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Delivering good governance to citizens and businesses is a fundamen-
tal duty of any public administration. To be able to meet these require-
ments, public sector organisations must have the necessary adminis-
trative capacity. This is reason enough for its level to be monitored, 
analysed and evaluated. The aim of this paper is to present the results 
of the study conducted on the level of administrative capacity of the 
different types of public bodies included in the Administrative Register 
of the Republic of Bulgaria. They were obtained by surveying both 
representatives of the administrations themselves and their socio-eco-
nomic partners. A validated methodology was applied, approbated by 
scientists in the relevant field and representatives of practice. The re-
sults show which groups of administrations have higher capacity and 
in which areas and which ones are lagging behind. A statistically sig-
nificant difference was found between the assessments of administra-
tions and those of civil society representatives.
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1. INTRODUCTION
The national surveys on the administrative capacity of the public administration in Bulgaria 
have an eight-year history. They cover assessments of the capacity for good governance of Bul-
garian executive authorities - ministries, state agencies, state commissions, executive agencies, 
administrative structures established by a legislative act either of the executive authority or the 
National Assembly, specialised territorial administrations, district administrations, and munic-
ipal administrations. Over the last three years, these surveys have been enriched by taking into 
account the views of the socio-economic partners (SEPs) of the public administration - public 
councils, advisory boards, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), business organisations, 
trade unions, other public sector organisations or users of public services. The latest study on 
the level of administrative capacity of the public administration in 2024 was conducted during 
the period February 20 - March 15, 2025. Like the previous studies, it was based on a single 
methodology that is unique as it is not borrowed from other works, organizations and countries, 
but is endorsed by a highly competent team of scholars and practitioners. At the same time, the 
methodology complies with previous researches, studies, analyses and evaluations in the field 
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of public administration and the public sector in general. Among them, it is worth mention the 
following:

1.	 The OECD report ‘Strengthening the Innovative Capacity of Bulgaria’s Public Sector‘ 
of 2024 (OECD, 2024).

2.	 The latest ‘Report on the State of the Administration for 2023’ of the Council of Minis-
ters of May 23, 2024 (Council of Ministers of the Republic of Bulgaria, 2024).

3.	 The IPA document ‘European Practices in Good Governance and Administration‘ of 
2015 (Institute of Public Administration, 2015).

4.	 The European Commission’s initiative called the ‘EU Compass for Restoring Compet-
itiveness and Ensuring Sustainable Prosperity’, which sets out requirements to reduce 
regulatory and administrative burdens on business (European Commission, 2025).

5.	 The Ombudsman’s 2009 ‘Methodology for Assessing Good Governance in Municipal-
ities’ (Ombudsman of the Republic of Bulgaria, 2009).

6.	 Council of Europe’s ‘Strategy for Innovation and Good Governance at Local Level’ 
(Council of Europe, 2007). 

7.	 The reports of the annual national survey on the attitudes of civil servants - the Institute 
of Public Administration’s ‘Engagement Barometer’ (Council of Europe, 2007).

8.	 The European Commission’s 2023 communication ‘Expanding the European Admin-
istrative Space (ComPAct)‘ (European Commission, 2023) and others. (Gospodinov, 
2023) (Ellis, 2010) (Farazmand, 2009) (Cheung, 2009) (Bowornwathana, 2009) (Fuku-
da-Parr, 2002) (Peters, 2018) (Moore, 2021) (Choudhary, 2023) (Robson, 2024) (Ab-
bas, 2023) (Tran Pham, 2023) (Adriaensen, Administrative Capacity and Control, 2016) 
(El-Taliawi, 2019) (Nga, 2025) (Adriaensen, Measuring Administrative Capacity, 2016) 
(Muyambiri, 2025) (Zaghdoud, 2025)

The study on the administrative capacity of the public administration in Bulgaria for 2024 went 
through the following stages:

1.	 Specification of the object of the study and its structural elements. Familiarization with 
the legislative framework governing the functioning of the state administration and the 
requirements for administrative capacity;

2.	 Structuring a questionnaire to cover all the main elements of the administrative capacity 
of the public administration;

3.	 Structuring a questionnaire to explore the views of the socio-economic partners of the 
administrations on the capacity of the public administration;

4.	 Analysis of the data obtained from the two groups of respondents;
5.	 Comparison of the assessments of the representatives of the public administration and 

those of the socio-economic partners in different areas of administrative capacity;
6.	 Drawing conclusions and recommendations.

In formulating the questions to be asked to the respondents, the following basic principles were 
followed:

1.	 Maximum scope of questions to reveal the true situation regarding the different criteria 
of administrative capacity.

2.	 Universality of the questions, enabling them to be presented to different administrative 
structures.

3.	 Legislative validity, expressed in the existence of contemporary legislative framework 
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setting requirements for administrative capacity for good governance.
4.	 Conceptual compatibility with the main theories, concepts and standards of administra-

tive capacity for good governance.
5.	 Taking into account the views not only of the representatives of the administrations but 

also of their socio-economic partners on issues related the administrative capacity of the 
public administration.

2. METHODOLOGY
From an epistemological point of view, the administrative capacity of an organization is a phe-
nomenon that cannot be observed directly. Information about it can be obtained only by study-
ing the characteristics or values of obvious (observed) factors that indicate its state. There are 
two options for obtaining data on the level of administrative capacity - one is by studying the 
factors and parameters that formed it, and the other - by analyzing information about the effect 
(results) of the manifestation of administrative capacity. The two options for monitoring the ca-
pacity of the administration can be depicted in the manner shown in Figure 1. The two models 
of administrative capacity in the figure are indicated by the symbols ACf and ACr.

Figure 1. Administrative capacity based on formative and reflective indicators

Source: Borissov, B. (2019) Administrative Capacity of the State Administration in Bulgaria. S., p. 152
The left, so-called ‘formative model’, shows that the preceding manifest factors (FI) are the 
causes of the subsequent latent construct (ACf). For example, the presence or absence of cer-
tain requirements, factors and parameters can be assessed and on this basis a conclusion can be 
drawn about the level of administrative capacity. These factors and parameters play the role of 
indicators of the presence of qualms. When assessing the administrative capacity of the state 
administration in Bulgaria, the formative model was used, formed on the basis of the responses 
of the representatives of the administrative structures themselves regarding the compliance of 
their activities with certain legal requirements, the presence or absence of good practices, mod-
els and management systems.
The right one, called the ‘reflective model’, shows the direct impact of the ACr of administra-
tive capacity on the subsequent indicators (RI), i.e. what is the impact of the administration’s 
activities on the beneficiaries and stakeholders who benefit from its specific services. The re-
flexive model is applied to assess the effects (impacts) on external stakeholders of the adminis-
tration’s activities and what results they believe it achieves.
The answers of both groups of respondents were rated on a Likert scale with scores from 1 to 
4. Each possible answer described one of the following four types of administrative capacity 
states – unsatisfactory, for answers with scores between 1 and 1.75; satisfactory, for answers 
rated between 1.76 and 2.50; good, for scores in the dimension from 2.51 to 3.25; and very 
good, for scores between 3.26 and 4.00.
The areas in which the representatives of the state administration had to rate their capacity were:
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1.	 Influence of the external environment on the work of the administration;
2.	 Planning the activities of the administration;
3.	 Personnel and personnel management policy;
4.	 Financial situation and budget policy;
5.	 Internal control and audit;
6.	 Partnership;
7.	 Openness, transparency and accessibility;
8.	 Sustainable development and impact assessment;
9.	 Anti-corruption;
10.	Monitoring and evaluation of performance;
11.	Knowledge management;
12.	Innovation.

The total number of questions included in the questionnaire on the state administration was 26. 
Structured in this way, it made it possible to cover all important aspects of the administrative 
capacity of the state administration, without giving too much or too little weight to any of them.
The first group of questions aimed to establish how external events, such as the adoption at the 
national and European level of new regulations, legislative documents and/or new standards, 
political instability in the country, military conflicts, changes in the prices of basic energy re-
sources, as well as whether the administration had responded adequately to external and inter-
nal risks, that affected the work of the administration.
The second area – planning, included questions related to how the administration plans its ac-
tivities, whether it achieves the set goals and how it involves its socio-economic partners and 
stakeholders in the planning process.
The third group of questions required an assessment of the professional skills of employees, 
their development and the adequacy of their number to the functions assigned to them.
Financial status and budget policy was assessed with questions related to the implementation of 
program budgets, the compliance of preliminary plans with budget reports, the application of fi-
nancial analyses to assess the financial health and long-term financial policy of the administration.
Internal control is assessed on the basis of whether the system of financial management and con-
trol is effectively implemented in the structures of the public administration and what the results 
are, whether risks are effectively managed and if follow-up control of performance is assigned.
Partnerships with other organisations, including other administrations, business and non-gov-
ernmental organisations, civil and political groups, interaction with advisory councils on issues 
of public interest and the implementation of public-private partnership arrangements was the 
sixth area assessed.
The openness, transparency and accessibility of any administration is a sign of democratic 
governance, so the seventh group of questions included those related to personal integrity and 
ethics of officials, working with media, ensuring equal opportunities for people with disabili-
ties and the accessibility for citizens of public information files, including the register of state/
municipal property, the register of commercial companies with state/municipal property or par-
ticipation, the register of concessions, the register of transactions with state/municipal property, 
register of advertising space, register of donations, register of public procurement, etc.
Achieving sustainable development is a global goal of every administration, so the question-
naire included questions related to how the administration ensures the implementation of sus-
tainable development principles and criteria, how it fulfils its responsibilities related to the 
effects of climate change and whether it conducts impact assessments as a tool to measure the 
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long-term effects of introducing new regulations and implementing policies, including analyses 
of tax, administrative and regulatory burdens.
Due to the public’s sensitivity to corruption in the administration, the study paid special atten-
tion on how the administration implements anti-corruption measures, whether it has provided 
opportunities for reporting corruption and if it has developed a procedure for disclosing con-
flicts of interest under the Anti-corruption Act.
Periodic self-assessments of the administration’s performance are a prerequisite for modernising 
the administration and improving its effectiveness. Whether this is the case is assessed by ques-
tions examining how the administration evaluates the performance of administrative units and in-
dividual employees, what self-evaluation systems it applies and if there is a defined procedure, in-
ternal rules or methodology for monitoring and evaluating the policies of the executive authority.
The knowledge management system in the administrations is assessed depending on the ad-
ministration’s policy on knowledge sharing and dissemination, whether the administration has 
a legal information system that is updated in a timely manner and has a developed procedure to 
inform all relevant staff when there are changes in the legal framework related to their activities, 
and whether it accepts trainees to work in its administrative units.
Innovation in public administration is a quality that has recently received a great deal of at-
tention. In the past year 2024 the OECD report ‘Strengthening the Innovation Capacity of 
Bulgaria’s Public Sector Civil Service‘ was published, which sets out the OECD’s Innovation 
Capacity Framework (ICF), outlines the assessment methodology, summarises the main find-
ings for Bulgaria and compares its innovation capacity with other countries. The questionnaire 
for the 2024 assessment of the administrative capacity of the public administration in the area 
of ‘Innovation‘ included questions on whether administrations stimulate the implementation of 
innovation, if they use alternative sources of energy to cover their needs, whether employees 
are familiar with the possibilities of artificial intelligence (AI), whether they think it can be 
useful for their work, and if they would cope with its use.

3. RESULTS
The survey on the level of administrative capacity of the Bulgarian public administration in-
volved 76 public administrations of all types, as shown in Table 1. The socio-economic partners 
of the administrations surveyed, who were also asked to assess their administrative capacity, 
were 112 (Table 2).

Table 1. Type and quantity of administrations participating in the survey on their administrative capacity

No. Type of administration Quantity
1 Ministry 13
2 State Agency 2
3 State Commission 2
4 Executive Agency 5
5 Administrative structure established by a legislative act of the executive authority 2
6 Administrative structure established by a legislative act of the National Assembly 4
7 Specialised territorial administration 6
8 District Administration 25
9 Municipal Administration 17

Total: 76

Source: Authors’ own calculations
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Table 2. Type and quantity of socio-economic partners participating in the survey on the administrative 
capacity of public administration structures

No. Type of respondents Quantity
1 Public Council 7
2 Advisory Board 4
3 Non-governmental organisation 30
4 Business organisation 29
5 Public sector organisation 7
6 User of public services 17
7 Trade union organisation 8
8 Other 10

Total: 112

Source: Authors’ own calculations

Each of the four possible answers to the 26 questions included in the survey of the adminis-
trative capacity of the public administration in Bulgaria described one of four possible states 
- unsatisfactory, satisfactory, good and very good, each of which was given a corresponding 
rating on a Likert scale from 1 to 4. Thus, the areas of administrative capacity described as 
unsatisfactory were those rated from 1 to 1.75, areas of satisfactory capacity were those rated 
from 1.76 to 2.50, areas of good capacity were those rated from 2.51 to 3.25, and areas of very 
good capacity were those rated from 3.26 to 4.00.
The scores of the administrations’ self-reported administrative capacity areas show that they judge 
themselves to have very good administrative capacity in the areas of internal control, management of 
internal work processes, risk management, and the opportunities provided for reporting corruption.
The lowest scores, corresponding to satisfactory capacity but very close in value to unsatisfac-
tory, were recorded in the areas concerning the use of alternative sources of energy to meet the 
needs of the administration, and the implementation of public-private partnerships. The capac-
ity of administrations to carry out impact assessments of the introduction of new regulations 
and the implementation of policies, including analyses of tax, administrative and regulatory 
burdens, their financial health, the application of sustainable development principles, the use 
of artificial intelligence, the follow-up of implementation and the effective monitoring of the 
achievement of objectives with the participation of stakeholders, are also satisfactory, with 
scores between 1.75 and 2.50.
There are no areas of administrative capacity rated as unsatisfactory, i.e. with an average score of 
less than 1.75. The remaining areas recorded good capacity with scores between 2.50 and 3.25. 
The analysis of the administrative capacity assessments by group of administrations is also 
interesting. The highest ratings for their capacity are given by the representatives of the min-
istries, followed by the state agencies, which include the State Agency for Archives, the State 
Agency for Road Safety, the State Agency for State Reserve and Wartime Stocks, the State 
Agency for Refugees, the State Agency for Child Protection, the State Agency for National 
Security, the National Statistical Institute, etc. The lowest scores were achieved by municipal 
administrations, executive agencies, which are various secondary budget authorising bodies at-
tached to ministries, and specialised territorial administrations, which are deconcentrated struc-
tures of the central government.
The average score for all administrations, calculated on the basis of the responses of their rep-
resentatives, is 2.8002.
The socio-economic partners of the public administration are generally more critical and rate its 
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administrative capacity for good governance lower. The most critical in their assessments were 
the representatives of respondents who are not covered by one of the larger groups, i.e. these are 
individual users of public services, citizens or organisations that do not recognise themselves 
among others. Trade unions, NGOs and business organisations also scored lower than the av-
erage for all SEPs. Public and advisory councils that work with different administrations give 
higher ratings of their administrative capacity. These ratings are consistent with SEP ratings in 
previous annual surveys, when representatives of public or advisory boards working with differ-
ent administrations recorded the highest ratings. Business representatives were the most critical.

Table 3. Ratings of the administrative capacity of the public administration by its socio-economic partners

Code Respondent Average score for the group
A Public Council 3,1978
B Advisory Board 2,8558
C Non-governmental organisation 2,7090
D Business organisation 2,3727
E Public sector organisation 2,8242
F User of public services 2,2308
G Trade union organisation 2,4423
H Other 2,2077

Source: Authors’ own calculations
It is interesting to find out in which areas of administrative capacity are the largest discrepancies 
(more than 0.5) between the assessments of the administration and those of citizens, business, 
trade unions, etc. The data show that SEP respondents gave lower ratings to the capacity of 
administrations to respond adequately to external challenges, to the financial provision for the 
implementation of their strategic documents, to the professional skills of employees, to the 
existence of a customer charter and a code of ethics for administrations, and to the compliance 
with ethical norms and professional ethics. Lower scores were also given to the administrations’ 
work with media and their efforts to mitigate the negative effects of climate change, but the 
largest difference in scores of 1.08 was given to the administrations’ practice of evaluating the 
results of the implementation of the various policies they carry out within their management 
responsibilities. The administrations rate this element as good and the SEP rate it as satisfactory. 
The average rating of the administrative capacity of the public administration, according to the 
opinion of the SEP respondents, is 2.6370.
Table 4 shows the ratings of administrative capacity by group of administrations given by the 
representatives of the surveyed administrative structures themselves and those given by their 
socio-economic partners, as well as the difference between them. On the other hand, Figure 2 
presents these ratings graphically by individual areas of administrative capacity covered in the 
26 questions of the survey.
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Table 4. Difference between the assessments given by the representatives of the administrations and 
their socio-economic partners

Code Administration Assessments of 
administrations

Assessments 
of SEPs Difference

A Ministries 3,0659 2,5923 -0,4736
B State Agencies 3,0000 2,3846 -0,6154
C State Commissions 2,8846 2,8077 -0,0769
D Executive Agencies 2,7077 2,3141 -0,3936

E Administrative structures established by a legislative 
act of the executive authority

2,7500 2,6154 -0,1346

F Administrative structures established by a legislative 
act of the National Assembly

2,8365 3,0769 0,2404

G Specialised territorial administrations 2,7340 3,0769 0,3429
H District Administrations 2,7931 2,5673 -0,2258
I Municipal Administrations 2,4299 2,2979 -0,1320

Average 
scores: 2,8002 2,6370 -0,1632

Source: Authors’ own calculations

Figure 2. Ratings of administrative capacity given by representatives of the public administration and the SEPs
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In the analysis of the correspondence between the responses of the representatives of the ad-
ministration and the socio-economic partners on the matching questions, two approaches were 
applied, namely:

1.	 Testing a hypothesis regarding the difference between the mean values of the scores for 
the two samples by comparing the empirical and theoretical values of the Steudent’s 
t-criterion for each combination of matching questions. When the empirical value of 
the criterion is smaller than the theoretical value, it follows that the null hypothesis is 
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accepted, which states that there is no difference between the averages compared or, if 
there is, it is random, i.e. there is no difference in the scores of the representatives of the 
administration and those of the socio-economic partners. When the empirical value of 
the criterion is greater than the theoretical value, it follows that the null hypothesis is 
rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. This would state that there is a dif-
ference between the compared values and it is not random but statistically significant, 
i.e. the difference indicates that there is a discrepancy in the assessment given by the 
representatives of the administration and the assessment given by the socio-economic 
partners on the performance of the administration.

2.	 Testing the hypothesis of the existence of a dependence between the answers of the 
respondents from the two samples based on chi-square and calculating the correlation 
coefficients of mutual connectivity of Cramer and Pearson. The correlation coefficients 
are in the range between 0 and ±1. The correlation coefficients measure the strength of 
the dependence, and in this case, the higher the correlation coefficient, the stronger is 
the dependence between the answers of the representatives of the administration and the 
socio-economic partners to the matching questions or there is a high degree of coinci-
dence of the given assessments. On the other hand, the lower the correlation coefficient, 
the less strong is the dependence between the answers of the representatives of the 
administration and those of the socio-economic partners, i.e. there is a lower degree of 
coincidence of the answers and the given assessments.

In order to find out whether there is a statistically significant difference between the two sam-
ples - that of the averaged responses to the questions given by the representatives of the public 
administration and the representatives of the SEPs, the IBM SPSS Statistics 27 software prod-
uct was also used to analyse the t-test for related samples (independent-samples t-test). It is used 
when two samples represent observations from two consistent groups (in this case the admin-
istrations and the SEPs). Two hypotheses were formulated - H0, which stated that there is no 
statistical difference between the samples, and H1, which stated that there is such a difference. 
The results of the independent simple t-test analysis are presented in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Results of the t-test for statistically significant difference between the mean of the responses 
of the administrations and their SEPs

T-Test
Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 VAR00001 2,5292 26 ,24872 ,04878

VAR00002 2,7769 28 ,40609 ,07964

Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.

Pair 1 VAR00001 & VAR00002 26 ,021 ,918
Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference

Mean Std. 
Deviation

Std. 
Error 
Mean

Lower Upper t df Sig.
(2-tailed)

Pair 1 VAR00001 - 
VAR00002 -,24769 ,47166 ,09250 -,43820 -,05719 -2,678 25 ,013
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Paired Samples Effect Sizes
95% Confidence Interval

Standardizera Point Estimate Lower Upper

Pair 1
VAR00001 - 
VAR00002

Cohen’s d ,47166 -,525 -,931 -,110
Hedges’ correction ,47888 -,517 -,917 -,108

a.The denominator used in estimating the effect sizes.
Cohen’s d uses the sample standard deviation of the mean difference.
Hedges’ correction uses the sample standard deviation of the mean difference, plus a correction factor.

Source: Authors’ own construction

The value displayed in the Sig (2-tailed) column indicates whether there is a statistically signif-
icant difference between the samples of the two groups at the 95% confidence interval. If it is 
more than 0.05 it cannot be concluded that there is a difference between them and vice versa, if 
it is less than 0.05 it means that there is a difference between the two sample means. If it is less 
than or equal to 0.05 the null hypothesis (H0) is rejected. In this case, 0.013 is less than 0.05, 
hence it is confirmed that there is a statistically significant difference between the arithmetic 
means of the samples of the administration representatives and those of the SEPs and the null 
hypothesis H0 is rejected. In practice, this means that the opinions of the two groups of respon-
dents on the level of administrative capacity of the state administration differ and this is not the 
result of a statistical error.
The Pearson correlation coefficient is used to measure the linear relationship between the two 
continuous variables – the assessments of the administration representatives and those of the 
SEPs (Figure 4). Since a Likert scale was used to evaluate the questions, the Pearson coefficient 
was the most appropriate, because it is used to evaluate features presented on an interval scale, 
i.e. which are continuous. Since average values are analyzed, they can be considered as contin-
uous variables. The values of 0.21 indicate a weak linear relationship between the responses of 
the administration representatives and those of the SEPs. This means that the responses of the 
first group of respondents have no connection with the responses of the second group of respon-
dents, i.e. their opinions are completely independent of each other, although the Sig.(2-tailed) 
values show that this coefficient is not statistically significant enough.

Figure 4. Results of calculating the Pearson correlation coefficient between the average values of the 
responses of the administrations and their SEPs

Correlations

VAR00001 VAR00002
VAR00001 Pearson Correlation 1 ,021

Sig. (2-tailed) ,918
N 26 26

VAR00002 Pearson Correlation ,021 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,918
N 26 26

Source: Authors’ own construction

4. DISCUSSION
Good governance requires effective legislation and the rule of law, competent public service, ac-
countability and transparent, and responsible decision-making, political systems that effectively 
promote consensus and take into account the different interests in societies, a strong civil society 
characterized by freedom of association, freedom of speech and respect for civil and political rights.
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In 2007, the Ombudsman of the Republic of Bulgaria, Ginyo Ganev, initiated a discussion 
forum entitled: ‘Between freedom and subordination. The right to good governance and good 
administration‘. In his introduction at the opening of the discussion, he formulated six criteria 
for good governance and good administration as basic prerequisites for the formation of a com-
petent and humane administration, working in the service of citizens and protecting the public 
interest, namely:

1.	 Rule of law and human rights;
2.	 Transparency and efficiency in the work of the administration at all levels;
3.	 Accountability of state and municipal authorities;
4.	 Guarantees for citizen participation in the decision-making process;
5.	 Equal opportunities and inclusion;
6.	 Policy of consent and balance of interests in society (Ombudsman of the Republic of 

Bulgaria, 2007).

In 2009, the Ombudsman published a Handbook for the Implementation of the Principles of 
Good Governance, aimed specifically at the local authorities. It formulated twelve principles of 
good governance, which are:

Principle 1.	 Fair elections, representativeness and public participation in elections, citizen 
participation in governance;

Principle 2.	 Responsiveness of administration;
Principle 3.	 Efficiency and effectiveness;
Principle 4.	 Openness and transparency;
Principle 5.	 Rule of law;
Principle 6.	 Ethical conduct;
Principle 7.	 Competence and capacity;
Principle 8.	 Innovation and openness to change;
Principle 9.	 Sustainability and long-term orientation;
Principle 10.	Sound financial management;
Principle 11.	Human rights, cultural diversity and social cohesion;
Principle 12.	Accountability (Ombudsman of the Republic of Bulgaria, 2009).

The web-site Good Governance Guide also focuses on good governance in local government. 
It states that: ‘Good governance is about the processes of decision-making and implementation. 
It is not about making the ‘right’ decisions, but about the best possible process for making 
those decisions. Good decision-making processes, and therefore good governance, have sever-
al characteristics. All of these have a positive impact on various aspects of local government, 
including consultation policies and practices, meeting procedures, service quality protocols, 
councillor and officer behaviour, role clarification and good working relationships.‘ (Fair Work 
Commission, 2017). The main characteristics of good governance, as outlined in this guide, are:

1.	 Good governance is accountable;
2.	 Good governance is transparent;
3.	 Good governance follows the principles of the rule of law;
4.	 Good governance is responsive;
5.	 Good governance is fair and inclusive;
6.	 Good governance is effective and efficient;
7.	 Good governance is participatory.
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The above-mentioned criteria, principles and characteristics of good governance in practice 
represent requirements that the state administration must comply with in order to meet the 
needs and expectations of society. Therefore, it is necessary that it has the appropriate adminis-
trative capacity. However, it is difficult to assess whether this is the case, due to the specificity 
of the concept of ‘administrative capacity‘, which cannot be directly observed and assessed. 
This can only be done by describing its different states in the various areas of its manifesta-
tion, which states should be assessed depending on their approximation or divergence from the 
desired standards. Such an approach was first applied by Prof. Borislav Borisov in his 2019 
monograph study ‘Administrative Capacity of the State Administration in Bulgaria‘ (Borisov, 
2019). Since then, every year a study has been conducted on the level of administrative capacity 
of the Bulgarian administration, and an integral indicator called the ‘Administrative Capacity 
Index‘ is also calculated.
This consecutive study on the administrative capacity of the public administration in Bulgaria 
is based on the latest scientific achievements to date, European regulatory requirements and 
initiatives, analyses and evaluations in the field of public administration and the public sector 
in general, as well as on a new updated questionnaire survey of both representatives of public 
institutions and their socio-economic partners. The new analyses and assessments provide a 
basis for drawing relevant conclusions, current as of the date of the study. The limitation set 
by the authors is that the survey is aimed to and considers the administrations of the executive 
branch and does not cover other state bodies such as the President, the National Assembly, the 
Court and the Prosecutor’s Office.

5. CONCLUSION
The latent construct ‘administrative capacity for good governance‘ can be analyzed and as-
sessed, in which it is necessary to take into account both the opinions of the representatives of 
the administrations and their socio-economic partners. There are a number of requirements for 
the implementation of good governance, which also implies that the assessment of the adminis-
trative capacity of administrative bodies should take into account all of its aspects.
The study of the administrative capacity of the Bulgarian state administration for 2024 shows 
that the different administrative bodies have different levels of their capacity to provide good 
governance. The surveyed representatives of the administrations give the highest assessments 
of the administrative capacity of the ministries and state agencies, and the lowest to the munic-
ipal administrations and specialized territorial administrations. The surveyed socio-economic 
partners of the state administration believe that the highest capacity is possessed by the adminis-
trative structures established by a normative act of the National Assembly, and these are various 
regulatory bodies, the National Health Insurance Fund, the National Social Security Institute, 
etc., as well as specialised territorial administrations. The assessments of the two groups differ 
significantly, with those of the SEPs being lower. There is a statistically significant difference 
between the assessments of the two groups, which are completely independent of each other.
Despite the differences, both groups of respondents rate the administrative capacity of the Bul-
garian state administration between 2.51 and 3.25, which qualifies it as good. The in-depth 
analysis allows us to assess not only which types of administrations are ahead and which are 
lagging behind in building their capacity for good governance, but also which are the areas in 
which there is a progress or stagnation.
In order to improve the administrative capacity for good governance, the following recommen-
dations can be made to the representatives of the administrations of the executive authorities:

1.	 It is necessary for each group of administrative structures existing in the Administrative 
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Register of the Republic of Bulgaria, regardless of whether they participated in this study 
or not, to draw their own conclusions based on the review of the assessments relating to 
them and to make efforts to increase their strengths and minimize their weaknesses.

2.	 The Administrative Reform Council under the Council of Ministers to propose strategic 
guidelines and policies for the development and improvement of the executive branch 
administrations, in accordance with its statutory obligations. It is necessary a new stra-
tegic document for the development of the state administration in Bulgaria to be devel-
oped and adopted.

3.	 The Institute of Public Administration, the National Association of the Municipalities 
in Republic of Bulgaria and other organizations and institutions organizing trainings for 
civil servants have to align the content of their training courses with the real needs of 
the state administration, especially in areas where there is a lag, thereby contributing to 
its further modernization.

4.	 Higher education institutions that train students in the specialty ‘Public Administration’ 
should review their curricula and study programs and, if necessary, make the necessary 
changes to them for greater compliance of the educational content with the needs of 
administrative activity, leading scientific researches in the field of public administration 
and best practices in the world.

5.	 Finally, the most interested group - that of the administrations themselves - should be 
proactive in their efforts to improve their activities, to realistically report on progress 
in the various areas of activity, both of the entire administrative institution and of its 
individual employees.
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