital public consultations (i.e., e-consultations). In general, young people are proponents of
such reforms, nevertheless, they remain a bit skeptical regarding data security issues, for
instance, there is skepticism regarding how much institutions like the EU value the digital input
of citizens (Reianu and Dobra 2024). In general, e-participation has the potential to enhance
democracy, improve policy-making, and increase legitimacy by involving citizens through
digital tools, however, Randma-Liiv et al. (2022) argued that its real impact is limited due to
(1) over-optimism, (ii) weak implementation, (ii1) insufficient evidence of meaningful
participation outcomes, and especially the (iv) institutional challenges that might arise.

However, one of the most pressing challenges for democratic states is the citizens’
political trust in public institutions. Political trust influences electoral behavior by increasing
turnout, while low trust is linked to anti-incumbent and populist voting (Hooghe 2017). An

issue that might arise, is regarding the exact causal role of political trust in trends like

Reporters without borders (Reporters sans frontieres, RSF) is an international non-profit and non-
governmental organization headquartered in Paris, which reports the World Press Freedom Index, along with
its five contextual indicators: (i) political context, (ii) legal framework, (iii) economic context, (iv)
sociocultural context and (v) safety. The five categories of the index are very serious (<40), difficult (<55),
problematic (<70), satisfactory (<85), good (>85) (RSF 2026).
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dealignment and rising populism, which remains unclear especially in Southern Europe
(Ervasti et al. 2019; Merler 2021), the Visegrad countries (Barrett 2024), or in the USA
(Stewart 2022).

To conclude, the improvement of this indicator would require greater effort to strengthen
pluralism in media, enhancing governance quality through long-awaited and necessary reforms
as well as through the expansion of digital participation. It is also important to consider that
political trust remains crucial for democratic stability and electoral behavior, yet its exact role

in rising populism and voter shifts is still uncertain.
5.2. Measures to enhance political stability and reduce violence

A common phrase used to describe the role of the state is Max Weber’s notion of “the
monopoly of legitimate physical violence within a particular territory” (Weber, 2004, p. xliv).
Undoubtedly, this concept is closely linked to political stability and the absence of violence, as
a state that effectively exercises this monopoly can prevent internal conflict (e.g., civil wars),
reduce the risk of unrest, and create a secure environment where institutions function
predictably and citizens can engage in economic and social life without fear. However, in many
— full or flawed — democracies, skeptics may view state violence as a form of political
repression.

Hence, this otherwise widely accepted principle can become deeply problematic in
authoritarian or undemocratic regimes, and even in flawed democracies, where the
concentration of coercive power may be misused to suppress dissent, undermine civil liberties,
and erode accountability, ultimately threatening the very stability it is meant to ensure. Based
on the above issues, this indicator might be improved if policymakers target political and
institutional continuity. Moreover, it is important that socioeconomic pressures affecting
citizens, especially younger generations, should be reduced. Furthermore, it is high time to deal
with the external security risks in order to raise the resilience of Europe against future crises.

Reforms should create a welcoming environment for future generations. For instance,
youth unemployment in Spain has improved during the post-crisis era, but deep structural
inequalities, linked to gender, origin, and household context, persist and are largely overlooked
in policy design. Especially, people who are “not in education, employment, or training”
(NEET) are disadvantaged, therefore NEET risks are unevenly distributed across intersecting
vulnerabilities, highlighting ongoing segmentation in the school-to-work transition

(Rodriguez-Modronio 2019). Similarly, unfavorable labor market conditions, especially
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unemployment and job insecurity, significantly reduce young Europeans’ life satisfaction and
increase negative affect. However, both objective and perceived income inequality shape this
impact: in more equal societies, the negative effects on well-being are weaker or even absent

(Taht et al. 2020).

5.3. The Modernization of Public Administration as a factor of Government Effectiveness

The modernization of public administration emerges as a critical factor that shapes
government effectiveness, particularly through the advancement of digital transformation. It is
nowadays widely accepted that the digital transformation in public administration can enhance
efficiency and integration, but its implementation is often conflict-prone and complex rather
than seamless. A study observed that in the Italian case studies, successful e-government
reforms depend on aligning technology type with appropriate governance strategies, affecting
both effectiveness and transferability (D1 Giulio and Vecchi 2023). In a similar study, it has
been concluded that the EU countries made measurable progress in digitalization and
governance effectiveness, with strong statistical evidence linking the two. More specifically,
the Nordic countries emerge as clear leaders, combining high digital maturity with superior
government efficiency. However, the findings highlight persistent cross-country disparities,
suggesting that digital advancement is a key driver, but not evenly distributed, determinant of
effective governance (Androniceanu and Georgescu 2023).

Employee training and reskilling within a sustainable development framework can
enhance (1) job satisfaction, (i1) productivity, and (iii) retention, but their effectiveness depends
on the commitment of strong leadership (Singh and Singh 2026). It has been argued that
employee engagement, driven by cultural and inclusive criteria (especially for remote workers),
is also a core parameter for retaining high-performing employees. A paper showed that while
the “Oslo Manual” can be partially applied to the public sector, it is insufficient on its own, as
public innovation requires additional data on governance, processes, and organizational
environment. Emphasis was given on the issue that public sector innovation depends heavily
on factors like governance models, innovation culture, managerial capabilities, creativity, and

sources of ideas (Arundel et al. 2019; Bousinakis and Halkos 2021).

5 For more information about the OECD’s Oslo Manual guidelines for measuring innovation in the business

sector, please see: OECD (2018).
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There is also a widespread myth regarding the lack of cooperation among governmental
organizations in Europe. For this reason, the European Commission’s EU Cities Mission is a
governance innovation designed to accelerate urban climate neutrality, partly by addressing
organizational silos that hinder decarbonization. While the framework includes several
strategies to bridge silos, it unevenly tackles different types, especially those linked to political
leadership (Buylova et al. 2025). For this reason, the study was led to the conclusion that
overcoming structural fragmentation requires not only technical coordination but also stronger
political commitment and leadership alignment. Another study also challenged the common
belief that “silos” are widespread in European bureaucracies, finding no strong evidence of this
statement, and concluded that communication patterns are primarily driven by task-based
interactions rather than organizational fragmentation (Vantaggiato et al. 2021). Hence, it
suggested that perceived silos may be overstated and that organizational structure can still

support effective cross-unit communication.

5.4. The Dynamics of Policy Design through Regulatory Quality

Regulatory quality can be heavily influenced by the administrative errors, which are not
merely technical inefficiencies, but they constitute important administrative burdens for
citizens, especially in complex welfare programs (e.g., United States, European Union etc.).
Administrative burdens are defined as “onerous experiences people encounter when they
interact with public service”, which are also linked to three types of costs (i) learning (i.e., time
and effort to understand the program or service), (i1) compliance (i.e., financial or relevant
costs), and (ii1) psychological costs (e.g., stigma, loss of autonomy, or frustration etc.) (Herd
et al. 2023). Arguably, one of the most interesting findings was that automation does not
automatically reduce errors, for instance, in highly complex regulatory systems, electronic
filing and ICT-based automation (e.g., complexity of the program, and technological
automation interaction) are associated with more administrative errors (Young et al. 2024).
Over the past two decades, Portugal’s administrative reform offered an alternative evolution
from fragmented measures to a systematic simplification strategy, with the “Simplex
programme”, which emerged as the most transformative tool by reducing red tape (e.g., one-
stop shops and e-administration), digitalizing services, and integrating procedures (Silveira et
al. 2022). To summarize, the literature exhibited that digitalization could worsen outcomes
when policy rules are already too complex and there are no innovative alternatives that can

dismantle bureaucracy.
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The small-medium enterprises (SMEs) are the backbone of the EU market, however
SMEs potential is underexplored, especially where venture capital and large corporations are
limited. It has been observed that innovative startups tend to locate within or near industrial
districts (e.g., in Italy), showing the importance of proximity as a factor of “strategic value”
(Cavallo et al. 2021). However, the lack of strong industry relatedness implies that startups
may seek complementary resources rather than same-sector synergies. The role of institutional
performance is core for SME growth, especially in transition economies, where it is driven
mainly by entrepreneurial and innovation-related capabilities, but these effects are constrained
by weak institutional and business environments (Hashi and Krasniqi 2011).

Regulatory legitimacy can be strengthened by stakeholder engagement, but it requires a
balance between independent regulatory expertise and carefully structured stakeholder
participation (Braun and Busuioc 2020). It is apparent that the inclusion of diverse stakeholders
can enhance legitimacy, however, in practice rulemaking often favors industry actors due to
greater access and technical expertise (Anderson et al. 2019). However, another study warned
that pressure from industrial or other interest groups may, which argued that poorly structured
processes may amplify the influence of powerful (e.g., industry) actors rather than ensure
balanced input. Therefore, well-designed institutional arrangements can enhance inclusiveness
and strengthen the role of public-interest stakeholders in policy outcomes (Baldwin 2019).
Moreover, it has been observed that also other non-industry actors (e.g., environmental groups)
also use both insider and outsider strategies to influence decisions. Hence, it can be concluded
that public participation in policymaking is driven not only by effectiveness but also by broader

strategic or intellectual motivations.

5.5. Rule of Law, Property Rights, and Institutional Accountability

It is central to remember in democracies that “Judicial independence and impartiality are
essential prerequisites for the operation of justice” (Pikramenos 2022). Regarding rule of law
in Greece, Nord et al. (2026) highlighted that “autocratization in Greece started in 2020...
Prime Minister Kyriakos Mitsotakis gradually weakened the rule of law and attacked media
freedom, the worsening seems to have paused in the past two years”. Without attributing these
developments to a single political actor, such findings highlight the need to strengthen
institutional safeguards, judicial independence, and media pluralism.

The support of public or private investments as well as of economic development

prerequisites a robust judicial environment, which strengthens contract enforcement and the
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protection of property rights. Arguably, comprehensive reforms are necessary in order to
improve court quality and especially the quick settlement of judicial processes. It has been
observed that reforms aimed at improving judicial efficiency might also increase productivity,
especially in sectors dependent on relationship-specific investments and reliable contracts
(Chemin 2020). It is also important for policymakers to focus on the improvement of judicial
efficiency in order to resolve cases without excessive delay, backlog, or waste of resources
(Pereira et al. 2025). Furthermore, a way to measure judicial efficiency is by utilizing advanced
methods, inter alia Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) with indicators that refer to the number
of (i) judges, (i1) political staff, (ii1) pending cases, and (iii) the resolved cases. Nevertheless, it
is important to understand that simply increasing the number of judges does not necessarily
increase judicial efficiency, as more complex procedures are associated with longer delays,
meaning that procedural simplification and better court organization are central to improving
judicial efficiency (Voigt 2016).

Regarding the protection of property rights, there are rising challenges in the EU
framework, as it is argued whether EU law will grant ownership over raw data, although (i)
databases, (ii) copyright, (iii) trade secrets or contracts, and (iii) competition law offer partial
protection. A study examined the possibility that the EU could introduce a “data producers
right”, meaning a property-like right over non-personal or anonymized machine-generated
data. However, the study questioned whether a new property right over data is economically
justified or legally certain, since data are often produced at low marginal cost and are already
controlled through contracts or technical exclusivity (Stepanov 2020). Another, a bit similar,
example is regarding blockchain tokenization, which can represent and transfer property rights
over real-world assets. Therefore, these asset-backed tokens may reduce intermediaries,
transaction costs, and barriers to cross-border property transactions (Garcia-Teruel and Simon-
Moreno 2021). Nevertheless, there is significant room for improvement in the current legal
frameworks across EU member states. In summary, based on these two examples, Greece
should secure property rights especially through the regulation of the high volume of foreign
investments, including through blockchain tokenization as mentioned before, which might
constrain local communities.

It has been argued that democratic backsliding in Europe is driven mainly by political
elites, or as more precisely stated “Democracy Erodes from the Top”, rather than by a mass
public demand for authoritarianism. For instance, public opinion on (i) immigration, (ii)

European integration, (iii) trust, and (iv) satisfaction with democracy has remained relatively
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stable (Bartels 2022). Nevertheless, in Hungary® and Poland, illiberal governments weakened
democratic institutions while maintaining support through improved prosperity and subjective
well-being. Thus, democratic erosion reflects elite strategy and weak accountability more than
a popular rejection of democracy.

Other factors that reduce trust in national institutions are income and regional
inequalities, which in turn shape citizens’ trust in the EU. A study found that regional inequality
has effects comparable to income inequality, while living in economically declining regions
directly lowers trust in the EU as well (Lipps and Schraff 2021). Another interesting insight
was that social trust varies mainly according to the quality of public institutions, especially at
the regional level within the EU. Characteristically, economic inequality also matters, while
ethnic diversity and political participation are less important explanatory factors (Charron and
Rothstein 2018). In more detail, it has been examined how regional cultural context shapes
individuals’ trust in public institutions across Europe and it was found that people tend to trust
institutions less in regions with high power distance, where hierarchy and unequal authority

relations are more accepted (Kaasa and Andriani 2022).

5.6. Strengthening Anti-Corruption Frameworks and Public Sector Integrity

It is important to understand that commitment to sustainable development principles is
interlinked with institutional capacity (or state functionality), therefore, it plays a more reliable
role than corruption in driving long-term progress (Zhou et al. 2026). Anti-corruption laws in
Central and Eastern Europe often fail not because laws are absent, but because target groups
do not comply with them in practice, for instance, it has been observed that in Hungary there
is reduced compliance for the following issues, i.e., (i) weak detection, (ii) low reporting, (iii)
poor incentives, (iv) limited awareness, and (v) weak trust in political and legal institutions
(Batory 2012). Moreover, other important reasons for noncompliance are social norms,
especially when corruption is seen as widespread or tolerated. Additionally, it has been argued
that systemic corruption can be directly dealt with robust anti-corruption laws, for example,
three examples’ include (i) big push enforcement, (ii) institutional multiplicity, and (iii)

political engagement, even though its effectiveness remains doubted.

At the time Bartels’ paper was written, Viktor Orban was Hungary’s incumbent prime minister. Likewise, at
the time the present report is being written, Orban remained in office, having served as prime minister since
2010, until the expected transfer of power to Péter Magyar on 9 May 2026.

Davis (2021) presented specifically the three following examples of how law enforcement agencies can deal
with corruption are: “an enhanced effort (“big push enforcement™), get more agencies involved (“institutional
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In addition, there is growing effort to address corruption through novel ICT mechanisms,
anti-cyber fraud, and digital tools, but it is argued that evidence on their effectiveness remains
limited (Dobrovolska and Rozhkova 2024). The reason is that there is a classification of three
approaches, i.e., quantitative, comparative, and single-case research on context-specific ICT
applications, nevertheless, digitalization may support transparency and accountability, but
there is enough room for improvement in order to understand when, where, and how ICT
actually reduces corruption (Kossow 2020).

To summarize, policymakers should bear in mind that effective anti-corruption policy
should go beyond tougher penalties and focus mainly on the raising of public awareness, the
provision of positive incentives, the enhancement of legitimacy, and the understanding of how
social expectations change. For example, the promotion of a “culture of integrity” means
shifting anti-corruption from merely punishing misconduct to preventing it through ethical
public governance. We strongly believe that ethics should guide public officials toward
transparency, impartiality, fairness, and responsibility in decision-making. At the same time,
stricter conflict-of-interest rules are essential to prevent private interests from influencing
public duties. This effort requires clear disclosure obligations, effective monitoring (e.g., ICT
and anti-cyber fraud), independent oversight (e.g., European agencies), and credible actions

from states in order to strengthen public trust towards institutions.

6.  Conclusions and Policy Implications

The present report examined the evolution of six key institutional indicators during the
period 2000-2024, with particular emphasis on Greece. The analysis was guided by three
research questions. First, it asked how Greece’s institutional governance has evolved during
20002024 compared with the EU-27 and broader European trends. Second, it examined which
governance dimensions represent Greece’s most persistent institutional weaknesses. Third, it
explored how stronger institutional governance can support sustainable development in Greece
while preserving the balance between security, freedom, and justice. The findings provide clear

responses to these research questions.

multiplicity”), and win over the general public by confronting powerful actors using tactics such as
communication (“political engagement™)”.
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6.1. Addressing the research questions and hypotheses

Regarding RQI, the empirical results revealed that Greece has consistently performed
below the EU-27 average and, in several cases, below the broader European sample mean
across the six governance indicators. This confirms the H/, namely that Greece has persistently
underperformed relative to the EU-27 average across most governance dimensions during
2000-2024. Although Greece maintains a functioning democratic system, its institutional
performance remains moderate and insufficient compared with stronger-performing European
countries.

Regarding RQ?2, the analysis indicates that Greece’s most persistent institutional
weaknesses are observed in “Rule of Law” and “Control of Corruption”. These two dimensions
remain particularly critical because they directly affect (i) judicial efficiency, (ii) legal
enforcement, (iii) transparency, and (iv) trust in public institutions. This finding supports the
H2, according to which Greece’s weakest governance dimensions are rule of law and control
of corruption, reflecting long-standing challenges related to clientelism, nepotism, and limited
institutional accountability.

Regarding RQ3, the report presented how stronger institutional governance can support
Greece’s sustainable development, only if reforms strengthen both effectiveness and
democratic legitimacy. More specifically, improvements in transparency and anti-corruption
mechanisms can enhance Greece’s institutional resilience and policy capacity. At the same
time, security-oriented policies should not undermine fundamental freedoms or justice.
Therefore, the H3 is also supported, as stronger governance mechanisms appear essential for

promoting sustainable development while safeguarding security, freedom, and justice.
6.2. Persistent Institutional Divides and Governance Barriers in Europe

In more detail, the analysis of the six indicators across Europe in 2024 reveals a clear
regional pattern, with Northern and Western European countries consistently outperforming
their Eastern and Southern counterparts. For instance, in “Voice & Accountability”, Nordic
countries dominate due to strong democratic institutions, high civic participation, and media
freedom, while countries such as Belarus, Russia, and Tiirkiye lag due to restricted political
environments. A similar divide appears in “Political Stability”, where smaller, well-governed
states lead, whereas countries affected by geopolitical tensions and institutional fragility rank

lower.
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In terms of “Government Effectiveness” and “Regulatory Quality”, top-performing
countries demonstrate efficient public administration and well-designed regulatory
frameworks, while weaker performers face inefficiencies due to red tape and long-lasting
administrative burdens. Finally, the “Rule of Law” and “Control of Corruption” indicators
further reinforce this divide, highlighting the contrast between countries with strong judicial
systems, transparency, and accountability and those affected by corruption, weak enforcement,
and institutional fragility.

Regarding Greece, the findings reveal moderate but insufficient institutional
performance. Although Greece maintains a functioning democratic system, it ranks below both
the EU-27 average and the overall sample mean across most governance indicators. This
reflects persistent challenges related to weak enforcement mechanisms and corruption-related
pressures. It should also be noted that the most critical institutional gaps are observed in “Rule
of Law” and “Control of Corruption”, where long-standing structural weaknesses remain

evident.

6.3. Policy Pathways for Advancing SDG 16 in Greece

Policy implications for the improvement of institutional performance in Greece are
important in order to present alternative tools or strategies to policymakers or practitioners (see
Figure 8). To begin with, in Greece it is important to promote “Voice & Accountability”
through (i) the strengthening of media independence in order to promote pluralism against
political polarization (including better scores in World Press Freedom Index from RSF), (i1)
the expansion of participatory governance mechanisms (e.g., digitization and e-consultations),
and (ii1) the improvement of electoral trust (e.g., modernization of electoral processes). Another
similar indicator is “Political Stability & Absence of Violence” that policymakers should target
(1) the enhancement of policy and institutional continuity in order to promote key political
reforms, (ii) to address socio-economic factors that affect younger generations (e.g., youth
unemployment), social discrimination (e.g., inequalities), and (iii) the creation of a crisis-
responsive management that integrates international, European, and national frameworks in

order to deal with economic shocks, and external security risks.
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Figure 8. Policy implications for the improvement of institutional framework in Greece
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In addition, regarding the “Government Effectiveness”, it is high time that policymakers
focus on (i) the acceleration of public sector digitalization (in liaison to Voice &
Accountability), (ii) the up-skilling and re-skilling of civil servants based on meritocracy, and
(iii) the improvement of policy design in the resolution of silo mentality and the promotion of
inter-departmental collaboration and coordination across ministries. Interlinked with
government effectiveness is also the regulatory quality, which combines the executive (i.e., the
Cabinet of Greece and the government) and the legislative (i.e., the parliament) branches of a
state’s power.

The “Regulatory Quality” in Greece can be ameliorated through (i) the simplification of
administrative burdens and the reduction of frequent legal changes that discourage investment,
(i1) the enhancement of business reforms by giving incentives and reducing barriers to entry
for SMEs and startups, and (iii) the increase of stakeholder engagement in drafting regulations
to improve policy acceptance and effectiveness.

The last two indicators, i.e., rule of law and control of corruption, also go beyond
previous indicators by shedding light on the improvement of the judicial branch (i.e., the civil
and administrative courts) and the increase in transparency. For the “Rule of Law”, it is
essential to take action to (1) enhance judicial efficiency by streamlining procedural timelines,
(i1) secure property rights especially through the regulation of the high volume of foreign
investments in Greece that might constrain local communities, and (iii) to increase the trust
towards institutions through the promotion of transparency and accountability in judicial
processes. In line with the preceding issues, the overarching role of control of corruption is
particularly critical in Greece. “Control of Corruption” remains a long-standing challenge,
rooted in entrenched practices such as nepotism and clientelism within major political parties.
Therefore, actions should target (i) anti-corruption laws through inter-departmental and inter-
ministerial levels, (i1) the promotion of digitalization in public administration through open
data accessibility, and (iii) promotion of a long-needed culture of integrity, where ethics play
a central role and a stricter enforcement of conflict-of-interest rules.

To recapitulate, this report is subject to certain limitations. First, the reliance on
composite governance indicators may mask intra-country heterogeneity and context-specific
institutional dynamics, particularly in complex cases such as Greece. Second, the analysis
remains largely descriptive and does not explicitly model causal relationships between
institutional performance and socio-economic outcomes. Future research could address these
limitations by incorporating sub-national data and applying advanced econometric techniques

to uncover causal mechanisms and integrate qualitative approaches to better capture
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institutional nuances. Additionally, extending the analysis to include emerging governance
dimensions, such as digital governance, resilience to climate risks, and societal trust, would
further enrich the policy relevance of the findings in line with SDG 16. Ultimately,
strengthening institutions is not merely a technical endeavor but a fundamental pathway toward

safeguarding freedom, ensuring security, and upholding justice for all.
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Appendix

Figure Al: Voice and accountability in 45 European countries during the period 2000-2024
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Figure A2: Political stability and absence of violence or terrorism in 45 European countries
during the period 2000-2024
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Figure A3: Government Effectiveness in 45 European countries during the period 2000-2024
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Figure A4: Regulatory Quality in 45 European countries during the period 2000-2024
Regulatory Quality
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Figure AS5: Rule of Law in 45 European countries during the period 2000-2024
Rule of Law

Serbia o
Belarus —X b
Russian Federation o—fkp e
Ukraine oo —f
Georgia
Albania
Tirkiye
North Macedonia o—H
Bosnia and Herzegovina R
Kosovo
Moldova —PRH-
Bulgaria —Pkk
Romania —{ X F
Montenegro X+
Croatia —+
Latvia o—HF—o
Lithuania —IK
Hungary — k[ T+
Slovak Republic IR
Greece i
Poland — K|
Italy X
Czechia i
Liechtenstein 4 X1
Estonia —{ X F
Cyprus S
Slovenia Rk
Portugal —HH
Monaco o XK}-e
San Marino ——
Spain

LK
France o—pi—
Belgium -
United Kingdom —
Ireland &
Luxembourg o
Germany 2
Iceland I H
Austria K
Netherlands -
Sweden o
Switzerland i
Denmark @
Norway

) European Mean
Finland 69.75

Source: Figure created by the authors based on data from World Bank (2026).

-35 -

001



LOR Discussion Paper Series No. 2603

Figure A6: Control of Corruption in 45 European countries during the period 2000-2024
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