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Abstract: This study aims to analyze bureaucratic transformation and public service innovation in the 
dynamics of the administrative capacity of the Dili City government, specifically at the Cristo Rei 
District Office, in realizing responsive, accountable, and quality public services. The research approach 
employed a mixed methods approach, collecting quantitative data through questionnaires from 12 
respondents and qualitative data through in-depth interviews with four key informants: Fernando 
Araujo (District Head), Marciana de Jesus Soares (Head of Administration and Finance), Jose Sarmento 
(Head of Program Planning), and Ernesto Mendonça (Head of Public Relations). Statistical analysis 
showed that institutional capacity had a very strong influence on public accountability (r = 0.806; p = 
0.002), while bureaucratic responsiveness had a very strong influence on the quality of public services 
(r = 0.727; p = 0.007). The interviews revealed concrete practices of bureaucratic transformation, such 
as effective internal coordination, orderly administrative procedures, one-stop service, and 
responsiveness to citizen needs. This study indicates that institutional capacity and bureaucratic 
responsiveness are the dominant factors in improving service quality, while formal accountability needs 
to be made more open and participatory. The findings support the Theory of Administrative Capacity 
and the New Public Service, and offer recommendations to strengthen participatory mechanisms and 
make performance evaluation more transparent. 
 
Keywords: Bureaucratic Responsiveness; Institutional Capacity; Public Accountability; Public Service 
Innovation; Public Service Quality. 

 
1. Introduction 

Bureaucratic transformation and public service innovation are national strategic issues 
that are a primary focus of public administration reform agendas in many countries, 
particularly in developing and post-conflict contexts. Globally, demands on bureaucracies are 
no longer limited to procedural compliance but extend to the government's ability to provide 
quality, responsive, accountable, and citizen-oriented public services (Denhardt & Denhardt, 
2015). In the context of national development, bureaucratic transformation is seen as a crucial 
instrument for enhancing government administrative capacity to respond to increasingly 
complex social, economic, and political dynamics (Grindle & Hilderbrand, 1995). Therefore, 
bureaucratic reform and public service innovation cannot be separated from efforts to 
strengthen institutional capacity and good governance.  

In Timor-Leste, particularly at the local government level, issues of bureaucratic 
transformation and public service innovation are highly relevant. As a relatively young nation 
still undergoing institutional consolidation, Timor-Leste faces serious challenges in building 
its administrative capacity (Soares, 2013). Dili, as the nation's capital and center of government 
and socio-economic activity, is a key representative of these dynamics. The Dili City 
Government is required to provide effective and inclusive public services amidst limited 
resources, limited staff capacity, and increasing public demands. Bureaucratic Transformation 
and Public Service Innovation in Dili City. Thus, it serves as an important indicator in 
assessing the extent to which local government administrative capacity develops and adapts to 
community needs. 
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However, in practice, various problems remain, indicating a gap between normative 

expectations and empirical reality. This gap in Dili City is evident in the suboptimal 
performance of the bureaucracy in responding to community needs, weak institutional 
coordination, and limited innovation in public services at the sub-district level. On the one 
hand, the government is committed to promoting bureaucratic reform and improving service 
quality. However, the institutional capacity and responsiveness of the apparatus have not fully 
met these demands. This situation indicates a mismatch between existing administrative 
capacity and the complexity of public service tasks faced by the Dili City government, 
particularly at front-line service units such as sub-district offices. 

Theoretically, this phenomenon can be explained through the perspective of the 
Administrative Capacity Theory proposed by Grindle and Hilderbrand (1995). This theory 
asserts that the government's success in carrying out public functions is largely determined by 
administrative capacity, which encompasses institutional capacity, human resources, 
administrative systems, and the political context. Institutional capacity is a key foundation 
because it relates to the organizational structure, rules of the game, and coordination 
mechanisms that enable the bureaucracy to function effectively. Without adequate institutional 
capacity, bureaucratic transformation and public service innovation tend to be partial and 
unsustainable. 

On the other hand, the New Public Service (NPS) Theory proposed by Denhardt and 
Denhardt (2015) provides a normative framework for how bureaucracy should function in 
public service delivery. The NPS emphasizes that the primary purpose of public administration 
is to serve citizens (not customers), strengthen the public interest, and encourage democratic 
participation and accountability. From this perspective, bureaucratic responsiveness and 
public accountability are key elements determining the quality of public services. Therefore, 
the relationship between the concepts in this study can be understood as strong institutional 
capacity will encourage bureaucratic responsiveness and public accountability, ultimately 
leading to improved public service quality. 

Several previous studies have examined the relationship between administrative 
capacity and public service performance, but they have shown certain limitations. Grindle 
(1997) emphasized the importance of institutional capacity in public-sector reform in 
developing countries but did not sufficiently highlight the value dimension and the service 
orientation toward citizens. Meanwhile, research by Denhardt and Denhardt (2015) focused 
more on the normative and democratic aspects of public services. However, it did not examine 
in depth the limitations of institutional capacity in the context of local governance in post-
conflict countries. Another study by Andrews (2013) showed that bureaucratic reform often 
fails to account for the dynamics of local capacity. Thus, there is a research gap in the limited 
number of studies that integrate perspectives on administrative capacity and the New Public 
Service in analyze bureaucratic transformation and public service innovation at the municipal 
government level in Timor-Leste. 

The selection of Dili City as the research location is based on its strategic role as the 
center of government and public services in Timor-Leste. Dili City reflects the complexity of 
public administration challenges faced by local governments, including population density, 
urbanization, and diverse service demands. Specifically, the Cristo Rei Subdistrict Office was 
chosen as the research object because it is a bureaucratic unit that interacts directly with the 
community and plays a front-line role in public service delivery. This subdistrict also has 
unique social and geographical characteristics, making it a relevant context for empirically 
examining the dynamics of administrative capacity, bureaucratic responsiveness, and public 
service quality. 

Based on this description, the research problem is formulated as a single overarching 
question: How do bureaucratic transformation and public service innovation affect the 
dynamics of the administrative capacity of the Dili City government, specifically at the Cristo 
Rei District Office, in realizing responsive, accountable, and quality public services? This 
question is expected to comprehensively explore the relationship between institutional 
capacity, bureaucratic responsiveness, public accountability, and the quality of public services 
in the context of local government in Timor-Leste. 
Therefore, the title of this research is formulated as: 

"Bureaucratic Transformation and Public Service Innovation in the Dynamics of the 
Administrative Capacity of the Dili City Government (A Study at the Cristo Rei District 
Office, Timor-Leste)" 
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2. Literature Review 
Administrative Capacity Theory 

Administrative capacity theory is an important conceptual framework in public 
administration studies that explains how public organizations can carry out their functions, 
duties, and responsibilities effectively and sustainably. Administrative capacity refers to the 
government's institutional ability to formulate policies, implement programs, and provide 
high-quality public services. This concept has become increasingly relevant in the context of 
public demands for transparent, accountable, and responsive government performance. 

According to Grindle (1996), administrative capacity is part of state capacity, reflecting 
the bureaucracy's ability to manage resources, coordinate actors, and enforce public rules and 
policies. Administrative capacity relates not only to the number of resources the government 
possesses but also to how those resources are optimally managed, developed, and utilized. 
Thus, administrative capacity encompasses structural dimensions, human resources, 
managerial systems, and organizational culture. 

Conceptually, administrative capacity is often understood through several main 
components. First is human resource capacity, which encompasses the competence, skills, 
professionalism, and integrity of civil servants. Civil servants with adequate technical and 
managerial capabilities are better able to implement public policy effectively. Second is 
organizational capacity, which encompasses bureaucratic structure, division of authority, work 
procedures, and coordination mechanisms between work units. Organizations that are too 
hierarchical and rigid tend to hinder administrative effectiveness. 

Third, administrative capacity also encompasses systems and processes, such as 
planning, budgeting, monitoring, and evaluation. A good administrative system will support 
data- and evidence-based decision-making (evidence-based policy). In this regard, 
administrative capacity is closely related to the government's ability to manage information, 
technology, and administrative innovation. Fourth is leadership and political-administrative 
capacity, namely the ability of bureaucratic leaders to direct the organization, develop a vision, 
and maintain the stability and legitimacy of public institutions. 

Painter and Pierre (2005) emphasize that administrative capacity is dynamic and shaped 
by the social, political, and economic context. Bureaucratic reform, decentralization, and 
globalization have changed the demands of government administrative capacity. In the context 
of decentralization, for example, local governments must have sufficient administrative 
capacity to exercise the authority delegated by the central government. Weak administrative 
capacity is often a major cause of failed public policy implementation. 

Furthermore, administrative capacity is also closely related to the concept of good 
governance. Good governance requires a professional, transparent, and accountable 
bureaucracy. Without strong administrative capacity, the principles of good governance are 
difficult to realize. Therefore, strengthening administrative capacity is a crucial agenda item in 
public sector reform, particularly in developing countries that still face various institutional 
limitations. 

In the context of public services, administrative capacity determines the government's 
ability to meet the public's needs and expectations. Governments with low administrative 
capacity tend to deliver slow, inefficient, and less responsive services. Conversely, high 
administrative capacity enables the government to innovate, adapt to environmental changes, 
and continuously improve the quality of public services. Thus, the theory of administrative 
capacity provides a strong foundation for analyzing bureaucratic performance and public 
policy effectiveness. 

New Public Service Theory 
The New Public Service (NPS) theory is a paradigm in public administration that 

emerged as a critique of the dominant New Public Management (NPM) approach. This theory, 
developed by Denhardt and Denhardt in the early 2000s, emphasizes the role of government 
as a public servant, not merely a manager or a resource controller. The New Public Service is 
based on the values of democracy, citizen participation, and the public interest as the primary 
orientation of government administration. 

Denhardt and Denhardt (2003) state that the core of the New Public Service is the 
principle of "serving citizens, not customers." This means that citizens are viewed not as 
customers merely receiving services, but as sovereign owners with rights, obligations, and an 
active role in the governance process. From this perspective, the primary task of public 
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officials is to facilitate dialogue, build collaboration, and help the community formulate and 
achieve shared interests (the public interest). 

Conceptually, the New Public Service is built on several basic assumptions. First, the 
public interest is not narrowly defined by elites or market mechanisms but rather is shaped 
through deliberative and participatory processes. The government acts as a mediator, bridging 
diverse interests within society. Second, accountability in the NPS extends not only vertically 
to superiors or politicians, but also horizontally to citizens, communities, and democratic 
values. 

Third, the New Public Service emphasizes ethical values, social justice, and public trust. 
Unlike the New Public Service (NPM), which focuses on efficiency, performance, and 
competition, the New Public Service (NPS) places greater emphasis on legitimacy, 
participation, and the quality of relations between government and society. In this context, the 
success of public services is measured not only by output and outcome, but also by democratic 
and inclusive processes. 

Denhardt and Denhardt (2015) formulated seven key principles of the New Public 
Service, including: serving citizens; pursuing the public interest; valuing citizenship; thinking 
strategically and acting democratically; recognizing the complexity of accountability; serving 
rather than controlling; and valuing people, not just productivity. These principles emphasize 
that public administration cannot be separated from normative values and public ethics. 

In government practice, the New Public Service promotes a collaborative governance 
model. The government is no longer the sole actor; it works with the private sector, civil 
society, and local communities in formulate and implement public policy. This approach is 
relevant in addressing complex public problems (wicked problems) that cannot be resolved 
by the government alone. 

Furthermore, the New Public Service places significant emphasis on developing the 
capacity of public officials in participatory leadership, communication, and social facilitation. 
Civil servants are required to be sensitive to public aspirations and able to build public trust. 
Therefore, the success of public services depends heavily on the quality of the relationship 
between the government and citizens. 

In developing countries, implementing the New Public Service faces various challenges, 
including a hierarchical bureaucratic culture, low public participation, and limited 
administrative capacity. Nevertheless, this paradigm remains relevant as a normative 
foundation for more democratic and public-interest-oriented public administration reforms. 
Therefore, the New Public Service theory makes an important contribution to enriching public 
administration discourse, particularly in efforts to realize a democratic, inclusive, and equitable 
government. 

Developing the Concept of Institutional Capacity 
Institutional capacity is a crucial concept in public administration studies, referring to a 

public institution's or organization's ability to carry out its functions, duties, and authorities 
effectively, efficiently, and sustainably. Institutional capacity is not only about the availability 
of resources but also about the organization's ability to manage them to achieve policy and 
public service objectives. 

According to Grindle (1996), institutional capacity is part of state capacity, reflecting 
the ability of public institutions to design and implement policies, enforce regulations, and 
provide public services. This capacity is shaped by an institution's organizational structure, 
formal rules, norms, and practices. Thus, institutional capacity is not static; it can develop or 
weaken in response to changes in the organization's internal and external environment. 

Conceptually, institutional capacity consists of several main dimensions. First, structural 
capacity, which includes a clear organizational structure, the division of tasks and authorities, 
and coordination mechanisms between work units. A clear and non-overlapping 
organizational structure will support the effective implementation of institutional tasks. 
Second, human resource capacity, which encompasses the competence, skills, professionalism, 
and integrity of the apparatus. Competent apparatus is a key prerequisite for the success of 
public institutions. 

Third, systems and procedural capacity, such as planning, budgeting, oversight, and 
management information systems. Good systems enable institutions to operate consistently, 
transparently, and accountably. Fourth, leadership capacity and organizational culture reflect 
the leader's ability to direct the organization, develop a vision, and foster an adaptive and 
innovative work culture. UNDP (2009) emphasizes that institutional capacity also relates to 
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an institution's ability to adapt to change and societal demands. In the context of modern 
governance, public institutions must be responsive, open, and able to collaborate with diverse 
stakeholders. Weak institutional capacity is often the main cause of low public organization 
performance and policy implementation failure. 

In the context of public services, institutional capacity determines how well an 
organization can provide quality, sustainable services. Institutions with strong institutional 
capacity can optimally manage resources, implement service innovations, and maintain public 
trust. Therefore, strengthening institutional capacity is a crucial agenda item in public 
administration reform, particularly in developing countries that still face institutional 
limitations. 

Bureaucratic Responsiveness 
Bureaucratic responsiveness is the ability and willingness of government officials to 

respond quickly, accurately, and in accordance with public expectations to public needs, 
aspirations, and complaints. Responsiveness is a key indicator in assessing bureaucratic 
performance, particularly in community-oriented public services. According to Dwiyanto 
(2006), bureaucratic responsiveness is the ability of a public organization to recognize 
community needs, set service agendas and priorities, and develop programs and activities that 
align with public aspirations. A responsive bureaucracy does not simply wait for orders or 
follow formal procedures; it proactively recognizes changing community needs and adapts its 
policies and services accordingly. 

The concept of bureaucratic responsiveness is closely related to the modern public 
service paradigm, which positions the public as the subject, not the object, of service. From 
this perspective, public officials must possess social sensitivity, communication skills, and an 
open attitude toward criticism and public input. Responsiveness also reflects the extent to 
which the bureaucracy can reduce the gap between formulated policies and actual needs on 
the ground. 

Operationally, bureaucratic responsiveness can be measured through several aspects, 
including the speed of service, the accuracy in complaint handling, the ease of accessing 
services, and the appropriateness of services to community needs. Denhardt and Denhardt 
(2003) emphasize that a responsive bureaucracy must be able to build good relationships with 
citizens through dialogue, participation, and collaboration. Thus, responsiveness is not merely 
technical but also normative and ethical. Bureaucratic responsiveness is also related to 
mechanisms for public participation. The more open the space for public participation in 
policy planning and evaluation, the greater the bureaucracy's opportunity to accurately 
understand public needs. Conversely, closed and hierarchical bureaucracies tend to be less 
responsive to public aspirations. 

In the context of public services in developing countries, bureaucratic responsiveness 
often faces various obstacles, such as a rigid bureaucratic culture, limited resources, and low 
staff capacity. Nevertheless, increasing responsiveness remains a primary public demand for 
government performance. Therefore, bureaucratic responsiveness is a key concept in efforts 
to realize a democratic, effective, and public-interest-oriented government. 

Public Accountability 
Public accountability is a fundamental principle in democratic governance. This concept 

refers to the obligation of the government and public officials to be accountable to the public, 
the holder of ultimate sovereignty, for every action, policy, and use of public resources. Public 
accountability is a crucial instrument for preventing abuse of authority and increasing public 
trust in government. According to Bovens (2007), public accountability is a social relationship 
in which a public actor is obliged to explain and be accountable for its actions to a specific 
forum, which has the right to assess, question, and impose sanctions. In this context, 
accountability is not only administrative but also political, legal, and social. Public 
accountability has several main dimensions. First, vertical accountability, namely the 
government's accountability to higher political institutions or to the people through electoral 
mechanisms. Second, horizontal accountability involves oversight institutions such as 
parliament, audit institutions, and the judiciary. Third, social accountability, namely 
accountability to the public through transparency, public participation, and social control. 

Romzek and Dubnick (1987) emphasized that public accountability is also related to 
clear roles, performance standards, and evaluation mechanisms. Without adequate standards 
and mechanisms, accountability tends to be formalistic and ineffective. Therefore, public 
accountability demands a transparent and publicly accessible reporting, monitoring, and 
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evaluation system. In the context of public services, public accountability is a primary 
prerequisite for improving service quality. Accountable services enable the public to 
understand their rights and obligations and assess the performance of service providers. 
Furthermore, public accountability encourages officials to work professionally and prioritize 
the public interest. Thus, public accountability serves not only as a control mechanism but 
also as a means of learning and improving government performance. Effective 
implementation of public accountability will strengthen government legitimacy and support 
the realization of good governance. 

Public Service Quality 
Public service quality is the level of service excellence provided by public organizations 

in meeting public needs and expectations. Service quality is a key indicator of the success of 
public service delivery and reflects the extent to which the government fulfills its role as a 
public servant. Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988) defined service quality as the gap 
between service users' expectations and their perceptions of the service performance received. 
This concept later became known through the servqual model, which encompasses five main 
dimensions: reliability, responsiveness, assurance, empathy, and tangibles. Although originally 
developed for the private sector, this model has been widely adapted in public service studies. 
In the context of public services, service quality is measured not only in terms of technical 
aspects but also of processes and public values. DiSanto (2006) stated that public service 
quality includes ease of access, speed of service, certainty of cost and time, and fair and non-
discriminatory treatment. Quality services must satisfy the public while ensuring social justice. 

Public service quality is also closely related to the public's perceptions and experiences 
as service users. Therefore, assessments of service quality are subjective and influenced by the 
community's social, economic, and cultural backgrounds. The government must understand 
the diversity of community needs and expectations to design inclusive and responsive services. 
Zeithaml et al. (1990) emphasize that improving service quality requires organizational 
commitment, staff competence, and a user-oriented service system. In the public sector, 
improving service quality also requires adequate policy support, budgeting, and oversight. 
Without such support, efforts to improve service quality tend to be unsustainable. 

Therefore, public service quality is a multidimensional concept that reflects government 
performance, values, and service orientation. Improving the quality of public services is a 
primary goal of bureaucratic reform and a prerequisite for building public trust in the 
government. 

 
3. Research Methodology 

This research used a mixed-methods approach to gain a comprehensive understanding 
of bureaucratic transformation and public service innovation at the Cristo Rei District Office 
in Dili City. The quantitative approach was used to measure respondents' perceptions of 
institutional capacity, bureaucratic responsiveness, public accountability, and public service 
quality through a Likert-based questionnaire. Quantitative data were collected from 18 
respondents, comprising office staff and service users. Quantitative data were analyzed using 
descriptive statistics to examine the distribution of responses and correlation analysis to assess 
relationships between variables (Creswell, 2014). 

The qualitative approach was conducted through in-depth interviews with four key 
informants: the sub-district head, the head of public relations, the head of administration and 
finance, and the head of program planning. Qualitative analysis used data triangulation to 
validate findings and thematic analysis to identify patterns, themes, and relationships between 
concepts (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014). The Cristo Rei Sub-district Office was chosen 
as the research location because it is the front-line bureaucratic unit that interacts directly with 
the public, making it representative for assessing administrative capacity and the quality of 
public services. This mixed-methods approach is expected to provide a comprehensive 
picture, both numerical and narrative, of the dynamics of bureaucratic transformation and 
public service innovation at the sub-district level. 
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4. Research Results and Discussion 
Results 
Quantitative Research Results 

Based on the descriptive statistics, the data comprised 12 observations (N = 12) per 
variable, indicating that all respondents provided complete data (Valid N listwise = 12). This 
indicates there was no missing data, allowing for comprehensive analysis. For more details, see 
the following table: 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics. 

 
 N Minimum Maximum Red Std. Deviation 

Institutional Capacity 12 17,00 22,00 19,7500 1,81534 
Bureaucratic 
Responsiveness 

12 19,00 23,00 21,1667 1,33712 

Public Accountability 12 20,00 24,00 21,9167 1,16450 
Quality of Public Services 12 18,00 23,00 21,8333 1,52753 
Valid N (listwise) 12     

 
The Institutional Capacity variable ranges from 17 to 22, with an average of 19.75 and 

a standard deviation of 1.82. This average value indicates that institutional capacity is in the 
good category. The relatively small standard deviation indicates that respondents' perceptions 
of institutional capacity tend to be homogeneous or not very varied. Furthermore, 
Bureaucratic Responsiveness had a minimum score of 19 and a maximum score of 23, with a 
mean of 21.17 and a standard deviation of 1.34. This higher average score compared to 
institutional capacity indicates that the bureaucracy is considered quite responsive in 
responding to public needs and complaints. The smaller standard deviation indicates a 
relatively high level of consistency among respondents' assessments. 

The Public Accountability variable had a minimum score of 20 and a maximum of 24, 
with the highest average score among the variables at 21.92 and a standard deviation of 1.16. 
This indicates that respondents perceive public accountability as good and that perceptions 
are relatively uniform. The low standard deviation reinforces the conclusion that almost all 
respondents share a similar view of accountability. 

Meanwhile, Public Service Quality had a minimum score of 18 and a maximum score 
of 23, with a mean score of 21.83 and a standard deviation of 1.53. This average score indicates 
that public service quality is perceived as good, although there is little variation in respondents' 
assessments compared to the public accountability variable. 

Overall, the four variables had relatively high average values with low standard 
deviations, indicating that institutional performance, bureaucratic responsiveness, public 
accountability, and public service quality were at a good level and were assessed consistently 
by respondents. 

Subsequent analysis was conducted using a person-to-person correlation statistical 
analysis based on the questionnaire data. The data processing yielded the following statistical 
results: 

Table 2. Correlation Statistics. 

Variabel Institusional 
Capacity 

Bureaucratic 
Responsiveness 

Public 
Accountability 

Quality of 
Public Services 

Institutional 
Capacity 

1 ,356 806** ,607* 

Bureaucratic 
Responsiveness 

,356 1 ,127 ,727** 

Public 
Accountability 

806** ,127 1 ,503 

Quality of Public 
Services 

,607* ,727** ,503 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

Based on the Pearson correlation results, this study included 12 respondents (N = 12) 
across all variables, allowing consistent analysis of relationships without missing data. The 
Pearson correlation test was used to assess the direction, strength, and significance of the 
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relationships among Institutional Capacity, Bureaucratic Responsiveness, Public 
Accountability, and Public Service Quality. 

The relationship between Institutional Capacity and Bureaucratic Responsiveness 
showed a correlation coefficient of 0.356 with a significance value of 0.256. This value 
indicates a positive but weak relationship that is not statistically significant. This means that 
increased institutional capacity does not directly lead to increased bureaucratic responsiveness, 
or the relationship is not strong enough to be generalized at the 95% confidence level. 

Conversely, Institutional Capacity has a very strong and significant relationship with 
Public Accountability, with a correlation coefficient of 0.806 and a significance level of 0.002 
(p < 0.01). This indicates that the better the institutional capacity, the higher the level of public 
accountability. This strong relationship underscores the importance of institutional structure, 
resources, and governance in promoting transparency and accountability to the public. 

The relationship between Institutional Capacity and Public Service Quality also shows 
a strong positive correlation, with a correlation coefficient of 0.607 and a significant p-value 
of 0.037 (p < 0.05). This indicates that strong institutional capacity significantly improves the 
quality of public services. In other words, institutions with adequate capacity tend to provide 
more effective and satisfactory services to the public. For the Bureaucratic Responsiveness 
variable, the correlation with Public Accountability is very low (0.127), with a significance level 
of 0.695. This indicates no significant relationship between the two variables. Bureaucratic 
responsiveness in this context does not necessarily reflect the level of public accountability, 
possibly due to procedural factors or policies that are not yet fully transparent. 

However, Bureaucratic Responsiveness has a strong and significant relationship with 
Public Service Quality, with a correlation coefficient of 0.727 and a significance level of 0.007 
(p < 0.01). This indicates that the more responsive the bureaucracy is in serving public needs, 
the higher the perceived quality of public service. This finding confirms that bureaucratic 
speed, accuracy, and sensitivity are key factors in improving service quality. 

Meanwhile, the relationship between Public Accountability and Public Service Quality 
shows a moderate positive correlation of 0.503, but it is not statistically significant (p = 0.096). 
Although there is a tendency for improved public accountability to improve service quality, 
the relationship is not strong enough to be declared significant at the 95% confidence level. 

Overall, the analysis shows that Institutional Capacity and Bureaucratic Responsiveness 
are important factors significantly related to Public Service Quality. Furthermore, institutional 
capacity plays a significant role in improving Public Accountability. This finding indicates that 
strengthening institutions and increasing bureaucratic responsiveness should be a primary 
focus in efforts to improve the quality of public services. 

Qualitative Analysis Results 
Based on interview transcripts with four key informants: Fernando Araujo, Head of the 

Sub-district Office; Marciana de Jesus Soares, Head of Administration and Finance; Jose 
Sarmento, Head of Program Planning; and Ernesto Mendonça, Head of Public Relations, the 
research findings describe the state of institutional capacity, bureaucratic responsiveness, 
public accountability, and the quality of public services at the sub-district office. The analysis 
was conducted by concluding recurring response patterns and was supported by examples of 
informants' statements. 

The interview results indicate that institutional capacity at the sub-district office is 
generally considered quite good. All interviewees stated that the existing organizational 
structure supports the smooth running of daily tasks and that the division of tasks among staff 
is relatively clear. Fernando Araujo stated that the organizational structure "sufficiently 
supports the smooth running of daily tasks," while Ernesto Mendonca emphasized that each 
staff member understands their duties and responsibilities. Coordination between units was 
also considered quite good, although several interviewees noted limitations. Jose Sarmento 
stated that coordination "has responded fairly well," indicating that it is working but not yet 
fully optimal. In terms of adapting to new policies and regulations, all interviewees confirmed 
that the sub-district office follows and upholds policies from its superiors, reflecting a 
hierarchical work system and adherence to the chain of command. 

In terms of bureaucratic responsiveness, the research findings indicate that the sub-
district office has made efforts to respond to public needs and complaints. All interviewees 
stated that public complaints or criticism are received and verified. Marciana de Jesus Soares 
stated that "every complaint received is immediately verified," while Fernando Araujo 
acknowledged that the office often responds to public complaints to the best of its ability. The 
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interviewees also assessed that staff adequately understood residents' needs before providing 
services, particularly in administrative matters such as certificates and population documents. 
Services were adjusted to changing community needs through performance evaluations and 
efforts to stay abreast of public service developments, as Jose Sarmento noted, adding that the 
office "always follows and responds to changes in public services." Officials' friendly and 
professional attitude was deemed to have improved, though the change was gradual. 

Findings on public accountability indicated that transparency in service procedures was 
promoted by installing banners and notice boards. Fernando Araujo explained that service 
procedures were posted in the office area for public access. Budget management was 
accounted for through the preparation of budget plans and accountability reports, as noted by 
all interviewees. However, the complaints mechanism was still face-to-face rather than online. 
Furthermore, office performance reports are confidential and submitted only to superiors, as 
Marciana de Jesus Soares emphasized, stating that reports are "only to superiors." 

Regarding the quality of public services, many interviewees stated that the services were 
quite good and that they received few complaints from the public. One-stop service is a key 
strategy for ensuring a fast, hassle-free process. Fernando Araujo provided a concrete example 
of how to provide land sale and purchase statements to address community needs. However, 
Jose Sarmento stated that the ability to provide solutions sometimes depends on the problem's 
complexity. Overall, the interview results indicate that public service performance at the sub-
district office is quite good but still requires improvement, particularly in performance 
transparency and the development of a more systematic and open complaints mechanism. 

Discussion 
Institutional Capacity as a Foundation for Public Accountability 

Statistical analysis shows that institutional capacity has a very strong and significant 
relationship with public accountability (r = 0.806; p = 0.002). These findings indicate that the 
stronger a public organization's institutional capacity, the higher the level of accountability it 
generates. This strong relationship was further reinforced by qualitative findings from 
interviews with four key informants. 

Fernando Araujo, the Sub-district Head, stated that the existing organizational structure 
"sufficiently supports the smooth running of daily tasks" and that all staff understand their 
respective roles. This statement was reinforced by Ernesto Mendonca, who emphasized that 
each staff member "understands their duties and responsibilities" according to their assigned 
functions. This shared perspective indicates that structurally and functionally, the sub-district 
office has been operating quite stably. Jose Sarmento added that inter-unit coordination "has 
been quite satisfactory," indicating the existence of internal working mechanisms that support 
accountability in task implementation. 

In terms of public accountability, interview data revealed that service procedures are 
publicized through banners and bulletin boards. Fernando Araujo explained that service 
information is "placed in the office area so that the public can see and follow it." This reflects 
the practice of procedural transparency, a key indicator of public accountability. Marciana de 
Jesus Soares added that budget use is accounted for through budget plans and accountability 
reports (LPJ), demonstrating administrative accountability. 

Triangulation of statistical data and interviews demonstrates strong agreement: 
adequate institutional capacity—characterized by a clear organizational structure, clear division 
of tasks, and established administrative procedures—significantly promotes public 
accountability. This finding aligns with the theory that institutional capacity is a primary 
prerequisite for accountable governance (Grindle, 1996; Bovens, 2007). Thus, this thematic 
conclusion confirms that strengthening institutional capacity is a key factor in enhancing 
public accountability at the sub-district level. 

Bureaucratic Responsiveness as the Main Determinant of Public Service 
Quality 

Statistical results show that bureaucratic responsiveness is strongly and significantly 
correlated with the quality of public services (r = 0.727; p = 0.007). This means that increased 
responsiveness of bureaucratic officials directly contributes to improved service quality 
perceived by the public. Interviews with all four informants consistently confirmed this 
finding. Marciana de Jesus Soares stated that "every complaint received is immediately 
verified," indicating the bureaucracy's responsiveness in responding to public complaints. Jose 
Sarmento echoed this sentiment, stating that all complaints and criticisms are "verified" before 
being acted upon. Fernando Araujo acknowledged that despite limitations, the sub-district 
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office "often responds or responds to the best of its ability," reflecting responsive efforts, 
although not yet fully optimal. 

In terms of service quality, all informants emphasized that the one-stop shop system 
was implemented to avoid cumbersome processes. Ernesto Mendonca stated that the "one-
stop shop" system is a way to ensure more controlled and fair services. Fernando Araujo 
provided a concrete example of the service for preparing land purchase and sale statements as 
a concrete solution to community needs. This example demonstrates that responsiveness does 
not stop receiving complaints but also manifests in providing solutions.  

Data triangulation indicates that when the bureaucracy can respond quickly to public 
needs, understand their needs, and adapt services accordingly, the quality of public services 
improves significantly. This finding aligns with Denhardt and Denhardt's (2015) view that 
quality public services are rooted in a responsive orientation toward citizens. Therefore, 
bureaucratic responsiveness can be concluded as a primary determinant of public service 
quality at sub-district offices. 

Public Accountability Has Not Yet Fully Directly Impacted Service Quality 
The statistical analysis shows a positive but insignificant relationship between public 

accountability and public service quality (r = 0.503; p = 0.096). This indicates that, despite the 
trend towards a relationship, public accountability has not yet fully impacted service quality 
improvement. This statistical finding aligns with the interview results. All interviewees stated 
that sub-district office performance reports are confidential and submitted only to superiors. 
Marciana de Jesus Soares explicitly stated that performance reports are "only to superiors." 
Jose Sarmento and Ernesto Mendonca made similar statements. This situation indicates that 
accountability remains upward, not fully horizontal to the public. 

Although service procedures are published and budgets are accounted for through the 
Public Service Report (LPJ), the public does not yet have access to comprehensive 
performance reports. Fernando Araujo stated that the complaints mechanism is still 
conducted in person and not online. This limitation indicates that accountability practices are 
not fully oriented towards the public as service users. This triangulation explains why public 
accountability has not statistically significantly influenced service quality. In line with Bovens' 
(2007) theory, accountability that lacks mechanisms for openness and public participation 
tends to have limited impact on service performance. Therefore, these findings conclude that 
improving service quality requires more open and participatory public accountability. 

Institutional Capacity and Responsiveness as Dominant Factors Over Formal 
Accountability 

Statistical findings indicate that institutional capacity and bureaucratic responsiveness 
are significantly related to public service quality, while public accountability is not. This finding 
is reinforced by interview results, which emphasized operational aspects and apparatus 
behavior over formal accountability mechanisms. Interviewees emphasized smooth structures, 
clear duties, and responsiveness to public needs, rather than public performance reporting. 
Ernesto Mendonca stated that the office's primary focus is "providing solutions to public 
criticism," rather than publishing performance reports. This suggests that daily work practices 
better determine service quality. 

This triangulation confirms that, in the context of sub-district offices, internal factors 
such as institutional capacity and bureaucratic responsiveness are the primary determinants in 
service quality. This finding aligns with Grindle (1996), who stated that institutional capacity 
and policy implementation often determine service performance more than formal regulations 
alone. 

Thus, this thematic conclusion confirms that strengthening the apparatus's capacity and 
increasing bureaucratic responsiveness need to be prioritized to improve the quality of public 
services. In contrast, public accountability needs to be made more open and community-
oriented. 

 
5. Conclusion 

Based on the research findings, bureaucratic transformation and public service 
innovation at the Cristo Rei District Office in Dili City indicate that institutional capacity and 
bureaucratic responsiveness are key to achieving responsive, accountable, and high-quality 
public services. Statistical analysis indicates that institutional capacity is strongly correlated 
with public accountability (r = 0.806; p = 0.002), while bureaucratic responsiveness is strongly 
correlated with public service quality (r = 0.727; p = 0.007). The average institutional capacity 
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score of 19.75 and bureaucratic responsiveness of 21.17 indicate a relatively high level of 
organizational performance consistency. Interviews supported these findings, with Fernando 
Araujo, the sub-district head, stating that the organizational structure “sufficiently supports 
the smooth running of daily tasks” and that staff “adequately understand their duties and 
responsibilities as public servants.” Marciana de Jesus Soares added that the division of tasks 
among staff is clear, and administrative procedures support effective public service. At the 
same time, Jose Sarmento emphasized that coordination between units is “quite good.” 
Ernesto Mendonca also emphasized that each staff member understands their respective unit 
responsibilities, enabling smooth service delivery. 

Bureaucratic responsiveness is evident in the office's ability to respond to public needs 
quickly and accurately. Fernando stated that staff respond to public complaints to the best of 
their ability, while Marciana noted that each complaint is verified before action is taken. Jose 
Sarmento emphasized that the office is always responsive to changing citizen needs, and 
Ernesto Mendonca added that service information is clear and accessible to all levels of society. 
The practice of one-stop service is a key strategy to ensure a fast, timely, and fair process, for 
example, in processing land sales and population documents. This indicates that bureaucratic 
innovation is citizen-oriented, in accordance with the principles of the New Public Service 
(Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015). 

Public accountability, although implemented through administrative procedures and 
accountability reports, has not yet significantly impacted service quality. Statistical results show 
a positive but insignificant correlation between public accountability and service quality (r = 
0.503; p = 0.096). This is reflected in interviews, where Fernando mentioned that service 
procedures are posted on bulletin boards. However, performance reports are confidential and 
submitted only to superiors, as explained by Marciana, Jose, and Ernesto. This suggests that 
although administrative procedures are well-executed, public involvement in monitoring and 
evaluation remains limited. 

Overall, bureaucratic transformation at the Cristo Rei District Office has successfully 
increased operational capacity and responsiveness to public needs, resulting in relatively high 
public service quality. Practical practices such as effective internal coordination, orderly 
administrative procedures, one-stop service, and the ability to resolve citizen issues indicate 
that operational factors are more dominant than formal accountability mechanisms in 
determining service quality. These findings support the Administrative Capacity Theory 
(Grindle, 1996), which emphasizes the importance of institutional capacity in bureaucratic 
success, and the New Public Service theory (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015), which emphasizes 
citizen-oriented service as the center of public service innovation. 

Limitations of this study include the limited number of informants and the focus on a 
single sub-district office, so the results should be generalized with caution. Recommendations 
for future research include expanding the sample to all sub-districts in Dili City, developing 
more participatory accountability mechanisms, and conducting causal and longitudinal 
analyses to more deeply evaluate the impact of bureaucratic transformation on public service 
quality. 
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