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Abstract: Government effectiveness, as a measurable institutional outcome, has
been extensively studied, assessed and discussed in the academic literature. Building
on the theories of moderation and institutional complementarity, this study argues that
digital capacity, the rule of law, and regulatory quality are significant determinants of
government effectiveness. The analysis draws on data for four internationally recognised
composite indices used to assess the state of public administration. This study proposes
a pooled OLS interaction model to examine whether the effects on government
effectiveness depend on the levels of digital capacity, the rule of law and regulatory
quality, and on the interactions among them.

The aim of this article is: 1. To outline the theoretical basis for the application of
an institutional interaction model to the study of governance effectiveness; 2. To
construct and apply such a model using observed cross-national data for EU countries
and Bulgaria.

In this regard, the authors set themselves the following tasks: 1. To review a
methodological framework for analyzing administrative structures; 2. To examine the
influence of digital maturity, the quality of regulations, the rule of law and their multiplier
effect on the effectiveness of public administration management in EU countries; 3. To
draw conclusions about the institutional interaction of the three factors on the
effectiveness of public administration in Bulgaria.

The findings reveal significant positive effects of digital capacity, the rule of law
and regulatory quality on government effectiveness. The analysis of internationally
comparable composite indices with longitudinal coverage enables both cross-national
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and temporal comparisons, yielding policy-relevant insights for strategies aimed at
enhancing public administration effectiveness. Comparable panel data for the DES, RoL
and RQ coefficients for all 27 EU Member States for the period 2022—2024 were used as
independent variables determining the levels of the dependent variable Government
Effectiveness (GE).
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Introduction

Any serious examination of public administration must engage with its
methodological framework for analysing administrative structures. This
framework encompasses a variety of scientific methods, each of which has
focused on specific parameters depending on the prevailing theory at any
given time.

The search for the focus (what it studies) and the locus (what it
concerns) of public administration marked the beginning of its emergence as
an independent discipline and its separation from the political sciences.
According to W. Wilson, cited by Shaftritz and Hyde, administration lies
outside the proper sphere of politics; consequently, administrative matters
are not political matters, even though politics sets the tasks for administration
(Shaftritz & Hyde, 2016). Effective administration was conceived as neutral,
professional and impartial, executing political decisions without interference.
Ilts performance was measured by the consistency and impartiality with which
laws were applied. This early conception of the administration as a
professional and rationally organised system can also be linked to the
classical concept of rational-legal bureaucracy, according to which the
effectiveness of the state organisation is based on formalised rules, hierarchy
and the impersonality of administrative action (Weber, 1922/1978). Later,
analytical criticism of the universal principles of administration shifted the
focus to decision-making processes within organisations (Simon, 1946).

As the discipline moved closer to the social sciences and management,
attention shifted to internal structure and processes, initially drawing on the
principles of effective public administration. It began to be evaluated on the
basis of adherence to certain uni-versal principles, such as unity of
command, span of control and specialisation. This line of development was
also influenced by the classical management ideas of administrative
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specialisation, the chain of command and organisational control, as
formulated in early management literature (Fayol, 1949).

The humanistic organizational theory introduced a new dimension to
the concept of effective administration by emphasizing the role of the human
factor. The effectiveness of public institutions is assessed not only by the
results achieved, but also by staff satisfaction and motivation. Research
focuses on social norms, leadership and interpersonal relationships, the
assumption that happier employees are more effective. This understanding
is in line with the humanistic organisational tradition, which links effectiveness
not only to formal structure but also to motivation, informal relationships and
organisational climate (Mayo, 1933).

New Public Management (NPM) introduced clear criteria for
effectiveness and efficiency, drawn from the private sector (Pollitt &
Bouckaert, 2011). More broadly, this managerial shift was conceptualised by
Hood, who systematised the key characteristics of New Public Management
and emphasised the focus on measuring results, control through indicators,
and the adoption of practices from the private sector (Hood, 1991). Within the
framework of NPM, the assessment of effectiveness focuses on achieving
‘value for money’ (Agostino & Arnaboldi, 2015). This means that the public
sector must provide maximum benefit to citizens at minimum cost. To achieve
this, NPM relies on Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).

The concepts of the New Public Service (NPS) and the theory of New
Public Administration (NPA) refocused attention on democratic values and
the common good (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000). This perspective is also
close to the concept of public value, according to which the task of public
organisations is not merely to operate efficiently, but to create socially
significant value whilst possessing institutional legitimacy and organisational
capacity (Moore, 1995). The administration came to be assessed on the
extent to which it served citizens and encouraged their active participation.
The results of its work were viewed in the context of the public interest and
the potential for achieving social equality, rather than merely economic
efficiency.

In the context of the concepts of NPS and NPA, key indicators for
measuring the quality of public administration include various indices such as
the Transparency Index, the Chandler Institute of Governance (CGGI), the
Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI), the E-Government Development
Index (EGDI), the Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), certain
components of the Human Freedom Index (HFI), and others. Their
advantage is that they cover many characteristics of public administration
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and provide a comprehensive assessment of its state. At the same time, the
literature emphasises that governance is a multidimensional concept and its
measurement through composite indices requires conceptual caution, as
different indicators capture different aspects of state capacity, institutional
quality and the performance of public functions (Fukuyama, 2013).

Contemporary literature on digital government shows that digitalisation
should not be understood merely as a technical upgrade, but as a more
profound transformation of the logic of public administration. The concept of
digital-era governance describes a transition beyond classical NPM towards
more integrated, reintegrated and technologically connected forms of
governance, in which digital solutions alter the way coordination, service
delivery and administrative interaction take place (Dunleavy et al., 2006).
More recent literature also shows that digital transformation has
organisational and institutional implications that go beyond purely
technological modernisation (Mergel, Edelmann, & Haug, 2019).

The empirical analysis employs a pooled OLS model incorporating two-
way and three-way interaction effects among the DESI, RoL and RQ indices,
alongside annual dummy variables, to address the following research
questions and hypotheses:

Question 1: Is digital maturity significant for administrative
effectiveness in EU Member States?

Question 2: Does the rule of law moderate or strengthen this
relationship?

Question 3: How does the quality of regulations affect administrative
effectiveness?

Question 4: What is the multiplier effect of the interaction among these
factors on the effectiveness of public administration?

Question 5: What conclusions might be drawn for Bulgaria from the
application of this model?

The theoretical logic of the model is based, on the one hand, on the
distinction between direct and moderated effects, and on the other, on the
idea of institutional complementarity, according to which the return on a
single factor depends on the presence of other complementary institutional
conditions (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Hall & Soskice, 2001; Milgrom & Roberts,
1990).

The following research hypotheses are proposed:

H1: The level of digitalisation is positively associated with the
effectiveness of public administration.
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H2: Stronger performance in the area of the rule of law significantly
increases the effectiveness of governance.

H3: Regulatory quality also has a positive impact on the effectiveness
of public administration.

H4: The combined interaction of digitalisation, the rule of law and
regulatory quality can be quantified to inform policy design for public
administration modernisation.

1. Theoretical Framework

Among the many indicators used to assess the state of public
administration, several stand out because they are calculated using official
surveys from prestigious international organisations. Among the most
popular of these are the Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI). Despite
the widespread use of the WGI in comparative analyses, the composite
nature of these indicators also implies a need for theoretical caution when
interpreting them as measures of governance and state capacity (Fukuyama,
2013). The methodology for calculating the WGI, often referred to as
‘Governance Indicators’, was developed by the World Bank (Kaufmann et al.,
2010) and represents a complex statistical model for aggregating multiple
sources into six composite governance indices. The Worldwide Governance
Indicators measure the quality of governance in over 200 countries across
six dimensions:

1. Voice and Accountability

2. Political Stability and Absence of Violence

3. Government Effectiveness

4. Regulatory Quality

5. Rule of Law

6. Control of Corruption

Government Effectiveness (GE) constitutes one of the six WGI
dimensions. The methodology for its calculation was developed by the World
Bank and is based on the Unobserved Components Model (UCM), a
statistical model for estimating a latent (unobserved) variable. GE is best
understood as a widely used composite indicator of the perceived quality of
public governance, rather than as an objective or exhaustive measure of
administrative effectiveness (Fukuyama, 2013). In the present model, GE
acts as a dependent variable.
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Another subindex of the WGI is the Rule of Law Index (RolL). The
methodology for calculating the RoL takes into account eight key factors:
Constraints on Government Powers
Absence of Corruption
Open Government
Fundamental Rights
Order and Security
Regulatory Enforcement
Civil Justice
. Criminal Justice

Regulatory Quality (RQ), another WGI subindex, captures the
government's capacity to formulate and implement sound policies that foster
private sector development. It encompasses assessments of regulatory
burden, ease of doing business, and the degree of economic intervention.

The progressive integration of digital technologies into public
administration has led the European Commission to establish, from 2014
onwards, the Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI) as a systematic
monitoring framework for Member States' digital progress (European
Commission, 2025). It measures the structural digital maturity of countries
across four dimensions, but does not incorporate the institutional and legal
dimensions that featured in the earlier, broader DESI composite index. The
use of DESI in this analysis is also supported by the literature, which suggests
that digital technologies can enhance administrative effectiveness through
better coordination, greater transparency, the reduction of transaction costs,
and improved public service delivery, but only when supported by an
adequate organisational and institutional environment (Cordella & Tempini,
2015).

The literature review identifies three interrelated institutional
dimensions that theoretically determine administrative effectiveness, namely:
digital capacity, the rule of law and the quality of regulation. Government
Effectiveness has been selected as the dependent variable, as it represents
a widely used and methodologically robust composite indicator that captures
the perceived quality of public administration from a comparative perspective.
The indicators on the DESI dashboard operationalise digital capacity at
Member State level, whilst RoL and RQ, the other two components of the
WGI, reflect the institutional and regulatory quality of the environment, in
which the administration operates. The selection of these three indicators as
independent variables stems not only from their conceptual compatibility with
the theory of institutional complementarity, but also from the availability of

CONO O~ wWh =
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comparable panel data for all 27 EU Member States for the period 2022-
2024.

2. Materials and Methods

To ensure cross-year comparability, only the four DESI components,
officially reported from 2023 onwards within the Digital Decade framework,
were drawn from the composite DESI for 2022. These are:

. Digital skills

. Digital infrastructure

. Digitalisation of business

. Digitalisation of public services

This selection aligns with the broader literature on digital government
evolution, which treats digital skills, infrastructure, business digitalisation, and
digital public services as interrelated dimensions of a broader digital
transformation (Janowski, 2015; Mergel et al., 2019).

All raw indicator values were normalised using a min-max rescaling
procedure, yielding a uniform 0-100 scale.

The analysis draws on cross-national secondary data and employs
Pearson's correlation alongside a pooled OLS regression model
incorporating two-way and three-way interaction terms. The full model
specification is as follows:

GEit = a+B1DESIc,it+B2RoLc,it+B3RQc,it+B4(DESIcxRoLc)it+
Bs(DESIcxRQc)it+Bs(RoLc*RQe)it+B7(DESIc*RoLcxRQc)it+¢it, (1)
where:

c is a variable centered around the mean.

Centring reduces multicollinearity between main effects and interaction
terms, and ensures that the main coefficients reflect the effect of each
variable when the others are held at their mean. The other designations are:

I - country

t-year

it = observation for country i in year t.

The analysis covers all 27 EU Member States (i =1, 2, ..., 27) across
three time points: 2022, 2023 and 2024.

The dependent variable in the model is the GE index - Government
Effectiveness for country i, which measures the quality of public
administration.

The independent variables are:
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. DESI - Digital Economy and Society Index;

. RoL - Rule of Law Index;

. RQ - Regulatory Quality.

The model coefficients, estimated from panel data for all 27 EU
Member States, are interpreted as follows:

. Bo - Constant (intercept), representing the expected value of GE
when all predictors are at their mean and the base year is 2022;

. B1 - marginal effect of DESI on GE, holding RoL and RQ at their
mean;

. B2 - marginal effect of RoL on GE, holding DESI and RQ at their
mean;

. B3 - marginal effect of RQ on GE, holding DESI and RoL at their
mean;

. B4 - coefficient of the DESIxRoL interaction term;

. Bs - coefficient of the DESIXRQ interaction term;

. Be - coefficient of the RoLxRQ interaction term;

. B7 - coefficient of the three-way DESIXRoLxRQ interaction term.

The stochastic term €it captures all unmeasured factors, with the
standard assumptions E(git) = 0 and Var(cit) = 0°.

3. Results

Following the logic of moderation analysis, the interaction coefficients
capture the extent to which the effect of one variable on GE varies as a
function of another (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Since all variables are mean-
centred, the main effects are interpreted at the mean levels of the remaining
predictors. The model yields the following estimates:

Intercept (a = 74.4591): the expected value of GE when DESI, RoL and
RQ are all at their mean and the base year is 2022. This value represents the
baseline level of GE in the model.

Main effects

a) DESI (B, = 0.1233, p = 0.0287)

When RoL and RQ are held at their mean values, a one-unit increase
in DESI corresponds to a predicted 0.1233-point increase in GE - an effect
that is statistically significant at the 5% level.

b) RoL (B, =0.2809, p = 0.0794)

When DESI and RQ are held at their mean values, a one-unit increase
in RoL corresponds to a predicted 0.2809-point increase in GE. This effect
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falls short of the conventional 5% significance threshold but approaches
significance at the 10% level (p = 0.0794), indicating a positive but statistically
weaker influence of RoL on GE.

c) RQ (Bs = 0.4624, p = 0.0029)

When DESI and RoL are held at their mean values, a one-unit increase
in RQ corresponds to a predicted 0.4624-point increase in GE - an effect that
is highly statistically significant (p = 0.0029). Among the three predictors, RQ
emerges as the strongest and most reliable positive predictor of GE.

Interactions

a) DESIxRoL (B4 =-0.0286, p = 0.0087)

This statistically significant interaction (p = 0.0087) indicates that the
effect of DESI on GE is conditional on the level of RoL, and vice versa. The
negative coefficient implies that the positive effect of DESI on GE weakens
as RolL increases - consistent with a dynamic of substitution or saturation
rather than complementarity.

b) DESIXRQ (Bs = 0.0290, p = 0.0082)

This significant interaction (p = 0.0082) indicates that the effect of DESI
on GE is amplified at higher levels of RQ - consistent with institutional
complementarity, whereby digitalisation yields greater returns when
operating within a higher-quality regulatory environment.

c) RoLxRQ (B¢ = 0.0020, p = 0.8044)

The near-zero magnitude of this coefficient and the very high p-value
provide no grounds for inferring any joint moderating effect of RoL and RQ
on government effectiveness beyond their individual contributions.

Three-way interaction DESIxXRoLxRQ (B, = 0.0006, p = 0.1740)

The three-way interaction tests whether the effect of DESI on GE
depends simultaneously on both RoL and RQ. The coefficient is positive but
negligible, and fails to reach statistical significance (p = 0.1740). DESI, RoL
and RQ therefore do not operate as a single integrated mechanism.

Annual effects:

a) Year 2023 (Y2023 = —1.9284, p = 0.0600)

Holding all other variables constant, GE in 2023 was on average 1.93
points lower than in the base year 2022, an effect that approaches but does
not reach the conventional 5% significance threshold.

b) Year 2024 (yz024 = =1.7998, p = 0.0622)

Holding all other variables constant, GE in 2024 was on average 1.80
points lower than in 2022, with a similarly marginal level of statistical
significance.
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To summarise, DESI and RQ exert positive and statistically significant
effects on GE, whilst RoL has a positive but statistically weaker influence.
The effect of DESI is conditional - weakening at higher levels of RoL and
strengthening at higher levels of RQ. No significant three-way interaction was
identified. GE in 2023 and 2024 was marginally lower than in 2022, though
this pattern falls short of conventional significance thresholds.

These dynamics are best illustrated through a country-level application.
The model is applied to Bulgarian data for the three years under review
(2022, 2023 and 2024) using Equation 2.

GE=a+B1 DESIc+B2 RoLc+B3 RQc+B4 (DESIcxRoLc)+Bs (DESIcxRQc)+

Y2023 =-1.9284
Y2024 =—1.7998

Table 1 reports the actual and fitted GE values for Bulgaria alongside
the corresponding DESI, RoL and RQ scores.

+B6 (RoLcxRQc)+B7 (DESIcxRoLcxRQc)+ y2023+y2024 (2)
The values of the coefficients in the model are:

. 0=74.4591

. B1=0.1233

. B2=0.2809

. B3 =0.4624

. B4 =-0.0286

. Bs =0.0290

. Bs =0.0020

. B7 =0.0006

Table 1
Input data for Bulgaria (normalised values, min-max, 0-100), actual and fitted

values of Government Effectiveness (GE) derived from the interaction model,
2022-2024

Year GE actual DESI | RoL RQ Fitted GE | Residual (actual -
fitted GE)

2022 49.9067 33.96 | 55.247 | 58.7677 | 52.9685 -3.0618

2023 53.4046 42.63 | 56.507 | 59.4055 56.205 -2.8004

2024 52.1731 40.53 | 56.3909 | 59.4055 | 55.3148 -3.1417

Source: Authors’ own calculations

The model consistently overestimates GE for Bulgaria by
approximately 2.8-3.1 points across the three-year period. This systematic
bias can be interpreted through the lens of the state capacity literature,
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according to which formal indicators of institutional quality and digital
progress do not always fully capture the actual constraints on administrative
implementation, interinstitutional coordination, and the sustainability of
reforms (Fukuyama, 2013). The impact of the individual components of the
model is presented in the following table:

Table 2
Breakdown of the forecast GE by model components for Bulgaria (normalised

and centred values), 2022-2024

Year | Coeff. DESI RoL RQ DESIxRoL | DESIXRQ | RoLxRQ
a

2022 | 74.4591 | -2.7185 |-5.6054 |-5.9316 |-12.5932 8.1976 0.5059
2023 | 74.4591 | -1.6493 |-5.2515 |-5.6367 |-7.1579 4.7262 0.4504

2024 | 74.4591 | -1.9083 |-5.2841 |-5.6367 |-8.3333 5.4683 0.4532
Year Triple interaction Year effect GE
2022 -3.3453 0 52.968
2023 -1.8069 -1.9284 56.205
2024 -2.1037 -1.7998 55.315

Source: Authors’ own calculations

Table 2 shows that whilst the intercept is high, almost all main effects
reduce the fitted GE, reflecting Bulgaria's below-average scores on DESI,
RoL and RQ relative to the EU mean. The strongest negative contributions
stem from RoL, RQ and, in particular, the DESI x RoL interaction term. The
only positive interaction contribution of note is DESI x RQ. The three-way
interaction term is also negative, further depressing the fitted GE estimate for
Bulgaria.

4.Discussion

The model demonstrates high explanatory power (R? = 0.9125, Adj.R?
= 0.900), with approximately 91% of the variation in Government
Effectiveness accounted for by the included variables and their interactions.
This aligns with the literature on digital-era governance, which holds that
digitalisation creates the potential for more effective and integrated
administrative processes, but that its effect is contingent on institutional
design and governance capacity (Dunleavy et al., 2006; Janowski, 2015).
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Government Effectiveness in EU Member States during 2022-2024 is
shaped not only by the individual values of DESI, RoL and RQ, but also by
the interactions among them. This finding suggests that the impact of digital
development on government effectiveness cannot be assessed in isolation
from the broader institutional environment.

The positive and statistically significant coefficient for DESI confirms
that higher levels of digitalisation are associated with greater government
effectiveness. This is consistent with theoretical expectations: digital tools
expand service access, enhance administrative coordination, and strengthen
policy implementation capacity. Digital transformation thus emerges as an
important structural driver of administrative capacity, a finding that aligns with
the literature viewing digital transformation as a factor in organisational
renewal and more effective public service delivery, but not as an automatic
substitute for institutional capacity (Cordella & Tempini, 2015; Mergel et al.,
2019).

RQ emerges as the strongest individual predictor of GE in the model.
The positive and highly significant coefficient indicates that the institutional
capacity to formulate and implement high-quality regulatory frameworks is
directly associated with more effective governance. Even where digital tools
are available, their impact on government effectiveness remains constrained
if the regulatory environment does not enable their full utilisation, a finding
consistent with broader quality-of-government concepts, according to which
administrative effectiveness depends not only on the state's technical
capacity but also on the quality of the institutional rules guiding public action
(Rothstein & Teorell, 2008; Fukuyama, 2013).

RolL also exerts a positive effect on GE, albeit one that falls short of
conventional significance thresholds. Its weaker statistical influence relative
to RQ admits two interpretations. First, RoL may operate at a more
foundational level, providing the institutional stability that underpins
governance without necessarily producing short-term improvements in
administrative effectiveness. Second, the weaker significance may reflect
partial overlap between RoL and RQ, as both capture distinct but correlated
dimensions of institutional quality.

The interaction terms yield particularly informative results. The positive
and significant DESIXRQ interaction indicates that digitalisation yields
greater gains in government effectiveness when operating within a high-
quality regulatory environment. From the perspective of moderation analysis,
the effect of DESI is not fixed but varies according to institutional conditions.
From the perspective of institutional complementarity theory, the returns from
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digitalisation are higher when supported by complementary regulatory
conditions (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Milgrom & Roberts, 1990; Hall & Soskice,
2001).

The negative and statistically significant DESIxRoL interaction
warrants careful interpretation. This should not be read as implying that the
Rule of Law exerts an adverse influence on governance. Rather, in countries
with already high levels of institutional legal stability, the marginal contribution
of digitalisation to government effectiveness may be more limited - as
baseline administrative performance is already relatively high. This is
consistent with a saturation effect: where institutions already operate within
a stable legal environment, digitalisation yields smaller additional gains than
in countries where greater scope for institutional improvement remains.

For Bulgaria, the below-average values of DESI, RoL and RQ relative
to the EU mean produce a compounded negative effect on fitted GE, with the
DESI x RoL interaction term contributing the largest negative component.
The DESI x RQ interaction partially offsets this, but the net effect remains
negative, accounting for the model's consistent overestimation of
approximately 3 points per year.

These findings are consistent with theoretical expectations drawn from
digital-era governance and institutional theory. Countries such as Denmark
and Estonia combine well-developed digital infrastructures with robust legal
frameworks, yielding high levels of administrative effectiveness. Bulgaria's
governance trajectory, by contrast, illustrates the challenges of partial
digitalisation coupled with institutional instability. The evidence suggests that
technological investment must be accompanied by structural reforms in the
rule of law - consistent with the comparative literature, which holds that digital
advantages translate into actual governance quality only when supported by
a stable institutional architecture and sufficient public policy implementation
capacity (Dunleavy et al., 2006; Hall & Soskice, 2001).

Conclusions

The study underscores the importance of institutional foundations in
digital governance reform. Future research should investigate longitudinal
dynamics and develop strategies for causal identification. This positions
digital governance firmly within an institutionalist framework, in which
technological capacity is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for
administrative effectiveness.
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The model confirms that DESI and RQ exert positive and statistically
significant effects on Government Effectiveness, whilst RoL has a positive
but statistically weaker influence. Two significant interaction effects were
identified: a negative DESI x RoL interaction and a positive DESI x RQ
interaction - indicating that the effect of digitalisation on Government
Effectiveness is conditional on the characteristics of the institutional
environment. The three-way interaction among DESI, RoL and RQ does not
reach statistical significance.

The model carries meaningful policy implications for the modernisation
of public administration in Bulgaria. While the findings establish statistical
associations rather than causal effects, the combined improvement of digital
capacity and regulatory quality has the potential to generate better
administrative outcomes than isolated investments in either domain alone.
Reforms targeting integrated digital platforms and the interoperability of
public databases are likely to yield greater impact when accompanied by
structural measures to strengthen the institutional environment.
Strengthening judicial independence and depoliticising the appointment of
senior civil servants fall outside the scope of the present model, but represent
structural prerequisites for sustainable administrative effectiveness.
Accordingly, modernisation strategies should combine digital investment with
institutional reform - an approach consistent with the literatures on
institutional complementarities (Hall & Soskice, 2001), public value (Moore,
19995), and digital government transformation (Mergel et al., 2019).

Although the model demonstrates high explanatory power, the results
should be interpreted as statistical associations rather than evidence of
causality. The principal limitations include the short panel timespan, the
relatively small number of observations, potential multicollinearity among the
institutional indicators, and the likely presence of omitted variables that also
bear on Government Effectiveness.

The principal contribution of this study is a pooled OLS interaction
model that quantifies the combined and conditional effects of digital
development and the institutional environment on Government Effectiveness
across EU Member States. The findings demonstrate that the effect of DESI
on GE is moderated by both RoL and RQ, advancing the understanding of
the relationship between digitalisation and governance quality.

The scientific novelty of the study lies in the empirical application of an
interaction specification that treats Government Effectiveness as a function
not only of DESI, RoL and RQ individually, but also of their two-way and
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three-way interactions - establishing that the digitalisation—governance
relationship is inherently conditional on institutional context.

Acknowledgements: This article presents findings from a
collaborative project between the Institute of Public Administration and the
University of National and World Economy, Bulgaria (Project No. KP-06-
PN85/17 Research and Assessment of the Capacity of the State
Administration in Bulgaria and Guidelines for Good Governance), funded by
the Bulgarian National Scientific Research Fund.

References

Agostino, D., & Arnaboldi, M. (2015). The New Public Management in hybrid
settings: New challenges for performance measures. International
Review of Public Administration, 20(4), pp. 353-369. doi:
10.1080/12294659.2015.1088686.

Baron, R., & Kenny, D. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction
in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical
considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6),
pp. 1173-1182. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173.

Brambor, T., Clark, W. R., & Golder, M. (2006). Understanding interaction
models. Political Analysis, 14(1), pp. 63-82. doi: 10.1093/pan/mpi014.

Centre for Civil Communications. (8 March 2026). Available online:
https://aktivnatransparentnost.mk/.

Chandler Institute of Governance. (2025). Chandler Good Governance
Index 2025 Report. Singapore: Chandler Institute of Governance.

Available online: https://chandlergovernmentindex.com/wp-
content/uploads/2025/05/2025-Chandler-Good-Government-Index-
Report.pdf.

Cordella, A., & Tempini, N. (2015). E-government and organisational
change: Reappraising the role of ICT and bureaucracy in public service
delivery. Government Information Quarterly, 32(3), pp. 279-286. doi:
10.1016/j.giq.2015.03.005

Denhardt, R., & Denhardt, J. (2000). The New Public Service: Serving rather
than steering. Public Administration Review, 60(6), pp. 549-559. doi:
10.1111/0033-3352.00117.

Dunleavy, P., Margetts, H., & Bastow, S. a. (2006). Digital era governance:
IT corporations, the state, and e-government. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. Available online: https://academic.oup.com/book/6227.

63



Pavel Ivanov, Borislav Borissov

European Commission. (16 June 2025). State of the Digital Decade 2025
report. Available online: https://digital-
strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/state-digital-decade-2025-report.

European Commission. (6 March 2025). The Digital Economy and Society
Index (DESI). Retrieved from Shaping Europe’s digital future: Available
online: https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/desi.

Fayol, H. (1949). General and Industrial Management. London: Pitman.
Available online: chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://dn721903.ca.ar
chive.org/0/items/in.ernet.dli.2015.13518/2015.13518.General-And-
Industrial-Management.pdf.

Forum Citizen Participation. (8 March 2026). Citizen Participation Index.
Available online: : https://index.fgu.bg/en.

Fukuyama, F. (2013). What is governance? Governance, 26(3), pp. 347-
368. doi: 10.1111/gove.12035.

Hall, P., & Soskice, D. (2001). Varieties of capitalism: The institutional
foundations of comparative advantage. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. Available online ://academic.oup.com/book/301.

Hood, C. (1991). A public management for all seasons? Public
Administration, 69(1), pp. 3-19. doi: 10.1111/].1467-
9299.1991.tb00779.x.

Janowski, T. (2015). Digital government evolution: From transformation to
contextualisation. Government Information Quarterly, 32(3), pp. 221-
236. doi: 10.1016/j.9iq.2015.07.001.

Jarmusevica, V., llisko, D., Badjanova, J., Jukss, V., & Petrova, M. (2019).
SMART governance of implementing the strategy of corporate societal
responsibility for a sustainable regional development. International
Multidisciplinary Scientific GeoConference Surveying Geology and
Mining Ecology Management, SGEM 19(5.3), pp. 645-652,
doi: 10.5593/sgem2019/5.3/521.081

Kaufmann, D., Kraay, A., & Mastruzzi, M. (2010). The Worldwide
Governance Indicators: Methodology and Analytical Issues. Policy
Research working paper; no. WPS 5430. The World Bank. doi:
10.1596/1813-9450-5430.

Mayo, E. (1933). The Human Problems of an Industrial Civilization. New
York: Macmillan.

Mergel, I., Edelmann, N., & Haug, N. (2019). Defining digital transformation:
Results from expert interviews. Government Information Quarterly,
36(4), pp. 1-16. doi: 10.1016/j.9iq.2019.06.002.

64



DIGITAL CAPACITY, RULE OF LAW, AND REGULATORY QUALITY ...

Milgrom, P., & Roberts, J. (1990). The economics of modern manufacturing:
Technology, strategy, and organisation. American Economic Review,
80(3), pp. 511-528.

Mottaeva, A., Khussainova, Zh. & Ye. Gordeyeva. (2023). Impact of the
digital economy on the development of economic systems. E3S Web
of Conference, 381 (2023) art. 02011. doi:
10.1051/e3sconf/202338102011

Moore, M. (1995). Creating public value: Strategic management in
government. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. Available
online://www.hup.harvard.edu/books/9780674175587.).

Pollitt, C., & Bouckaert, G. (2011). Public Management Reform. New York:
Oxford University Press. Available online:
https://ndl.ethernet.edu.et/bitstream/123456789/40090/1/102.Christop
her%20Pollitt.pdf.

Popova, P., Popov, V., Marinova, K., & Petrova, M. (2023). The Role of
Digital Platforms and Big Data Analytics as a Base for Digital Service
Innovation. 2023 4th International Conference on Communications,
Information, Electronic and Energy Systems (CIEES), Plovdiv,
Bulgaria, 2023, pp. 1-8, doi: 10.1109/CIEES58940.2023.10378780

Popova, P., Popov, V., Marinova, K., Petrova, M. & K. Shishmanov. (2024).
The Digital Platform — new opportunities and implementation
strategy. 16th International Conference on Electronics, Computers and
Artificial Intelligence (ECAI), lasi, Romania, 2024, pp. 1-9, doi:
10.1109/ECAI61503.2024.10607401

Rothstein, B., & Teorell, J. (2008). What Is Quality of Government? A Theory
of Impartial Government Institutions. Governance, 21, pp. 165-190. doi:
10.1111/j.1468-0491.2008.00391.x.

Shaftritz, J., & Hyde, A. (2016). Classics of public administration.
Wadsworth: CengagenlLearning. Available online:
https://archive.org/details/classicsofpublic0000unse_q7r4/page/632/m
ode/2up.

Simon, H. (1946). The Proverbs of Administration. Public Administration
Review,. 6(1), pp. 53-67. doi: 0.2307/973030

United Nations. Department of Economic and Social Affairs. (2024). E-
Government Survey 2024. New York: United Nations. Department of
Economic and Social Affairs. Available online:
https://publicadministration.un.org/egovkb/en-us/Reports/UN-E-
Government-Survey-2024.

65



Pavel Ivanov, Borislav Borissov

Weber, M. (1978 (Original work published 1922).). Economy and Society:
An Outline of Interpretive Sociology (1-2). Berkeley, California:
University of California Press.

World Bank. (6 March 2026). Government Effectiveness: Percentile Rank -
Bulgaria. Available online:
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/GE.PER.RNK?year=2023&locatio
ns=BG. Retrieved on 2.05.2026.

Fiala, Z. & Sovova, O. (2020). New Challenges for Public Administration.
EMAN 2020 Conference Proceedings. The 4th Conference on

Economics and Management,pp. 201-208. Oxford: University of
Oxford. doi: 10.31410/EMAN.2020.201

66



D. A. Tsenov Academy
of Economics, Svishtov

nﬂgemen Year XXXVI * Book 3, 2026

CONTENTS

MANAGEMENT practice

THE IMPACT OF PRODUCT QUALITY ON GREEN TECHNOLOGY

PRODUCT CONSUMPTION BEHAVIOUR IN AN EMERGING MARKET:
EVIDENCE FROM URBAN CONSUMERS IN VIETNAM

Tran Thi Hoa, Nguyen Van Hiep, Nguyen Hai Anh, Nguyen ThiNga.........c..cccccu......

THE EFFECTS OF AI-WASHING ON CONSUMER’S TRUST,
ETHICS AND PURCHASE INTENTION
Shovan Nasim Haider, Miloslava ChOVaNCOVA ...........oooeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 24

DIGITAL CAPACITY, RULE OF LAW, AND REGULATORY QUALITY
AS DETERMINANTS OF GOVERNMENT EFFECTIVENESS:

A POOLED OLS INTERACTION MODEL FOR EU MEMBER STATES
Pavel Ivanov, BOriSIav BOMSSOV ........oooeeieeeeeeeeee ettt e e 49

LIQUIDITY ANALYSIS OF NON-MANUFACTURING ENTERPRISES

KEASIMIE KUICNEY ...ttt ettt ettt e et e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeerereeereeereeereees 67

IS SUSTAINABLE TOURISM VALID FOR THE BALKAN COUNTRIES?
EVIDENCE FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL KUZNETS CURVE HYPOTHESIS
Ayberk Seker, Mahmut Kadir Isguven,Taner Ismailov ............cccccovoevieiienienienieenee, 82

CONTESTS OF HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

AND PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS: THE IMPACT OF ECONOMIC,
POLITICAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS

Arsim GjinOVCi, Dren GJiNOVCi.........coueueuiiriiirieceiciee e 114



Editorial board:

Prof. Krasimir Shishmanov, Phd - Editor in Chief, Tsenov Academy of
Economics, Svishtov, Bulgaria

Assoc. Prof. Marin Marinov, PhD - Co-editor in Chief, Tsenov Academy of
Economics, Svishtov, Bulgaria

Prof. Mariana Petrova, PhD - Managing Editor Tsenov Academy of
Economics, Svishtov, Bulgaria

Assoc. Prof. Aleksandar Ganchev, Phd - Tsenov Academy of Economics,
Svishtov Bulgaria

Assoc. Prof. Irena Emilova, Phd - Tsenov Academy of Economics, Svishtov
Bulgaria

Assoc. Prof. Ivan Marchevski, Phd - Tsenov Academy of Economics,
Svishtov, Bulgaria

Assoc. Prof. Simeonka Petrova, Phd - Tsenov Academy of Economics,
Svishtov Bulgaria

Assoc. Prof. Taner Ismailov, Phd - Tsenov Academy of Economics,
Svishtov, Bulgaria

International editorial board:

Olena Sushchenko, Prof., DSc (Ukraine)

Dariusz Nowak, Prof., PhD (Poland)

Nurlan Kurmanov, Prof., PhD (Kazakhstan)

Ryszard Pukala, Prof., PhD (Poland)

Yoto Yotov, Prof., PhD (USA)

Badri Gechbaia, Prof., PhD (Georgia)

Mahmut Kadir Isguven, Assoc. Prof., PhD (Turkey)
Stefan-Alexandru lonescu, Assoc. Prof., PhD, (Romania)

Proofreader: Elka Uzunova
Technical Secretary: Zhivka Tananeeva
Web Manager: Martin Aleksandrov

The printing of the issue 3-2026 is funded with a grand from the Scientific Research Fund,
Contract KP-06-NP7/18/05.12.2025 by the competition “Bulgarian Scientific Periodicals -
2026, The Scientific Research Fund is not responsible for the content of the materials.

Submitted for publishing on 16.09.2026, published on 18.09.2026,
format 70x100/16, total print 80

© D. A. Tsenov Academy of Economics, Svishtov,
2 Emanuil Chakarov Str, telephone number: +359 631 66298
© Tsenov Academic Publishing House, Svishtov, 11A Tsanko Tserkovski Str



ISSN 0861 - 6604
ISSN 2534 - 8396

3/2026

.@Iﬁlﬁlﬁl-ﬁlﬁﬁlﬁl

 m e iﬁ i

BUSINESS management

PUBLISHED BY
D. A. TSENOV ACADEMY
OF ECONOMICS - SVISHTOV



TO THE READERS AND AUTHORS OF “BUSINESS MANAGEMENT”

The journal of “Business Management” publishes research articles, methodological articles and
studies, review articles, book reviews, commentaries and good practices reports.

1. Volume:

- Articles: between 12 — 20 pages;

- Other publications (review articles; book reviews, etc.): between 5 - 10 pages.
2. Submission of materials:

- On paper and electronically at one of the following e-mail addresses:

bm@uni-svishtov.bg or zh.tananeeva@uni-svishtov.bg
3. Technical requirements (the article template is can be downloaded from the webpage of the
journal):

- Format — Word for Windows 2003 (at least);
- Font — Times New Roman, size 14 pt, line spacing 1,5 lines;
- Page size — A4, 29-31 lines and 60-65 characters per line;
- Line spacing 1,5 lines (at least 22 pt);
- Margins - Top - 2.54 cm; Bottom — 2.54 cm; Left — 3.17 cm; Right - 3.17 cm;
- Page numbers — bottom right;
- Footnotes — size 10 pt;
4, Layout:

- Title of article title; name, scientific degree and scientific title of author — font: Times New
Roman, 14 pt, capital letters, Bold - centered;

- Employer and address of place of employment; contact telephone(s) and e-mail — Times
new Roman, 14 pt, capital letters, Bold - centered.

-Abstract-upto 30 lines; Keywords - from three tofive;

- JEL classification code for papers in Economics (http://ideas.repec.org/j/index.html);

- Introduction — it should be from half a page to a page long. It should state the main ideas
and/or objectives of the study and justify the relevance of the discussed issue.

- The main body of the paper — it should contain discussion questions, an outline of the study
and research findings/main conclusions; bibliographical citation and additional notes, explanations and
comments written in the footnotes.

- Conclusion — it should provide a summary of the main research points supported by
sufficientarguments.

- References — authors should list first references written in Cyrillic alphabet, then references
writtenin Latin alphabet.

- Graphs and figures — Word 2003 or Power Point; the tables, graphs and figures must be
embedded in the text (to facilitate language correction and English translation); Font for numbers and
inside text—Times New Roman, 12 pt;

- Formulae must be created with Equation Editor;

5. Citation guidelines:

When citing sources, authars should observe the requirements of APA Style. More
information can be found at: https://www.uni-svishtov.bg/default.asp?page=pagedid=71#jan2017, or:
http:/lowl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/560/01/

6. Contacts:

Editor in chief: tel.: (++359) 631-66-201

Co-editor in chief: tel.: (++359) 631-66-395

Proofreader: tel.: (++359) 631-66-404

E-mail: bm@uni-svishtov.bg; zh.tananeeva@uni-svishtov.bg;

Web: bm.uni-svishtov.bg

Address: “D. A. Tsenov" Academy of Economics, 2, Em. Chakarov Str., Svishtov, Bulgaria



	3
	DOI: https://doi.org/10.58861/tae.bm.2026.3.03

	Sadarjanie_Kn_3engl ublikuvane

