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ization in Greece; their competences and attitudes regarding decentralization;
the degree of completion of decentralization; and the enhancement of the
qualification of the central and municipal administrations. The study is based
on a questionnaire which included questions regarding the opinion and the
attitudes of the administration towards the process decentralization in Greece.
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* * *

key argument in favour of the decentralization reform is that it can
Aimprove the public services through a better allocation of the available

financial resource according to the local needs. The prospects for
development of the administration in the process of decentralization deter-
mined by the empirical study are important for making coherent decisions on
the implementation of regional policies both in the EU and the EU enlarge-
ment zone.

Moreover, the study was instigated by some specific factors, such as:
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First, despite the large number of publications on the effects of decen-
tralization on government spending, economic growth and macroeconomic
stability, only a few studies evaluated the effects of decentralization on the
quality of public service rendering.

Second, an approach is needed for a more focused and detailed analysis
of administration efficiency in terms of specific decentralization characteristics.

Third, most of the research on this topic evaluate the effects of decen-
tralization on the final results of the provided public services. This means that
they analyze dependent variables such as mortality rate, education level, stu-
dent achievement, etc. while the actual results are considered variables that
may depend on certain demographic, social, and political factors. Therefore,
we needed to analyze the relationship between decentralization and provision
of services in a different way, to wit by analyzing intermediate outcomes (e.g.
level of development) or competencies rather the end results of services as
dependent variables.

Fourth, this study was also motivated by the possibility to focus on
several variables that are an important components of the analyses of this
problem in previous studies. Most of the researches (Buzov, H., 1992),
(Georgiev, L., 2008), (Kanev, D., 2006) focus on typical socio-economic
characteristics, such as incomes, growth, demographic traits, etc. This is why
this study addresses key aspects that have often been neglected in other stud-
ies on decentralization and aims to explore in greater detail its implications,
which are important for the social development.

This article addresses some decentralization-related problems faced by
central and local governments in order to analyze them in detail and propose
working models for their practical solution. In order to determine the charac-
teristics and levels of decentralization in three different types of countries (candi-
dates for accession to the EU, new EU member countries, and countries from the
EU-15 group) we have to identify the various structures and stakeholders in this
process and the level of achievement of the main strategic goal of EU member-
ship - cohesion. The development of the decentralization process based on the
principles of the European Charter of Local Self-Government (ECLSG) in
Greece creates conditions for sustainable development of the administrative ca-
pacity of the different levels of government and self-government.

Therefore, the main goal of this study is to assess the quality and the
prospects for development of the administration in the context of decentraliza-
tion in Greece. The study is based on a survey in the municipal administration
of Komotini, which has the characteristics of a local self-government bench-
mark. This study assesses the quality of the administration in a specific
(mixed) region in terms of the level of decentralization achieved in Greece. In
order to determine the exact level of decentralization, we analyzed the opinion
of administration staff from various hierarchical levels regarding its quality in
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terms of communication between citizens and administrators, as well as the
prospects and the necessary measures related to administration's skills in this
process. The survey is important, because it assesses the achieved level of
decentralization in countries such as Greece (member of the EU-15), which
has achieved a good level of decentralization at local and regional levels of
self-government. However, the results of the survey indicate that Greece
should definitely improve its indicators for implementing the principles of
decentralization at the different levels of government.

* * *

The survey was conducted with 95 respondents from the Republic of
Greece, of whom 57 men, 35 women and 3 respondents who did not indicate
their gender. Most of them (85 respondents) work in a local administration
(municipality), 7 are employees of a regional administration (province) and 3
are civil servants from the central administration (central government). Four
respondents have primary education, twenty-one have general secondary edu-
cation, thirty-two have a special secondary education, twenty-seven are Bach-
elors, and ten have a Master’s or higher educational degrees. Thirty-nine of
the respondents are on managerial positions, eighteen are experts, and thirty
are on technical positions. Eight of the respondents did not indicate their posi-
tions. All respondents in the sample (from Greece) are between thirty and
fifty-nine years old.

Table 1
Sample distribution by gender and age group
Sex Total
Male Female
between 30 and 39 10 14 24
Age group: between 40 and 49 31 12 43
between 50 and 59 15 7 22
Total 56 33 89
Table 2
Sample distribution by gender and education level
Sex Total
Male | Female
Last level of Primary 3 1 4
education completed: |Secondary General 13 7 20
Secondary Special 22 8 30
Higher, Bachelor 13 14 27
Higher, Master and subsequent 5 5 10
Total 56 35 91
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Table 3

Sample distribution by gender and position

Sex Total
Male Female
Position held: Managerial 30 6 36
Expert 9 9 18
Technical 14 16 30
Total 53 31 84
Table 4

Business contacts between administration staff and citizens

How often in your daily work do you have to communicate or establish contacts

with citizens?

Frequency | Percentage | Valid per- Cumulative
centage percentage

Daily 50 52.6 53.2 53.2
Often 22 23.2 23.4 76.6
Rarely 20 21.1 21.3 97.9
Never 2 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 94 98.9 100.0
No answer 1 1.1
Total 95 100.0

Only two respondents (2.1% of the sample) neve communicate with
citizens. Most of the respondents (75.80%) communicate or establish contacts
with citizens every day or often.

Table 5
Quality of service

In your opinion, what is the quality of the services provided by the administration

you are a member of?

Valid per- Cumulative
Frequency | Percentage
centage percentage
Very high 6 6.3 6.4 6.4
High 35 36.8 37.2 43.6
Neither high nor low 34 35.8 36.2 79.8
Low 18 18.9 19.1 98.9
Very low 1 11 1.1 100.0
Total 94 98.9 100.0
No answer 1 1.1
Total 95 100.0
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The results show that, according to the members of the administra-
tions, the quality of the services rendered by their administration is rather
good, with 43.10% of the respondents holding the opinion that the quality is
very high or rather high.

Table 6
Level of interaction among different administrations

In your opinion, what is the quality of interaction among different administrations in
recent years?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percentage

percentage percentage
Very high 3 3.2 3.2 3.2
High 17 17.9 18.1 21.3
Neither high nor low 48 50.5 51.1 72.3
Low 25 26.3 26.6 98.9
Very low 1 1.1 1.1 100.0
Total 94 98.9 100.0
No answer 1 1.1
Total 95 100.0

The responses show a balanced assessment of the interaction between
institutions, with half of the respondents holding the opinion that the quality is
neither high nor low.

Table 7
General assessment of the process of decentralization

How would you assess the overall process of decentralization?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percentage
percentage percentage
Very high 2 2.1 2.1 2.1
High 13 13.7 13.8 16.0
Neither high nor low 47 49.5 50.0 66.0
Low 24 25.3 25.5 91.5
Very low 8 8.4 8.5 100.0
Total 94 98.9 100.0
No answer 1 1.1
95 100.0

Half of the respondents gave a neutral assessment of the decentraliza-
tion process - neither high nor low. On the other hand, the percentage of the
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respondents with low and very low assessment is 33.70%, while only 15.80%
have positive assessment of the decentralization process.

In order to verify whether there is a significant difference between
men and women when assessing the decentralization process, an Independent
Samples t Test was carried out.

Table 8
Significant difference between men and women in terms of their assessment
of the decentralization process

Sex N Mean SD t p
How would you assess Male 56 3.27 .863
the overall process of 0.20 0.84
decentralization? Female 35 3.23 942

The results show that there is no significant difference between men
and women in terms of their assessment of the decentralization process. Note
that the mean values for men and women are very close (almost identical) and
are located just above the middle of the scale, i. e. their assessment is neither
high nor low, with a slight shift to the negative spectrum of the scale.

The relationship between the respondents' age and their overall as-
sessment of the decentralization process was analyzed by means of a one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA). However, the sample does not include two
important age groups (respondents aged between eighteen and twenty-nine
years and above 60 years).

Table 9

Dependence of the overall assessment of decentralization on age

Age group N Mean SD F p
30 to 39 years 24 3.21 .833

40 to 49 years 43 3.35 752

50 to 59 years 24 3.29 .955 0.22 08
Total 91 3.30 .823

The result shows that there are no significant differences between the
age groups and there is no dependence on the overall assessment of the decen-
tralization process by age.

Since only four of the respondents are with primary education, this
group is not included in the one-way ANOVA of education dependence of the
overall assessment of decentralization.
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Table 10

Dependence of the overall assessment of decentralization on education

Education level N Mean SD F p
Primary 21 3.24 1.179

Secondary General 31 3.16 779

Secondary Special 27 3.19 736 0.38 0.76
Higher, Bachelor 10 3.50 972

Total 89 3.22 .889

Age does not affect the overall assessment of decentralization and the
differences between the age groups are insignificant.
There are significant differences between the different types of posi-
tions regarding the overall assessment of decentralization.

Table 11

Dependence of the overall assessment of decentralization on the position

held

Position N Mean S.td'. F p Post Hoc
Deviation

Managerial 37 3.32 915

Expert 17 2.65 .786

Technical 28 | 343 836 483 | 001 | 2—1=3

Total 82 3.22 .903

The respondents on expert-level positions gave markedly higher as-

sessments for the decentralization process than the respondents on managerial
and technical positions. The assessment of respondents on managerial posi-
tions is slightly higher than the assessment of the technical staff but the differ-

ence is statistically insignificant.
One of the factors that define the success of the decentralization pro-

cess is its completeness.

Table 12
Completeness of the decentralization process

Frequency | Percentage Valid Cumulative

percentage percentage

Completed in full 11 12.2 12.4 12.4
Partially completed 57 63.3 64.0 76.4
Partially incomplete 21 23.3 23.6 100.0
Total 89 98.9 100.0
No answer 1 1.1
Total 90 100.0
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The predominant opinion is that the decentralization process is only
partially completed. Those who believe that the decentralization process is
incomplete are almost twice as many as those who consider the process com-
pleted in full.

In order to verify the role of the completion of decentralization process
as a predictor of the assessment of the decentralization process, a linear re-
gression analysis was carried out.

Table 13
Non-standardized | Standardized
R2=20,1% coefficients coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
Predictor 1.805 .315 5.723 | .000
Based on your personal expe-
rience, what is the level of 672 144 448 4.674 | .000
completeness of the process?

Dependent variable: How would you assess the overall process of decentralization?

The level of completeness of the decentralization process is a strong,
positive predictor for the overall assessment (20.1%) of the decentralization
process. This result shows that the more complete the decentralization process
is, the more positive is its overall assessment. Once it was established that the
level of completeness of the decentralization process is a factor for its overall
assessment, we wanted to check the degree of validity of this predictor de-
pending on the position held. The results showed that the completeness of the
decentralization process has the greatest predictive power and is of highest
significance (42.2%, which is a very high coefficient) for the respondents on
expert positions with an overall assessment of decentralization (p= 0.65, p=0).
According to the respondents on technical positions, the completeness of the
process is far less significant for their overall assessment of the process —
17.6% (B= 0.42, p=0.03). The least significance of the completeness of the
process of decentralization for its overall assessment was reported by the re-
spondents on managerial positions — 14.3% (p= 0.38, p=0.02).

The next set of questions in the questionnaire refers to the assessment
of characteristics that represent various aspects of the decentralization pro-
cess. The respondents were asked to state their opinion on twelve statements
by ranking them on a scale from 1 (Strongly Agree) to 5 (Strongly Disagree).
The results of the analysis show that the respondents from the Hellenic Re-
public appreciate most the characteristics related to local self-government:
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1. Local governments have the necessary conditions to develop their
capacity and potential — ( M=2.25, SD=0.97).

2. Local governments have the necessary conditions to implement
their development policies — (M=2.30, SD=1.02).

Other highly-ranked characteristics are:

3. There are conditions for more active participation of the citizens in
the process of government — (M=2.43, SD=1.07).

4. Overall, the quality of services rendered to the citizens is high — (
M=2.45, SD=0.89).

The results from the t Test and the comparative analysis show that
there are no significant deviations among the top-ranking characteristics of
decentralization.

To what extent would you agreee with the following statements regarding
the process of decentrailzation in recent years:

4 -
3,5
3 4
2,5
2 .
1,5
1 4
0,5 -
0 ‘ : : :
Overall, the quality of ~ Local governments Local governments There are conditions
services rendered to the ~ have the necessary have the necessary for more active
citizens is high conditions to develop conditions to participation of the
their capacity and implement their citizens in the
potential development policies process of

Note: The scale was reversed for better presentation, i.e. higher ranks denote stronger agree-
ment. The chart presents the average values.

Figure 1. Top-ranking statements regarding different aspects
of decentralization

Unlike the results from a comparable survey conducted in the Repub-
lic of Turkey, the Greek respondents do not show dependence between the
characteristics of local self-government and the European Charter for Local
Self-Government and the correlations are insignificant both for ,,Local gov-
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ernments have the necessary conditions to implement their development poli-
cies’ (r=0.07 p=0.17) and ,,Local governments have the necessary condi-
tions to develop their capacity and potential’ ( r=0.17 p=0.09).

The lowest-ranking statements on this scale are:

e The European Charter for Local Self-Government is applied suc-
cessfully (M=3.14, SD=0.96).

e We have implemented a flexible and efficient model of self-
government (M=3.11, SD=1.16).

e There are efficient regulations that support the process of decentrali-
zation (M=2.91, SD=1.02).

The overall assessment of all statements related to the characteristics
of the decentralization process is 2.64, a value between ‘Somewhat agree’ and
‘Neither agree nor disagree’ on the rating scale.

The respondents ranked the successful implementation of the decen-
tralization process in five sectors: Education, Social Services, Culture, Securi-
ty, and Public Administration.

Table 14
Ranked responses regarding the success of the decentralization process in
the five sectors

Regardless of your answers to the previous questions, how would you assess the
process of decentralization in the following sectors:

. Social . Public

Education Services Culture | Security e
Fully successful 6.3% 7.4% 14.7% 7.4% 8.4%
SIS 31.6% | 29.5% 27.4% | 31.9% 43.2%
successful
Neither successful | ,, ;o 50 5% 25.3% 30.9% 32.6%
nor unsuccessful
SIS 337% | 10.5% 28.4% | 245% 12.8%
unsuccessful
Totally 5.3% 1.1% 3.2% 5.3% 2.1%
unsuccessful
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The predominant opinion is that the process of decentralization in the
five sectors is successful. An exception is the assessment of the decentraliza-
tion process in the sector of Education, which is slightly negative with 37.9%
of the respondents assessing it as “‘Fully Successful’ or ‘Somewhat Success-
ful’ vs. 39% of the respondents who evaluate the process of decentralization

36 Economic Archive 3/2018



in this sector as ‘Somewhat unsuccessful’ or ‘Totally unsuccessful’. The
highest assessment of the decentralization process is for the Public Admin-
istration sector, with 51.6% of the respondents assessing it as ‘Fully Success-
ful” or ‘Somewhat Successful’ vs. only 14.9%, who believe that the decen-
tralization process in this sector is ‘Somewhat unsuccessful’ or “Totally un-
successful’.

In order to establish the statistically significant differences in the as-
sessments of the decentralization process by sector, a t-test for comparing
pairs was carried out. The results show that decentralization is given the low-
est assessment in the sector of Education, where the difference is significant
compared to all other sectors and is insignificant only compared to the Securi-
ty sector. On the other hand, we have to point out that the average assessment
for the Education sector is 3, which is in the middle of the scale, i.e. ‘Neither
successful nor unsuccessful’. The decentralization process in the Public Ad-
ministration sector was assessed as the most successful.

Sector t p
Education vs.  Social Services
(M=3 SD=1.06)  (M=2.68 SD=0.81) 321 | 0002
Education vs.  Culture
(M=3 SD=1.06)  (M=2.78 SD=1.11) 2.21 | 002
Education vs.  Security
(M=3 SD=1.06)  (M=2.88 SD=1.03) 1.04 0.3
Education vs.  Public Administration 418 0
(M=3 SD=1.06) (M=2.56 SD=0.9) '

Decentralization was given the highest assessment in the Public Ad-
ministration sector, where the difference is significant compared to all other
sectors except the Social Services sector.

Sector t p
Public Administration vs. Social Services 199 022
(M=2.56 SD=0.9) (M=2.68 SD=0.81) ’ '
Public Administration vs.  Culture
(M=2.56 SD=0.9) (M=2.78 SD=1.11) 2,05 1 004
Public Administration vs.  Security
(M=2.56 SD=0.9) (M=2.88 SD=1.03) 3,21 0,002
Public Administration VS. Education 418 0
(M=2.56 SD=0.9) (M=3 SD=1.06) ’

The overall average assessment of the process of decentralization by
sector is 2.78. This value ranks the process between ‘Somewhat successful’
and “Neither successful nor unsuccessful’ on the ranking scale.
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Success of decentralization by sector

Public Administration
Security
Culture

Social Services

Education
/

T T T T

0 1 2 3 4

Note: The scale was reversed for better presentation, i.e. higher ranks denote stronger agree-
ment. The chart presents the average values.

Figure 2. Success of decentralization by sector

In evaluating the staff capacity, positive assessments slightly prevail
over the negative ones, with a total of 35.8% of the Greek respondents as-
sessing it as “Very high’ and ‘Somewhat high’ and 26.4% - as ‘Very low’ or
‘Somewhat low’. The highest percentage of the respondents (37.9%) assessed
staff capacity as ‘Neither high nor low’.

What is your overall assessment of the capacity (knowledge,
preparedness, skills, motivation for development) of the members of
the administration you are employed at?

20009 y 37,90%
30,00% A/ P 25,30%
20,00% -
10,00% |~ 63%%
1,10%
0,00% ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ L4 /
Very high Somewhat high Neither high ~ Somewhat lo Very low

nor low low

Figure 3. Staff capacity assessment
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Another important methodological aspect regarding qualification as an
important factor for decentralization is the need for further training. The re-
spondents were asked to assess the importance of further training in nine are-

as. The results are presented graphically below.

What kind of further training or opportunity for improving various skills
and competences would be most useful for your the other members of
your administration?

Social skills (communication, teamwork) ] %
areness of the regulations in force | 41%
Problem-solving skills and flexibility 40%
Relations and conflict management skills .. 30,60%
Digital skills (computer skills) 29,80%
Working in stressful environment 9%
Foreign language training (linguistic competencies) 14,80%
0,
Legal competence 10,50%
L . ,50%
Neaotiatina skills ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 2 2 ‘ /
XX 2R 2R X 2=
o o o o o o o o o o o
© 9 o o o 9o 9o o o o o
o n o Lo o Yol o Lo o Lo o
— — N N ™ ™ <t < Lo

Figure 4. Assessment of the need for additional training of staff members

According to the respondents, their colleagues would benefit most
from further training for development of their social skills and least — from

training for negotiating skills.
The next question the respondents were asked to answer was regarding

the need for development and improvement of their personal qualifications
and skills.
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Table 15
Assessment of the need for additional personal qualification

Regardless of your answers to the previous questions, Sample
how would you assess your need for development of the percentage
following skills and competences?

Foreign language training (linguistic competencies) 24.4%
Social skills (communication, teamwork) 35.8%
Working in stressful environment 20%
Problem-solving skills and flexibility 26.4%
Negotiating skills 16.8%
Relations and conflict management skills 22.1%
Awareness of the regulations in force 31.6%
Digital skills (computer skills) 28.5%
Legal competence 16.9%

According to the respondents, they would benefit most from further
training for development of their social skills, followed by improvement of
their awareness of the regulations in force and least — for development of their
legal competence and negotiating skills.

Next the respondents were asked to assess the degree of their personal
competence and development in the areas described above. They had to rate
them on a scale from 1 (“Very High’) to 5 (*Very Low’). For better presenta-
tion the scale in the figure is reversed, i.e. 1 corresponds to “Very Low’ and 5
— to “Very High’. From the calculation of the mean values, it follows that the
participants in the study have evaluated their competence and development at
the highest level in terms of problem solving skills and flexibility. The results
of the analysis show that they rated highest their problem-solving skills and
flexibility (M=3.51 SD=1.07) and this explains why these skills were not giv-
en priority for further training. The next highest-ranking competences are
their ability to work in a stressful environment (M=3.46 SD=1.09) and their
inter-personal relations and conflict management skills (M=3.41 SD=1.02).
Note that although the respondents assessed the above competences as their
best fields, the average assessment values are generally slightly above the
mid-range of the scale. The lowest-ranking competence is their Legal compe-
tence (M =2.95 SD=1.09). Interestingly, although this is the area in which
personal competence is rated as the lowest, the respondents believe that nei-
ther they nor their colleagues need any further training in this field. This prob-
ably because the competence in this area is not considered important for the
job. The average personal competence rating for the entire sample in all
spheres is 3.34 - very close to the middle of the scale.
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folowing areas?

How would you assess your personal skills and competences in the

and flexibility

Problem-solving skills ~ Working in stressful  Relations and conflict
environment

management skills

Figure 5. Fields with highest-ranking personal skills and competences

One of the most important goals of this study was to identify some of
the factors that determine the success of the decentralization process. Compa-
rable studies conducted by the author in Turkey and Bulgaria showed that
enforcement of efficient regulations accelerates the decentralization process
and improves the transparency of the activities of local, regional and national
authorities as well as the dialogue and collaboration between central and local
authorities, which are factors that determine the success of the decentraliza-
tion process. This hypothesis was tested with the respondents from the Hel-
lenic Republic using a regression analysis, in which the predictor is a measure
composed of the above statements.

Non-standardized | Standardized
R2=13.7% coefficients coefficients t | sig.
B Std. Beta
Error

Predictor 2.12 0.306 6.94 | .000
Efficient regulations in force to
support the process of
decentralization +
Transparent activities of local
and central governments + 0.405 0.106 371 3.81 | .000
Active dialogue and collabo-
ration between local and central
governments

Dependent variable: How would you assess the overall process of decentralization?
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The results show that all three factors (efficient regulations in force to
support the process of decentralization, transparent activities of local and cen-
tral governments, and active dialogue and collaboration between local and
central governments) are very important for success of the process of decen-
tralization.

* * *

Despite the limitations of the representative sample of state and mu-
nicipal administration officials from Komotini, the results of the analyses are
significant and valid. The general conclusion that could be made is that the
process of decentralization is incomplete and no major reforms have been
implemented for local resource allocation. Another finding regarding the de-
centralization process is that it is not implemented with the same success in
the different sectors.

Decentralization should not be seen only as a process of transferring
powers, responsibilities and resources from the central government to the lo-
cal governments in a given country. To a large extent, it is a process that oc-
curs simultaneously in various field of government, the most important of
which is probably the sustainability and transparency in local community
governance that ensures the involvement of local communities in doing and
implementation of local public policies.

Strengthening the administrative capacity is rightly considered by the
European Union as a key factor for the development of Greece. The estab-
lished higher level of satisfaction of its population by the public structures
motivates the process of improving the existing organization of the admin-
istration.

Based on the study the author formulated the following recommenda-
tions for improving the efficiency of the central and the local administrations:

e More training and qualification courses are needed to improve the
efficiency of the central and the local administrations by developing the per-
sonal competences of their staff;

e Local governments should increase their capacity and scope of re-
sponsibilities to develop and implement municipal policies;

e Regional governments should increase their capacity and scope of
responsibilities to develop and implement regional policies in compliance
with the national and local interests.

e Resource and power allocation efficiency and transparency should
be improved based on active dialogue between the central and the local gov-
ernments.

Finally, we have to point out that this study is part of a larger study
that attempts to give a clear assessment of the decentralization process in Bul-
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garia, Greece and Turkey based on the opinion of state and municipal admin-
istration members and to identify the difficulties related to certain policies as
well as to give recommendations for better governance and facilitate the im-
plementation of the Decentralization Strategy in the new 2016-2025 period by
analyzing the achievements and shortcomings from the previous period.

References

Buzov, N. (1992). Mestno samoupravlenie i byudzhetna avtonomiya na obsht-
inite, Lyuren, Sofia.

Georgiev, L. (2008). Detsentralizatsiyata — razbirana i pravena. Publichna
Administratsiya, vol. 2, Sofia.

Kanev, D. (2006). Menidzhmiint i komunikatsii v politikata, Friedrich Elbert
Foundation, Sofia.

Kyuranov, C., Deliev, 1., Penev, P. (2002). Problemi na detsentralizatsiyata v
mestnoto samoupravlenie v Republika Bulgaria, Friedrich Elbert
Foundation, Sofia.

Stanev, H., Spiridonova, Y., Dzhildzhov, A. Detsentralizatsiyata i vliyanieto i
varhu vazmozhnostite na obshtinite i oblastite za usvoyavane na
sredstva ot fondovete na Evropeiskiya sayuz.

FRMS. (1998). Mestnata vlast i mladite khora ili zashto da uchastvame v
mestnoto samoupravienie, FRMS, Sofia.

FRMS. (2000). Izgrazhdane na viziya i strategichesko planirane v obshtnostta,
FRMS, Sofia.

Economic Archive 3/2018 43



ECONOMIC ARCHIVE

YEAR LXXI, BOOK 3 -2018

CONTENTS

Mariyana Pavlova-Banova
Fiscal Decentralization in Europe: Effects on Local Governments’
Fiscal Autonomy /3

Goolbahor Karimova
Analysis of International Experience of Attracting Foreign Investments /15

Hasan Azis
Quiality and Perspectives for Development of the Administration in the
Context of the Process of Decentralization in Greece /27

Sylvia Zarkova
Regional Disparities in Bulgaria Today: Economic, Social,
and Demographic Challenges /44

Kalina Durova
The Cohesion Policy of the European Union and Inter-Regional Disparities
in Bulgaria /55



EDITORIAL BOARD:

Prof. Andrey Zahariev, PhD — editor-in-chief
Prof. Georgi Ivanov, PhD — Deputy Editor
Prof. Yordan Vasilev, PhD

Assoc. Prof. Iskra Panteleeva, PhD
Assoc. Prof. Stoyan Prodanov, PhD
Assoc. Prof. Plamen Yordanov, PhD
Assoc. Prof. Rumen Lazarov, PhD

Assoc. Prof. Ventsislav Vassilev, PhD
Assoc. Prof. Anatoliy Asenov, PhD
Assoc. Prof. Presiana Nenkova, PhD

INTERNATIONAL BOARD:

Prof. Mihail A. Eskindarov, DSc (Econ) — Rector of Financial University under the Government of the
Russian Federation — Federal State Educational Institution for VVocational Education, Doctor Honoris
Causa of D. A. Tsenov Academy of Economics — Svishtov

Prof. LesterLloyd-Reason — Director of International Business Centre at Lord Ashcroft International
Business School in Cambridge, Great Britain

Prof. Ken O’Neil — Chair of the Faculty of Small Business and Entrepreneurship, Department of
Marketing, Entrepreneurship and Strategies at the University of Ulster, North Ireland

Prof. Richard Thorpe — Business School at Leeds University, Professor of Management Development,
Deputy Director of the Keyworth Institute, Leeds, Great Britain

Prof. Andrey Krisovatiy, DSc (Econ) — Ternopil National Economic University, Doctor Honoris Causa
of D. A. Tsenov Academy of Economics — Svishtov

Prof. Grigore Belostechnik, DSc (Econ) — Rector of Moldovan Academy of Economic Studies, Doctor
Honoris Causa of D. A. Tsenov Academy of Economics — Svishtov

Prof. Yon Kukuy, DSc (Econ) — President of the Senate of Valahia University, the town of Targovishte,
Romania, Doctor Honoris Causa of D. A. Tsenov Academy of Economics — Svishtov

Prof. Mihail Zveryakov, DSc (Econ) — Rector of Odessa State Economic University, Doctor Honoris
Causa of D. A. Tsenov Academy of Economics — Svishtov

Prof. Olena Nepochatenko, DSc (Econ) — Rector of Uman National University of Horticulture (Ukraine)
Prof. Dmytro Lukianenko, DSc (Econ) — First Prorector on Research-pedagogical and Research Work
of Kyiv National Economic University named after Vadym Hetman (Ukraine)

Assoc. Prof. Maria Cristina STEFAN, PhD. — Valahia University of Targoviste, Romania, Economics
Assoc. Prof. Anisoara Duica, PhD — Valahia University of Targoviste, Romania, Management

Anka Taneva — copyreader

Elka Uzunova — Senior lecturer in English — coordinator of the translation team
Daniela Stoilova — Senior lecturer in English — translation into English
Rumyana Deneva — Senior lecturer in English — translation into English
Margarita Mihaylov — Senior lecturer in English — translation into English
Ivanka Borisova — Senior lecturer in English — translation into English
Ventsislav Dikov — Senior lecturer in English — copyreader

Editorial address:

2, Emanuil Chakarov street, Svishtov 5250

Prof. Andrey Zahariev, PhD - editor-in-chief

@& (++359) 889 882 298

Deyana Vesselinova — Technical Secretary

@ (++359) 631 66 309, e-mail: nsarhiv@uni-svishtov.bg
Blagovesta Borisova — computer graphic design

& (++359) 882 552 516, e-mail: b.borisova@uni-svishtov.bg
© Academic publishing house “Tsenov” — Svishtov

© D. A. Tsenov Academy of Economics — Svishtov



YMIC

Svishtov, Year LXXI, Issue 3 - 2018

Fiscal Decentralization in Europe: Effects on Local
Governments’ Fiscal Autonomy

Analysis of International Experience of Attracting
Foreign Investments

Quality and Perspectives for Development
of the Administration in the Context of the Process
of Decentralization in Greece

Regional Disparities in Bulgaria Today: Economic,
Social, and Demographic Challenges

The Cohesion Policy of the European Union
and Inter-Regional Disparities in Bulgaria

D.A. TSENOV ACADEMY OF ECONOMICS
SVISHTOV




Requirements to be met when dep}§
articles for Narodnostopanski arhi

1. Number of article pages: from 12 to 25 standard pages

2. Deposit of journal articles: one printout (on paper) and one in electronic
form as attached file on E-mail: NSArhiv@uni-svishtov.bg

3.Technical characteristics:

- performance Word 2003 (minimum);

-size of page — A4, 29-31 lines and 60-65 characters on each line;

-line spacing 1,5 lines (At least 22 pt);

- font—Times New Roman 14 pt;

- margins —Top - 2.54 cm; Bottom - 2.54 cm; Left - 3.17 cm; Right-3.17 cm;

- page numbering—bottom right;

- footer text—size 10 pt;

- graphs and figures— Word 2003 or Power Point.
4.Layout:

- title of article, name of author, academic position and academic degree —
font Times New Roman, 14 pt, with capital letters Bold —centered;

-workplace, postal address, telephone and E-mail;

- abstractin Bulgarian up to 15 lines; key words—3 to 5;

- JEL classification of publications on economic topics
(http://ideas.repec.org/j/index.html);

- main body ( main text);

- tables, graphs and figures are software inserted in the text (they should
allow linguistic corrections and translation in English). Numbers and text in
them should be written with font Times New Roman 12 pt;

- formulas are inserted with Equation Editor.

5. Rules for footnote: When citing sources, authors should observe the
requirements of APA Style at http://www.apastyle.org/ or at
http://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/560/01/ or at
http://www.calstatela.edu/library/guides/3apa.pdf .

Each author is responsible for promoting ideas, content and technical
layout of the text.
6. Manuscripts of lecturers without an academic rank should be
accompanied by a transcript of the minutes of the Department meeting at
which the proposed paper was discussed.

From 1st of January 2017 the English language title of the journal is
changed from “Narodnostopanski archiv” (transliterated from
Bulgarian) to “Economic Archive”.

Authors of papers published in Narodnostopanski arhiv journal
are responsible for the authenticity of the materials.
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