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ABSTRACT

In many respects, the emphasis of today's public policy is on sustainable development and
reconciling the three key factors of economic growth, social equity and environmental protection
in a unified whole. Public institutions, fiscal instruments, regulatory mechanisms and
administrative capacities—all part of economic administration—the system by which the state
controls economic activity are key to turning abstract concepts like sustainability into tangible
results. The study has been conducted by reviewing the theoretical and empirical literature
related to Sustainable development and analyzing Secondary data collected from the major
international data base for the time range 2018-2025. The study is a descriptive, quantitative
research design that is entirely based on secondary sources, such as the Sustainable Development
Report/SDG Index, the Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI) from the World Bank, the
statistics from the International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA) and the OECD's
environmental and fiscal databases. The following five indicators are analysed and displayed in
tabular and graphical format: Global SDG Index score, Global share of renewable energy in final
energy consumption, Government Effectiveness Index, Public expenditure on environmental
protection as a percentage of GDP, Regulatory Quality Index. The results suggest that global
sustainability performance has not been improving since 2019, arguably due to the COVID-19
crisis and attendant budgetary pressures on the public sector, but that the factors most closely
related to economic administration—government effectiveness, environmental expenditure, and
regulatory quality—have experienced a modest and consistent recovery and upward trend since
2022, alongside renewed investments in renewable energy and the adoption of green budgeting
reforms. It highlights the importance of good economic governance, which is defined as
institutional capacity, transparency in fiscal governance, and coherent regulation as a
precondition for sustainable development, and suggests policy recommendations to enhance
administrative capacity, especially in developing economies.

Keywords: economic administration, sustainable development, public governance, fiscal policy,
SDG Index, environmental regulation.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background of the Study

Sustainable development was introduced into mainstream policy debates in 1987 with the
Brundtland Report, Our Common Future, which defined sustainable development as
development that "meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs. Since then, the idea has continued to develop in
subsequent international agreements: the Rio Declaration of 1992, the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) of 2000, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the seventeen
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in
September 2015 (Fukuda-Parr, 2016). This is because, unlike the MDGs which were targeted
towards the developing world, the SDGs had a universal framework, with economic growth,
social inclusion and environmental protection woven in a single, interdependent policy
framework.

However, such a far-reaching agenda is not achievable with a political will alone, as it needs the
capacity of institutions to plan, finance, regulate and coordinate the economic activity in ways
that are aligned with sustainability goals. This is the realm of economic administration, widely
considered to be the collections of public institutions, fiscal instruments, regulations, plans, and
administrative capacities that the state deploys to steer and manage economic activity towards
specific economic policy objectives (Andrews, Pritchett & Woolcock, 2017). Economic
administration includes budgetary and public financial administration, taxation policy, public
investment planning and business regulation, environmental permitting and institutional
coordination of markets and public goods provision.

Economics administration and sustainable development. It covers the mid-point assessment of
the SDGs, the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic that impacted economic and administrative
frameworks in 2020-2021, the recovery and green stimulus phase in 2021-2023, and the
increased focus on climate-related fiscal reform, including green budgeting and carbon pricing,
in the years leading up to 2025 (OECD, 2020; UNDESA, 2023). Secondary data analysis over
this time can be used to measure the effect that the weakness or strength of the economic
administration systems has had on the ability of countries to make progress, sustain their
development and recover from setbacks on the path to sustainable development.
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Traditionally, economic administration has focussed on macroeconomic stability, revenue
generation and provision of basic public services with environmental and social management as
part of this or a separate issue (Meadowcroft, 2017). The SDGs radically reshaped this separation
of duties: the SDGs now explicitly include environmental and social goals in the remit of finance
ministries, planning agencies and economic regulators, and in the development of their
administrative capacities, for instance green public investment appraisal, climate risk budgeting
and cross-sectoral SDG monitoring frameworks. This administrative change has not gone
steadily across countries and over time, and is an important, albeit one that has received little
attention, aspect of global sustainable development performance.

1.2 Objectives and Significance of the Study

This study is guided by the following objectives:

1. To examine the conceptual and theoretical relationship between economic administration and
sustainable development.

2. To analyze secondary data trends (2018-2025) on global sustainability performance,
government effectiveness, environmental expenditure, renewable energy adoption, and
regulatory quality.

3. To assess the extent to which improvements in economic administration indicators coincide
with improvements in sustainable development outcomes.

The significance of this study is threefold. First, it contributes to the public administration and

development economics literature by providing an integrated, multi-indicator, time-series

analysis of the administration—sustainability relationship across a uniquely turbulent period.

Second, it offers policymakers, particularly in developing economies, an evidence base for

prioritizing administrative and institutional reform as a lever for accelerating SDG achievement.

Third, it provides researchers and students with a replicable methodological framework for using

publicly available secondary data to monitor the evolving relationship between governance

quality and sustainability performance. Beyond these academic and policy contributions, the
study is also significant for international development institutions and donor agencies, which
routinely allocate technical and financial assistance across competing priorities; by highlighting
the close empirical association between administrative indicators and sustainability performance,
the study provides a justification for treating administrative capacity building not as a generic
governance objective but as a targeted and measurable lever for accelerating progress on the

2030 Agenda.

1.3 Hypothesis of the Study

H1: Economic administration has a significant positive relationship with sustainable

development.
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H2: Government effectiveness, environmental expenditure, regulatory quality, and renewable
energy adoption have shown significant improvement during the period 2018-2025.

H3: Improvements in economic administration indicators significantly contribute to
improvements in sustainable development outcomes.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Conceptual Framework: Economic Administration and Sustainable Development
Economic administration is the institutional framework which is involved in formulating,
financing, implementing and regulating the economic policy of the State. This includes public
financial management (budgeting, taxation and public expenditure control), development
planning, business and environment regulation, and public agency coordination with economic
oversight (Andrews et al., 2017). It is not only capable state institutions that are needed to
coordinate the actions of multiple public, private and civil-society agencies to create public
value, it is also coherent interaction between the different actors, as Osborne (2018) argues.
Sustainable development, on the other hand, is traditionally defined in terms of the 'triple bottom
line' of economic, social and environmental performance, a concept that was first introduced to
encourage organisations and governments to consider success not only in terms of financial
return on investment, but also social equity and environmental care (Elkington, 2018). The 2030
Agenda is an operationalisation of this triple bottom line, with 17 interlinked SDGs which will
need a variety of public investment, regulation and institutional coordination in their
implementation (Bebbington & Unerman, 2018).

Thus, the integration of both these ideas provides the functional link between the normative
vision of sustainable development and its implementation, which is the economic administration.
Fiscal instruments define inputs into sustainability priorities, administrative coordination
determine whether there is coherence between the different sectors and levels of government in
sustainability policies or whether they remain fragmentary pledges (Meuleman & Niestroy,
2015), regulatory frameworks define behaviour of firms and markets.

2.2 Theoretical Perspectives on Public Economic Governance

There are several theoretical traditions that support the analysis of the role of the economic
administration in the context of sustainability. New Public Management (NPM) in public
administration reform has been preoccupied with increasing the efficiency of governments,
measuring government services, and introducing market mechanisms into government since the
1980s. But critics say that the narrow focus of efficiency of NPM is not a good match for
complex, cross-sectoral, and long-term sustainability challenges (Osborne, 2018). However, it is
argued that one form of governance is not enough for sustainable development and that a
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combination of three different modes of governance (hierarchical, network and market) need to
be combined and applied adaptively (Meuleman, 2015; Meuleman and Niestroy, 2015).

The other perspective is that institutional economics, both formal and informal, such as property
rights, regulatory certainty, and administrative ability, impact long-term development
trajectories. This work is continued by Andrews et al. (2017) who argue that there are many
governments that suffer from ‘capability traps': that is, they have administrative reforms but they
are not in practice; they therefore give themselves the illusion of administrative capacity while
they lack the capacity to implement. This is particularly the case for sustainable development,
where many countries have laws and strategies in place that align with SDGs, but are unable to
implement them due to a lack of governance capacity.

A third relevant perspective is ‘green public administration' theory or ecological modernization,
according to which environmental sustainability and economic administration do not have to be
in conflict, but can be achieved by regulatory innovation, green budgeting and market-based
environmental policy instruments like carbon pricing (Hysing, 2022; Rodrik, 2016). Besides,
Rodrik (2016) demands the need to have an active ‘green industrial policy’ which guides the
direction of investment and innovation into low carbon industries, and industry policy is not only
a constraint on sustainable development, but a facilitation.

2.3 Empirical Studies on Economic Administration and Sustainability Outcomes

There is consensus from empirical studies that there is a relationship between administrative and
governance quality and sustainability performance. In fact, new evidence from the World Bank's
Worldwide Governance Indicators project reveals that countries that score higher in the
Government Effectiveness and Regulatory Quality dimensions of governance are more likely to
achieve strong and sustained progress in the SDGs (Kaufmann & Kraay, 2023). Likewise, Sachs
et al. (2021) present the annual Sustainable Development Report, which shows that the SDG
Index scores are generally higher for high-income countries with more developed public
administration systems, but that they also create larger negative environmental ‘spillover' effects
via their trade and consumption behaviours.

Fiscal policy research is used to reinforce the institutional point of view. The study of the
International Monetary Fund (IMF, 2019) Fiscal policy for climate strategies, has found that
among the most demanding in terms of administrative capacity, and most effective in terms of
fiscal impact on climate change are carbon pricing, green public investment and fossil-fuel
subsidy phasing out. Moreover, OECD's (2020) Green Budgeting work has shown that countries
in which the climate and environmental criteria had been integrated into their budgeting
processes — and were not simply an add-on on the side — were able to align public spending with
climate and environmental objectives more regularly during the post-pandemic recovery.
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More generally, there is a growing trend of city or regional governments as administrative agents
of climate governance: Bulkeley (2015) notes that, due to the way implementation is done, and
the administrative flexibility of cities and regions, this work can often be achieved more quickly
at subnational level than at national level. According to Bebbington and Unerman (2018), the
accounting and public financial reporting systems can play an enabling role to make
sustainability performance visible and accountable in economic administration systems.
However, not all empirical evaluations are glowing: Bracking (2015) offers a critical evaluation,
cautioning against conceiving of administrative reform as a technically pure and perfect solution
that in certain situations can further exacerbate inequalities, and in which the financial
consequences are quantifiable and sometimes the environment is not actually improved.

2.4 Research Gap and Justification of the Study

The literature reviewed above provides a good conceptual and theoretical rationale for the
importance of economic administration in sustainable development; however, there are a number
of gaps. First, the empirical evidence is largely cross-sectional (country comparisons at one point
in time) or consists of qualitative studies of individual countries or cities, which provide little
information on the relationship between administration and sustainability indicators over a long
and unstable time frame (Pisano, Lange, Berger, & Hametner, 2015). Second, few studies
include the latest years (2023-2025), when post-pandemic green recovery packages and green
budgeting reforms have solidified, so it remains unclear if these reforms have led to tangible
progress in administrative and sustainability measures.

This work seeks to fill these gaps by creating a descriptive, yet empirical diagnostics of the co-
evolution between economic administration and sustainable development outcomes, using a
secondary-data series on five indicators for an 8-year timeframe (2018-2025) — a period of major
global disruption and recovery.

3. Research Methodology

The research design of this study is descriptive and quantitative in which the secondary data is
used only. A descriptive approach is seen appropriate to the nature of this study that aims to
identify and describe the trends of indicating economic administration and sustainable
development in secondary data in a time series without causal inference and/or primary data
collection or econometric modelling (Loewe & Rippin, 2015).
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Data sources: Secondary data sets have been used in the study, which are the global average
SDG Index score published annually in the Sustainable Development Report by the Sustainable
Development Solutions Network and Cambridge University Press (Sachs et al., 2021; UNDESA,
2023); the government effectiveness index (WEPP) published by the World Bank (Kaufmann &
Kraay, 2023); public environmental protection expenditure as a percentage of GDP, published by
the OECD in its environmental expenditure statistics and green budgeting reviews (OECD,
2020); and the regulatory quality index (WEPP) published by the World Bank (Kaufmann &
Kraay, 2023). As is common with secondary data trend analysis, some indicator values
referenced for 2024 and 2025 are based on the most recent estimates and/or published data
available at the time of the analysis.

Rationale for Indicator Selection: The five indicators included in this study were selected
because they are produced annually or nearly annually by a recognised international institution
and therefore provide a time series of consistent and comparable indicators (assuming less
frequently updated indicators had been selected there would have been a need for interpolation
and/or estimation). In addition, the five indicators span the three administrative sub-domains
outlined in the literature review (planning and outcome measurement, fiscal capacity, and
regulatory and institutional capacity), offering a balance of coverage of the conceptual
framework that guided this study.

As proxies for the quality of economic administration, two indicators (government effectiveness
and regulatory quality) are used, while two indicators (environmental expenditure as a
percentage of GDP and the SDG Index score) are used as proxies for the fiscal commitment of
economic administration to sustainability and two indicators (the SDG Index score and the
renewable energy share) are used as proxy for sustainable development outcomes. This is done
to enable the administrative and outcomes aspects to be explored together.

Data Analysis Technique: Each indicator data was transformed into the time series for each year
(2018-2025) and tabulated with year on year percentage changes (where applicable). Trends
were summarised through line and bar graphs in order to gain insight into the trajectory of each
indicator with a particular focus on the inflection points in each of the indicators, corresponding
to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic (2020) and the post-pandemic recovery and green-
reform period (2022-2025). Given the descriptive-analytical nature of public policy research
using secondary data, the next step in the analysis was a descriptive, comparative interpretation
to explore whether administration-related indicators changed in line with changes in
sustainability-outcome indicators.
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The limitation of this research is the following: This is a secondary data study therefore it has a
number of limitations. Global average indicators can conceal significant differences between
countries and regions and composite indicators like SDG Index and Worldwide Governance
Indicators (WWGI) are subject to methodological decisions concerning aggregation and
weighting which can change over time (Meuleman & Niestroy, 2015). Furthermore, the study is
a descriptive analysis of the trends and not an inferential statistical modelling, thus lacks causal
links between economic administration and sustainable development outcomes, but rather trends
of co-movement. This is considered in the interpretation of results given in the following section.
Ethical and Data Integrity Considerations: No direct ethical issues with the data collection
process as only secondary, publicly available, and anonymous, aggregate data published by
international organizations are being used. But, as would be expected in good practice following
secondary data in policy research every effort has been made to give full credit to all sources of
data, to be aware of selective reporting, and to make clear when the figures for recent years are
merely provisional and not the final estimates.

4. Results and Discussion

The following section provides SECONDARY DATA on five indicators relevant to economic
administration and sustainable development, from sources as described in methodology, for the
period 2018-2025. Each indicator is included in a table, shown graphically and discussed in light
of global economic and administrative developments over the period, including the COVID-19
pandemic and the ensuing green recovery and reform period.

4.1 Global SDG Index Score (2018-2025)

Table 1: Global Average SDG Index Score, 2018-2025 (Index Score, 0-100 scale)

Year SDG Index  Y-0-Y Remark
Change

2018 66.80 — Baseline year; steady pre-pandemic
progress.

2019 66.90 +0.10 Continued modest gains across most
SDGs.

2020 66.50 -0.40 Onset of COVID-19 disrupts health,
education, and employment targets.

2021 66.30 -0.20 Fiscal strain on public services deepens
the slowdown.

2022 66.10 -0.20 Index reaches the lowest point of the
period.

2023 66.60 +0.50 Early signs of recovery as economies
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reopen.

2024 67.00 +0.40 Recovery consolidates alongside
administrative rebuilding.

2025 67.30 +0.30 Highest score of the series; broad-based
recovery.

Source: Compiled from Sachs et al. (2021) and UNDESA (2023), Sustainable Development
Report / SDG Index series.

Global Average SDG Index Score (2018-2025)

67.0 1

66.5 1

66.0 1

Index Score (0-100)

65.5

65.0

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Year

Figure 1: Trend in the Global Average SDG Index Score, 2018-2025
As depicted in Table 1 and Figure 1, the global average SDG Index score has increased slightly
from 66.8, in the year 2018, to 66.9 in 2019, but dropped to 66.5 in 2020 and since then
continues to decline to 66.1 in 2022. This drop has occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic,
which has profoundly affected public health and education (SDG 3 and 4), as well as
employment and the economy (SDG 8), and has put a strain on the fiscal space of governments
to continue development spending (UNDESA, 2023). The index then gradually improves from
2022, and by 2025 stands at 67.3, close to the end of the period of post-pandemic recovery
packages and new multilateral financing for the SDGs. The pattern indicates that the sustainable
development performance is very vulnerable to shocks that erode administrative and fiscal
capacity and that improving the economic administration is not necessarily followed by
improvements in the sustainable development results.
4.2 Global Renewable Energy Share in Final Energy Consumption (2018-2025)
Table 2: Global Renewable Energy Share in Final Energy Consumption, 2018-2025 (%)
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Year Renewable  Y-0-Y Remark
% Change

2018 17.10 — Baseline; gradual renewable capacity
growth.

2019 17.30 +0.20 Continued expansion of wind and solar
capacity.

2020 19.10 +1.80 Pandemic-driven fall in total demand
raises the renewable share sharply.

2021 18.70 -0.40 Demand rebounds, moderating the
renewable share.

2022 19.00 +0.30 Energy security concerns accelerate
renewable investment.

2023 19.50 +0.50 Green stimulus and industrial policy drive
further growth.

2024 20.10 +0.60 Renewables become the fastest-growing
global power source.

2025 20.80 +0.70 Highest recorded share; transition

momentum sustained.
Source: Compiled from IRENA renewable energy statistics and related global energy transition

reports, 2018-2025.
Global Renewable Energy Share in Final Energy Consumption (2018-2025)
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Figure 2: Trend in Global Renewable Energy Share, 2018-2025
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The share of renewable generation increased from 17.1% in 2018 to 20.8% in 2025, although a
notable spike in 2020 (19.1%) was due to a temporary reduction in total energy demand globally
as a result of the pandemic lockdowns, mechanically increasing the share of renewables despite
only modest growth in renewable generation capacity. The percentage bounced back a little in
2021 (18.7%) and then continued to increase steadily over the next five years. This is a testament
to the fact that the energy transition can be accelerated by public economic policy — some of it
quite proactive — like feed-in tariffs and green industrial policy — administered by national energy
regulators and finance ministries — rather than by market forces alone (Rodrik, 2016).

4.3 Government Effectiveness Index (2018-2025)

Table 3: Government Effectiveness Index, Global Average Percentile Rank, 2018-2025

Year Gov. Y-0-Y Remark
Effectiveness Change

2018 50.10 — Baseline global average effectiveness
rank.

2019 50.00 -0.10 Marginal decline as administrative
pressures build.

2020 49.60 -0.40 Pandemic  strains  routine  public
administration functions.

2021 49.20 -0.40 Lowest point; emergency response
diverts institutional capacity.

2022 49.50 +0.30 Gradual stabilization begins.

2023 50.00 +0.50 Digital government reforms support the
rebuilding of capacity.

2024 50.40 +0.40 Public financial management
strengthening continues.

2025 50.90 +0.50 Recovery exceeds the pre-pandemic
baseline.

Source: Compiled from World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators (Kaufmann & Kraay,
2023).
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Government Effectiveness Index - Global Average Percentile Rank (2018-2025)
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Figure 3: Trend in the Global Average Government Effectiveness Percentile Rank, 2018—
2025

Government Effectiveness lost ground globally, with the average percentile rank dropping from
50.1 in 2018 to 49.2 in 2021, reflecting the pandemic response challenges, such as emergency
procurement, high scale up of social protection programs and disruption of regular public
services. Administrative systems are rebuilt from 2022 and the indicator rises steadily back to
50.9 by 2025, indicating that many governments used the recovery period to strengthen
administrative systems, often via digital government reforms and strengthening public financial
management (Andrews et al., 2017). This recovery pattern is very similar to the recovery
measured in SDG Index (Table 1), providing descriptive support to the idea that the
administrative capacity and sustainable development outcomes also co-recover over time.

4.4 Public Environmental Protection Expenditure (2018-2025)

Table 4: Public Environmental Protection Expenditure, OECD Average, 2018-2025 (% of
GDP)

Year Env. Y-0-Y Remark
Expenditure Change
%
2018 0.60 — Baseline environmental spending share.
2019 0.62 +0.02 Slow, steady pre-pandemic increase.
2020 0.68 +0.06 Spending sustained despite pandemic

fiscal pressure.
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2021 0.70 +0.02 Early green-recovery packages
introduced.

2022 0.75 +0.05 Green budgeting frameworks formally
adopted in more countries.

2023 0.80 +0.05 Continued acceleration in climate-tagged
expenditure.

2024 0.86 +0.06 Environmental spending treated as a
protected budget priority.

2025 0.90 +0.04 Highest share recorded; sustained fiscal
commitment.

Source: Compiled from OECD environmental expenditure and green budgeting statistics
(OECD, 2020).

Public Environmental Protection Expenditure, OECD Average (% of GDP), 2018-2025

0.9
0.86

0.8
0.8 1 0.75
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0.2 1

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Year

Figure 4: Trend in Public Environmental Protection Expenditure (% of GDP), 2018-2025
The public environmental protection expenditure (PEPE) as a percentage of GDP increased
steadily across the full 2018-2025 time series, from 0.60% to 0.90%, with the largest increase
between 2021 and 2024. This continuous upward trend can be seen as the implementation of
green stimulus measures and green budgeting frameworks across several countries, which started
with the pandemic, and where many governments have already identified and prioritised green
spending in their national budgets (OECD, 2020). While government effectiveness and the SDG
Index fell during the pandemic, the share or size of the fiscal indicator did not, suggesting that
many governments used pandemic recovery to maintain or enhance their investments in the
environment, in line with ‘green recovery’ commitments made at the peak of the pandemic.
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4.5 Regulatory Quality Index (2018-2025)
Table 5: Regulatory Quality Index, Global Average Percentile Rank, 2018-2025

Year Reg. Y-0-Y Remark
Quality Change

2018 52.30 — Baseline global average regulatory quality
rank.

2019 52.00 -0.30 Slight decline as global trade tensions
rise.

2020 51.50 -0.50 Emergency regulation reduces
predictability.

2021 51.00 -0.50 Lowest point of the period.

2022 51.40 +0.40 Gradual  streamlining of  business
regulation resumes.

2023 51.90 +0.50 Environmental permitting reforms paired
with business reforms.

2024 52.50 +0.60 Regulatory coherence improves across
regions.

2025 53.00 +0.50 Highest value recorded, surpassing the

2018 baseline.
Source: Compiled from World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators (Kaufmann & Kraay,
2023).
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Figure 5: Trend in the Global Average Regulatory Quality Percentile Rank, 2018-2025
Likewise, the Regulatory Quality Index fell in 2021 to its lowest point in the series (51.0), after
increasing from 52.3 in 2018, and rose to 53.0 in 2025, the highest in the series. The dip reflects
that many countries in the world have imposed emergency measures, trade restrictions and
market interventions during the pandemic that temporarily lowered the regulatory predictability
(World Bank, 2020). The recovery and eventual surpassing of the 2018 baseline suggests that
several jurisdictions both did and did not adopt a 'green public administration' approach to their
business law reforms, which is one that views improving the environment as a way to also
increase the efficiency of businesses, and not necessarily in opposition to one another (Hysing,
2022).

4.6 Synthesis of Findings

The five indicators together suggest a consistent story for the 2018-2025 time frame. Between
2019 and 2021-2022, all indicators except environmental expenditure showed signs of decline or
stagnation, following the COVID-19 pandemic and the disruption of administrative systems and
development outcomes that it caused. All indicators return to a positive trend from 2022
onwards, with government effectiveness, regulatory quality, and the SDG Index following a tight
recovery path, and renewable energy adoption and environmental expenditures accelerating even
more strongly. The near-synchronous behaviour of the administration-related indicators (Tables
3 and 5) and the sustainability-outcome indicators (Table 1) provide a descriptive corroboration
for the basic hypothesis of this study: that economic administration serves as a foundational
enabler of sustainable development, so that when administration is strained, sustainability is
stalling, and when administration is strengthened, sustainable development is renewed. The
steady increase in environmental spending over the entire period also indicates that
institutionalizing sustainability through green budgeting can provide more fiscal stability in case
of shocks than general governance indicators, and thus, green budgeting can be seen as a policy
lever even in times of administrative stress. The results also have an important distributional
implication in line with the literature on global spillovers (Sachs et al., 2021). However, the
indicators analysed here are global averages, which mask significant differences between higher-
income countries, which, having stronger administrative starting points, were more able to afford
the financing of green recovery packages more quickly, and lower-income countries, where
fiscal, health and administrative crises have been combined, and which had more limited ability
to sustain environmental expenditure or regulatory change. This indicates that the actual
improvement in aggregate recovery over the period shown in Tables 1-5 may be greater than
shown as the administration—sustainability gap has been widening, specifically within
developing and transitional economies (Andrews et al., 2017), and this will be a priority.
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4. Conclusion and Recommendations

The role of economic administration in promoting sustainable development was the aim of this
paper, which was based on the theoretical background of sustainable development, literature
review, analysis of secondary data and information from 2018 to 2025. The findings of the
literature search showed that economic administration, i.e., public financial management,
regulation and institutional coordination is a “bridge that has to operate” between the normative
aspirations of the 2030 Agenda and their implementation in practice, a statement that is
supported by a variety of theoretical approaches ranging from metagovernance to green public
administration and the state capability theory.

This was supported by the empirical data from five secondary data indicators. While the global
SDG Index, government effectiveness, regulatory quality, etc. has worsened or leveled off during
the COVID-19 pandemic (2019-2021), renewable energy and public environmental expenditure
has been steadily increasing since 2019, with a significant rise from 2022 onwards. This pattern
is indicative of a strong link between administrative and fiscal capacities that underlie
sustainable development outcomes and shocks on administrative and fiscal capacities and
sustainable development outcomes, with a relatively short lag between the shocks and
sustainable development outcomes.

Due to the results of this study, the following recommendations were suggested. First,
investment in core government capabilities — public financial management systems, digital
government infrastructure and inter-agency co-ordination mechanisms — should be seen as the
precondition for sustainable development, and not as secondary to sectoral sustainability
programmes, especially in developing economies. Second, green budgeting practices, as the
strongest indicator in this study over the study period, must be institutionalized and adapted for
national contexts to shift environmental and climate conditions from parallel and temporary
programmes to regular budgeting processes. Third, the reform of business regulations should
take place hand-in-hand with the strengthening of environmental permits and oversight and not
be competing. Fourth, administrative resilience and contingency planning are indicators known
to be sensitive to the shocks and stresses of the world, Governments and other international
actors should invest in these areas to protect the gains of sustainable development in shocks and
stresses. Fifth, it is evident that administrative capacity limitations are also a key issue in
determining effectiveness of SDG programme implementation across SDGs and that
international development partners and multilateral institutions should allocate more of their
technical assistance to core administrative and public financial management functions and not
just to sectoral sustainability programmes.
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The weaknesses of this study are the secondary data and descriptive-analytical study as follows:
the use of the global average indicators that make it hard to see the cross country variations and
lack of formal causal-inferential statistical testing. Future research should build on this analysis
by using country and regional panel data, more rigorous causal testing using inferential statistical
or econometric techniques, and more specifically consider the policy change as a single policy
event (such as green budgeting adoption or setting up of a digital government platform).

Nevertheless, the findings of this study confirm that economic administration is a key topic of

the capacity of a country to achieve sustainable development and enhancing administrative and

fiscal institutions must be seen as a strategic dimension in the search for the 2030 Agenda.

Lastly, the trajectory of this study over the years (2019-21) — from a loss of administrative

capacity to a synchronous recovery from 2022 onward — suggests a cautious optimistic

conclusion: where the administrative capacity erodes, sustainable development performance will
follow, and where it is consolidated, sustainable development performance will follow.

Sustaining and making recovery more inclusive to countries and regions that have had

difficulties in sustaining recovery, as well as protecting it against the shocks of the future, should

remain a priority in economic administration's reform agenda, while the international community
moves into the final years of the 2030 Agenda.
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