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Summary. A different period of time, which is sometimes long and arduous, proceeds from the occurrence of 
the  rst symptoms of rheumatic diseases till the  rst visit to the GP and referral to a specialist rheumatologist. 
Analysis of the pathway of the patients with rheumatic diseases in primary care gives us information why 
the correct diagnosis and adequate treatment delay. The extensive analysis of the way of the patient with 
a rheumatic disease in primary care is essential for delineation of the reasons for the delay of correct 
diagnosis and proper treatment and also for identi  cation and implementation of the required mechanisms 
for optimization of the treatment. The GP as a key  gure in the Bulgarian healthcare is very important. The 
paper presents an analysis of the survey including 22 GPs in Lovech, who have 28,286 registered patients. 
The attitudes of GPs about the management of rheumatic diseases and their behavior during diagnosis and 
treatment are followed.
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