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Background and objectives of the study 
 
One of the key issues identified in the 2011-2013 Work Programme of the European Social 
Dialogue Committee in Central Government Administrations (SDC/CGA) is a poor or 
deteriorating image and attractivity of central governments as an employer, compared to the 
private sector or other parts of the public sector. The problem seems to result from a  
complex set of social, cultural, organizational and economic factors including everyday 
citizens’ experience with public administration, satisfaction from service delivery, cultural 
patterns and existing stereotypes of public administration frequently shaped by the media 
and politicians. 
 
According to deep-rooted belief, citizens’ confidence and trust in public administration and 
public services is low, and has been declining in recent years. The credibility gap between 
the public and the civil servants has become a key element of a negative image of public 
administration. It results in growing concern of many governments and opinion leaders over 
citizens’ dissatisfaction with public services and with the public administration’s image as a 
whole. Such concerns frequently trigger public debates on functioning of public 
administration and its performance. In time of economic crisis, references to a negative 
image often initiate and legitimise proposals of austerity measures in public administration. 
 
Studies on public attitudes do however not fully confirm low level and declining confidence in 
public administration1. Some studies reveal considerable fluctuations of public attitudes in 
selected countries. In other countries, public assessment of government administration is 
high and there are only slight modifications in public perception and level of credibility. Some 
studies show that a well-functioning public sector is necessary, but not sufficient for building 
trust in the public sector as there is no evidence of a direct causal link between the 
performance of government and citizens’ trust in government. Negative opinions on public 
administration can often coincide with positive evaluations of specific services.  
 
Therefore, many governments undertake many  quantitative and qualitative studies such as 
public opinion surveys, focus groups interviews, media analysis or analysis of public 
discourse. Such reviews often lead to development of communication strategies aiming at 
improving communication with public, efficient delivery of policy objectives and public 
services, influencing public attitudes and behaviours or at creation of a trustworthy brand of 
public administration. In the long run, such endeavours could lead to better understanding of 
the role of public administration and to restore citizens’ confidence and trust. 
 
The European Federation of Public Service Unions (EPSU) on behalf of the SDC/CGA 
commissioned the study with a view to improve the image and attractivity of the sector. The 
study was part of a project supported by the European Commission.  
 
The aim is of the project was to present an outcome-oriented report and contribute to social 
partners’ policy development towards a better image and attractiveness of the government 
administration in particular to: 
 

 Inform and stimulate debates among members and potential members of the social 
dialogue committee and other stakeholders; 

                                                 
1
 Van de Walle, S., Van Roosbroek, S., & Bouckaert, G. (2005). Strengthening Trust in Government: 

What Role for Government in the 21st Century: Annex: Data on trust in the public sector. 
Analytical annex prepared for the OECD meeting of the Public Governance Committee at 
ministerial level, Rotterdam, 27-28 November 2005 . 
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 Provide a state of play and food for thought in terms of the image and attractivity of 
the sector, including the identification of possible tensions or contradictions between 
how employees and managers perceive their work and public and institutional 
perceptions and messages conveyed about the sector concerned; 
 

 Inspire the drafting by social partners a joint commitment on common principles, 
values and good practices of good administrations and a short campaign document 
addressed to a broader public. 

 
The study consists of two parts:  
 

1. Desk review of information available in 13 EU and candidate countries from 
the European Commission, national governments on public 
perceptions/satisfactions and image conveyed of central government 
administrations, surveys of public sector employees satisfaction, national 
campaigns that seek to promote a better understanding of the sector. 
 

2. Complementary qualitative survey based on a sample of 78 employees and 
managers in 11 EU countries regarding their perceptions and expectations of 
their work and the role they play compared to public perceptions and the 
image conveyed by policy makers; the attractive and less attractive elements 
of the sector including for younger potential recruits; existing and future needs 
in terms of skills and competence development; initial impact of the austerity 
measures. 
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Executive summary  
 
Attempts at reconstructing the image of central government administration prove that there is 
not a single, cohesive image in the 13 countries studied. However, national differences 
notwithstanding, the study reveals a number of common patterns which determine public 
perceptions of government administrations as well as triggers and obstacles to the building of 
a positive image.  
 
A low level of public trust in central government administration constitutes a key problem in 
the countries studied, in most of which less than half of citizens trust their administration. 
Only in a few countries trust in public administration is found amongst 60%-70% of citizens. 
 
Trust in the civil service is deeply rooted in the specific socio-economic context of each 
country and reflects complex citizen-state relations. It is more the outcome of long-term 
processes than of sudden political or economic changes. Therefore, attempts at building or 
restoring confidence should take into account subjective opinions as well as objective 
conditions like well-being of the country, wealth redistribution or democratic development. 
Indeed the desk review shows that trust in the civil service is greater in high-income and 
more equal countries, than in lower-income and more unequal ones.  
 
The “bureaucracy” stereotype of central government administration as top-heavy, inefficient 
and wasteful is found to be a key determinant of the negative public perception to be noted in 
most of the countries studied. However, its prevalence is reported mainly in countries with a 
high level of public trust in the civil service. In those countries the “bureaucracy” stereotype 
coincides with a lack of understanding of public administration tasks, insufficient 
transparency and limited control over the functioning of public administration on the part of 
citizens. In countries with a lower level of public confidence in public administration, the main 
problem lies more with the opinion that public administration does not meet the needs and 
expectations of the average citizen and that it  is corrupt and  politicised. 
 
The experts’ survey, based on a smaller sample than expected of 78 respondents working in 
central government administrations (a majority of whom are men in managerial positions) 
from  11 countries, finds that 73% of the respondents think that there is strong public support 
for austerity measures in response to the crisis in the countries concerned. The main 
justification for this perception is the “bureaucratic” vision of government administration as a 
burden, inefficient, wasteful, which requires firm steps if better use is to be made of public 
money. Whilst it is difficult to draw conclusions from this small sample this perception is 
disconcerting.   
 
In terms of communication, the deconstruction of the “bureaucracy” stereotype represents a 
key challenge for most countries. It requires actions to both improve the efficiency and 
management of government administration and reduce information gaps as regards the role 
of that administration, through more and better communication based around concrete 
results that reflect the performance of the administration, backed up by clear and 
understandable figures and facts. 
 
To a large extent, public trust depends on the degree of development of public administration 
in the studied countries. The study reveals that, in countries characterised by the lowest level 
of public confidence, there is much expectation regarding direct experience of, and 
satisfaction with, public services as well as in regard to professionalism and good 
performance. In countries where public confidence is high, the main focus is in turn on 
citizens’ protection, objectivity and transparency of procedures, ensuring citizens’ control 
over the functioning of public administration. 
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Bridging of the information gaps with regard to the role of the government administration 
should thus relate to the vision of a protective and unbiased administration (equal 
opportunities for all citizens, a shared conviction as to objectivity and neutrality, and action on 
behalf of the average citizen). This proves to be amongst the key factors underpinning a 
positive image in those countries where the level of trust in the civil service is higher. 
 
It is worth underlining that negative opinions concerning the general vision of public 
administration tend to be more positive when they relate to the direct experience citizens 
have with their public administration services. In other words, the shorter the distance (both 
symbolic and physical) between citizens and public administration, and the more specific the 
government administration, the better the performance assessment, satisfaction with service 
delivery and evaluation of civil servants. 
 
As to whether public administrations are an attractive workplace, the study finds that 
government administration in the studied countries enjoys a relatively high social prestige. It 
is perceived as an interesting, desirable place for a professional career for family members 
and friends as well as for young people. The reasons for this dominant perception are job 
security, the administration thus being presented as a “safe nest”, with a secure wage and 
good working conditions, especially in relation to work/life balance and gender equality.  
 
The experts’ survey is more nuanced. Half of the respondents consider that employees in 
their countries are satisfied with their jobs, pointing to the same above-mentioned factors of 
job security and working conditions, as well as content of the job. In turn, low wages, limited 
career development and meaninglessness of the job are reported as the main obstacles to 
working in central administrations. Only 22% of the respondents think that employees of 
central government administration in their countries feel valued for doing a good job, and 
46% rate the relations between employees and employers as very poor or poor. 
 
Public sector values are not amongst the reported reasons for working in the public sector, 
but they make a major contribution to the feeling of pride among public-sector employees. 
The link between the external and internal image proves to be important as a high level of 
public trust contributes to employees’ own job satisfaction.  
 
The concept of the “safe nest” is a dominant feature of civil servants‘ job satisfaction in 
countries with the lowest level of employment as a share of overall government and with the 
lowest level of public trust in the public service. The greater the public trust and size of the 
public sector, the more important is the achievement of results and the commitment to public-
sector values. 
 
In these times of economic crisis in most parts of Europe, the vision of the “safe nest” seems 
to ensure steady interest in taking up or keeping a job in government administration. It is 
worth mentioning that the “safe nest” concept is frequently linked with the vision of inefficient 
bureaucrats, hidden by walls of procedures, and enjoying a number of undeserved perks. 
Therefore, at times of economic uncertainty, the concept should be presented in association 
with public service values and results-based  performance of  government administration. 
 
The media and politicians play an important role in shaping the public image of 
administrations. 68% of survey respondents are of the view that the media offer a negative 
portrayal of government administration, while 50% consider that politicians convey a negative 
image of that administration. The attitudes of the media and politicians are of particular 
importance at a time of economic crisis. The credibility gap between the public and civil 
servants and citizens’ dissatisfaction with public administrations are frequently used as 
triggers and justifications for the austerity measures in public administration. In many cases, 
such endeavours may result in strengthening the existing stereotypes and in a consequent 
further decline of public trust in public administration.  
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Part 1. The desk review 
 

1.1 Objectives and scope of the review 
 
The desk review aimed to present an overview of the image and attractivity of central 
government administrations in selected EU member-states, highlighting existing differences, 
main changes that occurred in the period of 2000-2011 and the key triggers for these 
changes. Key emphasis was put on public attitudes towards central government 
administration and opinions on attractiveness of central governments as an employer. The 
desk review also presented selected examples of international and national endeavours 
aiming at promoting and better understanding the sector. 
 
The desk review was designed as the first stage of the research, providing food for thought 
and identifying key problems that would be analysed in the survey among central 
government civil servants and employees.  
 
The review as well as the later survey covered the following states:  
1. Belgium,  
2. Croatia,  
3. Czech Republic,  
4. Finland,  
5. France,  
6. Greece,  
7. Hungary,  
8. Italy,  
9. Luxembourg,  
10. Poland,  
11. Romania,  
12. Spain,  
13. the UK. 
 
The desk review concentrated on two key dimensions, which seemed to play a crucial role in 
determining the image of public administration in the studied countries; e.g. perception of 
public administration by citizens/users and perception of public administration by 
current and prospective employees. The above perspectives constituted the main areas of 
research interests. The desk review also included a summary of key messages related to 
public administration conveyed by the European Commission and international 
organizations.  
 
The perspective of citizens/users focused on the following topics: 

1. Citizens’ trust in the public administration, current situation, key trends and 
determinants, opinions on functioning of public administration (general evaluation, 
assessment of civil servants competences and performance). 

2. Citizens/users evaluations of selected public services (e.g. health care, justice, 
security, education). 

3. Opinions on competencies, performance and integrity of civil servants (current 
situation, key trends and determinants). 

4. Citizens/users opinions on what is functioning well and what is not in public 
administration of their countries. 

 
The perspective of public administration employees covered the following topics: 
 

1. Social status of public administration employees.  
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2. Attractiveness of public administration as a workplace according to the citizens 
and public administration employees. 

3. Job satisfaction in public administration (key motivators and de-motivators in 
relation to pay and other working conditions, training and career/competence 
development). 

 
The review also included main messages and recommendations for necessary 
improvements of administrations by the European Commission and international 
organizations and the resulting image conveyed by those institutions.  
 
The focus of the desk review was on central government administration. However, it is worth 
reminding that citizens’ perception is rarely based on a detailed knowledge of administrative 
structures and competence. Therefore, in many studies, researchers used to refer to notions 
(public administration, civil service etc.) which are widely understood by the general public  
and do not necessarily fit in the  legal and academic definitions.  
 

1.2 Public administration from the perspective of citizens/users 
 
1.2.1 Citizens’ trust in the public administration  
 
“Negative criticism and images against the public services must be understood in the context 
of traditional criticism against state bureaucracies. Criticism of bureaucratic pathologies 
exists everywhere and has done for thousands of years”, wrote Demmke, Henökl and  
Moilanen2.  
 
According to Bozeman’s opinion3, “as a form of governance, bureaucracy has had such great 
success in transforming the world that most citizens of industrial nations may have difficulty 
imagining a world without it. But just as bureaucracy has tamed the world, the world now 
seeks to tame bureaucracy. Bureaucracy seems to have few friends and millions of critics.” 
 
The above-mentioned opinions turn out to be only partly true. Studies of public opinion 
systematically conducted in European countries show that the image of public 
administration differs significantly and has undergone considerable transformations 
in the last decade.  
 
Data from two waves of European Values Survey (EVS), conducted in the beginning and in 
the end of the 2000s (Fig. 1) show a high level of confidence in the civil service in such 
countries as Luxemburg, France and Belgium, with a level of confidence in the civil service 
as high as around 60%-70% of the surveyed citizens. Moreover, during the last 10 years a 
significant increase of public trust was reported. The similar high level of public trust was 
reported in Slovenia with the biggest rise in confidence (from 25% to 55%).  
 
The United Kingdom, Finland, Spain and Hungary constitute a group of countries where 
confidence in the civil service is found amongst 40%-46% citizens. The level of support 
seems to be stable except Hungary where the significant loss of trust in the civil service 
occurred  during the last decade.  

                                                 
2
 Demmke Ch., Henökl T., and Moilanen T. (2008) “What are Public Services Good at? Success of 

Public Services in the Field of Human Resource Management”. Study Commissioned by the Slovenian 
EU Presidency. Report to the 50th Meeting of the Directors-General of Public Services of the Member 
States of the European Union. p.98. 
3
 Ibid. 
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On the other hand, the EVS reveals a large number of countries (Czech Rep., Croatia, 
Romania, Poland, Italy), where only around one third of citizens have confidence in public 
administration of their countries. The lowest level of confidence in the civil service is reported 
in Greece. In the beginning of the decade only 14% of Greeks trusted their administration. 
Ten years later, despite the significant increase of trust, Greece remains the country with the 
lowest level of confidence in the civil service.  
 
Explanation of internal differences and transformation over the past ten years relates to 
socio-cultural characteristics of each country, their history or recent political, social and 
economic transformation. However, comparisons of confidence in the civil service with 
selected OECD indicators of socio-economic development4 show that public trust in public 
administration is related with conditions of living, disparities in national wealth 
distribution as well as with acceptance for democracy and its institutions. Figure 2 
shows that confidence in the civil service institutions is higher in higher income countries 
(Luxemburg, France, Belgium, Slovenia) and lower in less affluent societies (Poland, 
Greece, Czech Rep. Hungary).  

                                                 
4
 OECD study did not cover Romania and Croatia 
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The similar relationship is observed in relation to income inequalities. Confidence in the civil 
service is higher when income is more equally distributed (Slovenia, Finland, Belgium, 
Luxemburg). In such countries as Greece, Poland or Italy where inequality is high, people 
have a lower trust level than in the more egalitarian societies. Low confidence in the civil 
service is also reported in countries with the lowest level of trust towards people (Greece, 
Poland, Czech Rep. Hungary) and in countries with the lowest level of confidence in 
national institutions.  
 
Confidence in the civil service seems to be deeply rooted in specific socio-economic 
context of each country and reflects complex citizens-state relations. Public trust is the 
result of long term processes rather than of sudden political or economic changes. 
Therefore, attempts aiming at building or restoring confidence should take into account 
both subjective beliefs and opinions as well as objective living conditions.  
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1.2.2 Opinions on the functioning of public administration 
 
Opinions on everyday functioning of public administration is the important part of its image. In 
Eurobarometer5 polls on social climate, respondents are asked about the way public 
administration is run in their country (Fig. 4). In the period of 2008-2011, Luxemburg, 
Finland and Belgium were countries of the highest citizens satisfaction. The most 
pessimistic assessment was reported in Greece and Romania. In these countries less than 

10% of citizens were of the opinion that the way public administration is run is very good or 
rather good, and percentage of positive responses dropped down significantly in the last 3 
years.   
 
Despite the financial crisis, in the period of 2008-2011 opinions on functioning of 
public administration have improved in most countries. The highest increase of positive 
assessments was reported in Luxemburg and in Italy. In October 2011, 60% of Greeks and 
41% of Romanians expected that functioning of public administration would deteriorate in the 
next 12 months. In contrast, in Luxemburg, Finland and Poland, less than 20% of 
respondents declared that the next 12 months would be worse concerning the way public 
administration is run (Fig. 5).  
 
The changes reported by Eurobarometer surveys were confirmed by some national studies. 
For example, in Italy the overall evaluation on Italian public administration has significantly 
improved in the last 2 years6: In 2009, 29% of Italians had a positive opinion on public 
administration. In 2011, 41% of respondents expressed a positive opinion. The areas of 
particular improvement were: relations between citizens and public administration (rise of 
19,3 % points) health (16,6 % points); public transport (13,5 % points) and education (11,9 % 
points). Rise of positive evaluations was also reported in case of tax administration, public 
insurance, welfare and employment. A slightly different picture is presented by data on 
perception of changes in efficiency of public administration in the last 3 years. Positive 

                                                 
5
 Croatia was not covered by the study. 

6
 Massoli L. (2011) „Building Image of Public Administration: Practices and data from Italy”. Public 

Administration Department. Innovative Public Services Group Meeting. Presidency of the Council of 
Ministers. Warsaw September 2011. Fact sheet presented to the Polish Presidency by the EUPAN 
Members’ administrations. 
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changes were indicated only by 37% of respondents. Almost half of Italians (46%) had not 
observed any improvement and 17% claimed that situation was worsen.  

 
 
A similar evaluation on public administration was found in a survey conducted In Poland in 
2011. A positive evaluation of functioning of state administration offices was expressed by  
30% of respondents7. In the opinion of 25% respondents  the situation in state government 
offices had improved in  the last 5 years. 10% claimed that situation had worsened and 
almost half (46%) did not see any changes. 
 
Assessments of public administration functioning do not seem to reflect in a direct way 
satisfaction from delivery of specific public service. However, Eurobarometer data showed 
that in some countries general assessment of public administration is interrelated with 
satisfaction with public services. For example, positive assessment of health care 
provision8 appeared more frequently in countries where public administration functioning was 
highly evaluated9. In Belgium – a country with one of the highest levels of positive evaluation 
of public administration, 95% respondents were satisfied with health care provision. The 
same situation applied to Luxemburg, Finland and to some extent to the UK. Greece and 
Romania – countries with extremely low level of positive assessments of public 
administration had also the lowest level of satisfaction with health care provision (22% 
respondents in Greece and 13% respondents in Romania). The similar situation appeared 
when opinions on public administration functioning were confronted with opinion on policies 
addressed to specific social groups (for example opinions on the way inequalities and 
poverty are addressed).  
 
Citizens’ opinions on functioning of public administration in many cases seem to be 
interconnected with opinions of other agents involved in the policy processes and influencing 
public service delivery (politicians, professional associations, experts). Therefore, many 
studies on public evaluations of public administration refer to much broader notion; e.g. 
functioning of the government or functioning of the state. One can claim that public 

                                                 
7 “Wizerunek służby cywilnej” (2011). ARC. Rynek i Opinia. Survey commissioned by Department of 

the Civil Service. Chancellery of Prime Minister. Poland. 
8
 Answers to the following question: „How would you judge the current situation in health care 

provision in your country”? 
9
 Special Eurobarometer (2011) no.370.  
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assessments of government (state) activities in various sectors reflect general 
opinions consisting of judgments on functioning of public administration as well as 
judgments on political elites. 
 
Results of numerous studies on perception of the state activity in selected areas reflect, on 
one hand, general satisfaction from sectoral public policies, on the other hand national 
differences among the particular policies. International differences in evaluation of health-
care provision, presented in quoted above examples, show that quality of public service and 
trust in state institutions responsible for service delivery constitute important factors 
influencing public opinion. 
 
National studies conducted in some of the studied countries show considerable 
discrepancies in the evaluations of government actions in specific areas. The survey 
conducted in 2011 by the Institute of Paul Delouvrier, BVA10 shows that 68% of French 
respondents have positive opinion on state actions undertaken by the police. 61% of 
respondents positively evaluate actions in the area of public health, 58% the area of social 
security. The lowest evaluation concern the state actions in the area of employment and 
counteracting unemployment (23% of positive responses), housing (42%) and national 
education (44%). 
 
1.2.3 Evaluation of public services 
 
For many scholars opinions on quality and satisfaction with public services delivery constitute 
the key element of public administration image. There is a bulk of research on these issues, 
for instance  IPSOS MORI11 has reviewed 15,000 academic articles on this subject, in the 
two decades up to the mid 90s. They present a number of different concepts and 
methodological approaches. 
 
One of the important distinctions is the separation of client, customer or user satisfaction, 
usually associated with the delivery of services at an operational level, from citizens 
satisfaction which reflects opinions whether certain services should be provided by the 
public sector or illustrates approval for areas of allocating public funds.  
 
According to IPSOS MORI review: “The priority of users is for a better service, but as citizens 
they may also recognise that resources may be better used elsewhere. The challenge for the 
public sector is to balance the two distinct, and often competing, factors of value for 
money.”12 
 
The most common approach adopted in a majority of research is to analyse the perception of 
public administration from the perspective of satisfaction from public services. Some 
research focused on evaluations made by the general public, presenting assessment of 
representative samples of citizens. Some others put emphasis on opinions of users or 
consumers e.g. people who benefited from particular services. In many cases evaluations 
of users are much higher than opinions formulated by all citizens.  
 
The above mentioned study of French Institute of Paul Delouvrier, BVA13 presents significant 
differences between general public’s opinions on the state actions and opinions of users of 
particular services in France.  

                                                 
10

 Le baromètre des services publics - "Les services publics vus par les usagers" (2011) Institue Paul 

Delouvrier and BVA. 
11

 “Measuring & Understanding Customer Satisfaction. Public Service Reform”. (2002) A IPSOS MORI 
Review for the Prime Minister’s Office of Public Services Reform. Canada. p.2 
12

 Ibid. p.3 
13

 Le baromètre des services publics - "Les services publics vus par les usagers", op.cit. 
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While 61% of all the polled French people positively evaluated actions in the area of public 
health, 87% of users expressed satisfaction with the healthcare services). A similar tendency 
was reported in the case of social security (58% of all respondents expressed positive 
opinion on the state actions in this area and 87% of users declared satisfaction from the 
service provided). Even in the case of low evaluated government actions as employment 
policy (opinions of 28% of all respondents), 57% of those who benefited from employment 
assistance programs had positive opinion on the services. 
 
In Poland, citizens used to be very critical in their assessment of the state activities. 39% of 
respondents positively evaluated state actions in the area of education, 20% in the area of 
social work and 15% in the area of health services, 13% had a positive opinion on the state 
action concerning pension system14.  
 
High level of satisfaction from the public services has been a key feature of Finland. 
According to the Finnish Public Service Barometer15 the customer satisfaction level has 
reached a score around 8 points (on scale 4-10 points) in the period of 2003-2010. In 2010 
among the best evaluated services (score 8,4) were childcare, primary schools and public 
libraries. During the period of 2008-2010 a significant improvement was reported in case of 
health services and highway maintenance.  
 
Data on citizens’ satisfaction in Spain16 show a more complex picture. In 2010 the around 
65% of Spaniards declared their satisfaction with public transport, health centers and public 
hospitals. But only ¼ of respondents were satisfied with justice and less than half 
respondents had a good opinion on unemployment benefits management and pension. 
 
When analysing data on users satisfaction it is worth mentioning that many of satisfaction 
very rarely take into account internal differences like target group (general public versus 
small sub-sets of the population), the nature of use (regulatory/compulsory versus voluntary 
services, occasions/episodically use versus those used regularly) as well as market position 
(specialist services versus services fulfilling a number of functions, monopoly suppliers 
versus competitors/where alternatives are available).  
 
The important factor influencing users satisfaction is expectations of public services. 
Expectations of public services are shaped on the one hand by personal needs, previous 
experience, word of mouth, on the other hand by implicit and explicit service communication, 
values and views about government. Therefore, in some studies perceptions of service 
delivery are measured separately from customer expectations, and the gap between the two 
provides a measure of service quality17. However, most research refers to indicators of 
general satisfaction of the services received or perceived and do not offer a profound 
understanding of relations between everyday experience and general perceptions and trust 
in public administration. Surveys on users’ satisfaction usually present a more positive 
assessment of public services than studies on citizens perception of public services. 
 
Results of the recent study conducted in the UK based on a representative sample of users 
(having recent experience with individual public services)18 showed positive opinion on public 

                                                 
14

 „Wizerunek słuzby cywilnej” op.cit. 
15

 I Le baromètre des services publics” op.cit. 
16

 „Public Administration on Citizens’ Judgment”. (2011) National Agency for Evaluation of Public 
Policies and Quality of Services" (AEVAL). Spain. Fact Sheet presented to the Polish Presidency by 
the EUPAN Members’ administrations. 
17

 Ibid.  
18

 “Public Sector Satisfaction Index. A report for Consumer Focus”. (2010). IPSOS MORI. 
http://www.consumerfocus.org.uk 
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services provision. The study, which used the Public Sector Service Satisfaction Index (SSI), 
showed that scores for different public services ranged from 58 to 89 (out of 100). The 
average score of the 23 services included in the research was 79. Among the highest scoring 
services were health services (NHS dentists, NHS GPs, hospital inpatients, hospital out-
patients and NHS direct), education for the young (children centres/nurseries, primary 
schools) as well as libraries and passport service. 
 
The lowest scoring group consisted of services like tax office (73), social housing (73), social 
care (70), courts service (69), jobcentre (68) or the Child Support Agency (58). It is worth 
mentioning that even the lowest scores were higher than mid level of the scale of 
measurement adopted in the research19. Only 8% of users across the 23 public services had 
a cause for complaint in the past year, although one in four (41%) of these actually made a 
complaint (3% overall). 
 
The UK study provides also interesting information on different aspects of users satisfaction. 
The study included the following aspects: 

 Staff attitude – the attitude of staff they dealt with. 
 Professionalism – the knowledge and ability of staff they dealt with. 
 Accessibility – how easy it was to access the service. 
 Delivery – whether the service delivered what they needed. 
 Information – the information available about the service. 
 Timeliness – the length of time it took to get what they needed. 

 
Among all the 23 services, staff attitude received the highest SSI score (83). Positive 
opinions concerned professionalism and accessibility (score 80) as well service delivery (79) 
and information. The lowest score (76 of 100) was reported in case of timeliness.  
 
High level of users satisfaction was also reported in Poland20. 71% of Poles were satisfied 
with the way they were served during their last visit to public administration office. 
 
1.2.4. Opinions on competencies, performance and integrity of civil servants 
 
Image of public administration is in many ways shaped by dominant stereotypes 
deeply rooted in minds of citizens from most of European countries. The influence of 
existing stereotypes are discovered in many studies on public administration. Christopher 
Demmke in his report21 combines popular assumptions and perceptions with research 
findings and reveals numerous beliefs questioned by the scientific evidence.  
 
For example, according to a popular image public administration employees are not very 
effective in their work. In fact, public sector employees often score higher in assessments of 
work force quality than employees in the private sector. Another belief is the higher number 
of poor performers in the public sector. The existing studies show that public and private 
sector employees estimate almost identical numbers of poor performers in their midst.22 The 
same false assumption refers to conviction that public organisations perform less good than 
private organisations. There is no solid evidence supporting this view. Moreover, according 
to Demmke23, government organisations perform much better than is publicly acknowledged.  
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Demmke presents also a number of popular myths related to perception of public 
administration employees. Common perception of civil servants as less flexible, open-minded 
and creative are in contrast to studies results illustrating lack of significant differences 
between civil servants and other employees. Other myth portrays public administration 
employees as insensitive to citizens needs and expectations when some problems of citizens 
do not fall within the existing regulations. According to Demmke, such belief has never been 
confirmed by scientific evidence.  
 
The image of public administration employees attracts a lot of attention in many EU member 
states, a significant number of which was conducted in France. In May 2010, TNS Sofres 
Institute looked at how the French people perceive their civil servants. The outcome was full 
of praise: 75% of the respondents believed they were honest, competent (69%), dedicated to 
the public service (67%) and attentive (63%)24. A year later, this was confirmed by IPSOS.25 
71% of respondents had good opinion of state civil servants (81% of public sector 
employees, 85% of civil servants and only 64% of respondent working in the private sector). 
The similar proportion of positive opinions (74%) was reported in case of local civil servants. 
However, the most positive assessments (91% of positive responses with no difference 
among respondents from private and public sector) refer to hospital civil servants. 
 
This was also  confirmed in 2011 by TNS Sofres and FSU26 that found that 75% respondents 
who had contact with civil servants in education, employment, health service, judiciary 
system, environment, facilities, found them honest; 69% considered them as competent, 
67% as dedicated to public service, 63% as attentive. 64% of respondents claimed that civil 
servants are aware of the sense of service. More contradictory opinions were reported 
regarding civil servants’ availability (54% of positive answers and 40% of negative answers) 
and accessibility (59% of positive answers and 36% of negative answers). 
 
Direct contact with civil servants resulted in a positive appraisal by Polish citizens. Positive 
opinions on civil servants met during last visit to the public administration offices had majority 
of Poles surveyed by ARC27. 83% of respondents considered them as competent, 81% as 
friendly and helpful, 81% claimed they were served in professional and diligent way, 79% 
were convinced that civil servants efficiently conducted all formalities. Only 3% of 
respondents claimed that civil servants suggested to give them a present or a bribe in order 
to deal the issue or speed up the procedure.  
 
A less optimistic picture is drawn when opinions made on the basis of a direct contact are 
confronted with general perceptions of civil servants. In this case only 54% of Poles found 
civil servants as competent, 50% claimed that civil servants were friendly to the clients, 35% 
thought they did nor show enough commitment. 42% of respondents believed that civil 
servants adhere to the principles of diligence, 36% were convinced about their impartiality 
and only 30%about their political neutrality and their disinterestedness28. 
 
The survey conducted in July 2011 by IFOP (Institut Français d'Opinion Publique) regarding 
the French people and the civil servants shows the other side of this positive image. Among 
the respondents 59% estimated that civil servants work less than the private sector 
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employees and only 38% of respondents believed that the amount of work is the same as in 
the private sector29. 
 
To identify causes of positive or negative opinions on public administration functioning is 
rarely included in the research design. It is usually assumed that citizens constitute a lay 
public having little information about the inside machinery of public administration. Only in 
some cases one can find data related with public perception of disfunctions and suggestions 
for remedies. For example, in Italy respondents proposed the following to  improve relations 
between citizens and public administration: continuation of the simplification of procedures 
and policies (56,9% of responses), improvement of quality of services (27,1%), increasing 
citizens; participation (21,8%), offering more efficient tools to express citizens’ opinion 
(19,9%), enhancing telephone and online services for the public (13,8%)30. 
 
Other studies provide information on dominant drivers of citizens and users satisfaction. The 
UK IPSOS/MORI survey shows that desirable services expected by the majority of people, 
like libraries and education services tend to score high, while services addressed to people in 
difficult individual circumstances with complex needs tend to receive lower satisfaction31. 
 

1.3 Perception of attractiveness of public administration 
 
1.3.1 Social status of public administration employees 
 
Attractiveness of public administration as a workplace constitute an important element of its 
general image. Perception of public administration as an desirable place for professional 
career seems to reflect a general positive attitude toward the whole sector. Moreover, it can 
be treated as an indicator of high prestige of public administration. Data provided by national 
surveys show that in many countries public administration is perceived as an attractive 
employer by significant proportion of citizens.  
 
In the period of 1998-2008 IPSOS had asked the following question to representative sample 
of French society: Imagine your child wants to become a civil servant, would you encourage 
him/her?32. The overwhelming majority of French people was convinced that employment in 
the civil service would be a preferred option for their children. In 1998, 77% of respondents 
would encourage their children to pursue employment in the civil service. In 2006, such a 
decision was supported by 82% of respondents. There were only minor differences between 
public and private sector employees. Despite a slight decrease in the period 2007-2008 
(77%, 68%) one can claim that public administration enjoys a high occupational prestige 
among in the French society.  
 
In Poland, 61% of citizens perceived state government administration as an attractive 
workplace for young people. Public administration found as not attractive 11% of 
respondents33. However, when asked if they would advise their friend to take a job in state 
administration office, 48% said they would do it. It worth stressing that almost 40% of Poles 
had problems in making their opinion. 
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1.3.2 Perception of attractiveness of public administration as a workplace. 
Perception of public sector among its employees seems to be a crucial factor influencing not 
only its overall performance but also shaping relations between public sector and its social 
environment.  
 
The results of study among almost 350 civil servants from the EU member-states conducted 
by Demmke, Henökl and Moilanen34 revealed that significant part of civil servants were 
satisfied with their workplace. 48% of respondents considered public employment as 
attractive or even very attractive. Negative opinions were expressed by 25% of respondents. 
Attractiveness of public sector was reported more frequently by top and mid-managers. 
Positive assessments were reported mainly in case of respondents from Mediterranean and 
South European countries (Cyprus, Greece, Spain, Portugal) and by respondents from 
countries where a Continental European Tradition was maintained (Austria, Belgium, 
Germany, France and Luxemburg). The lowest attractiveness of public service occurred in 
Eastern European countries.  
 
Even more civil servants (65%) admitted that they would recommend public service work to 
their friends or family (Fig. 7). Again, employees from the Eastern European countries were 
more sceptical to recommend work in the public service than their colleagues from the other 
countries35. The highest level of satisfaction considered opinions on the work atmosphere 
(76% positive responses).  
 
The overall positive assessment of public sector attractiveness was more nuanced by 
comparisons with private sector, especially in the field of career development. When asked 
whether career development policies are better or worse in the private sector, 40% 
respondents admitted that the private sector would be better and only 25% stressed the 
advantages of public sector in this respects.  
 
A study commissioned by the Finnish Office for the Government as Employer in 2002, 
revealed that dominant motives for taking a job in public administration were job content, job 
security and work atmosphere36. Considering a choice of job in the public sector the key 
strength of the state employer was job security, stressed by 74% of respondents. Only 34% 
of respondents considered job content interesting, and 32% expected good work 
atmosphere. According to general public beliefs, state’s strengths were vacation benefits 
(76%), personnel’s expertise (67%) and general work conditions (53%). Only 14% of 
respondents believed that the state was able to reward good performance.  
 
Citizens’ comparison of advantages of the state employer to the private sector employer in 
Finland, showed that the state was considered to outperform the private sector employer in 
only three areas: job security (state 59%, private 4%), possibility to influence society’s 
development (30% vs. 8%) and equality between sexes (24% vs. 12%). According to 
opinions of the civil servants state was stronger in job security (68% vs. 3%), balancing work 
and private life (37% vs. 17%), possibility to influence on society’s development (36% vs. 
10%), flexible working time (33% vs. 18%) and equality between sexes (32% vs. 11%). 
 
One of the recent attempts to reconstruct the image of public administration is the study 
conducted by Gajduschek, and Linder37. The study was based on opinions of 36 experts of 
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the EUPAN Human Resources Working Group and civil servants from the Member States’ 
central administrations, the European Commission, and other invited countries38. 
 
According to dominant opinions (44% of respondents) working for the private sector enjoys 
high prestige in the society. Only 20% of experts were of the opinion that public sector has a 
higher social prestige. Beside the prestige in the society, private sector offered better 
promotion opportunities, better salaries and fitted employee preferences. The main 
advantages of public sector were job security, meeting private life needs and to some extent 
better work atmosphere. Attractiveness of the private sector was reported mainly by  
professional categories including young graduates, lawyers, financial and IT experts, all age 
groups. The only important exception were women, who in experts’ opinion, were more 
prone to take job in public sector.   
 
In Finland where trust towards the public administration has traditionally been very high, 
latest surveys showed that trust level towards the public administration institutions is still 
relatively high but the trust towards the civil servants seems to be declining.39. Nevertheless, 
public administration is perceived as a desirable employer. The survey conducted in 2011, 
showed that the government (the state administration) was the most popular employer in 
Finland among the 106 employers included in the survey. The famous private companies as 
Nokia and Microsoft were on the places 11 and 12. City of Helsinki which is the biggest 
employer in the municipal sector of Finland was at the 14th place40. 
 
The importance of job security turned to be a key factor of job satisfaction in public 
administration sector. In the Czech Republic, satisfaction with job security was declared by 
57% of respondents employed in all sectors. Satisfaction with job security was more often 
reported by employees of public organisations, such as state authorities, local government 
offices or public institutions. On the other hand, employees in private companies (both in 
case of Czech-owned, and foreign-owned companies) felt less certain about the safety of  
their future employment41.  Satisfaction with job security was declared by 71% respondents 
working in public administration and by 40% of respondents working in storage, transport and 
communication sector and 45% of people employed in agriculture, hunting and forestry.  
 
Public administration turned out to be sector with highest level of satisfaction with work-life 
balance, this is very much the case for a  majority of Czechs (85%)42. However, only 52% of 
respondents were satisfied with the actual work-life balance. The survey results revealed that 
64% employees of public sector, including  government offices, local government offices and 
public institutions stated the their job provides enough time for family, hobbies and relaxation. 
The level of satisfaction in other sectors was much lower (49% employees in foreign-owned 
companies, 47% of employees in Czech owned companies, 46% of respondent working in 
non-government organizations)43.  
 
Job satisfaction of public administration employees constitute a crucial element of an internal 
image. One of the most important factor affecting job satisfaction is an employee’s public 
service motivation (PSM) level. PSM is defined as an individual’s predisposition to respond to 
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motives grounded in public institutions. PSM affects job satisfaction because it may provide 
the lens through which workers view their work and interpret their work experience.44 
 
A number of research confirms the existence of specific public service motivations. In 
Demmke study45 most experts form the EU member states claimed that the persons 
applying for jobs in the public service have a different motivation than those applying 
in the private sector. The former turned out to be are more idealistic and attracted to  the 
specific work content. According to a British respondent: We work hard to move away from 
the image of risk-avoiding and inflexible civil servants and our advertising reflects the need 
for innovative and open-minded people46. 
 
National studies reveal a high level of satisfaction among the public administration 
employees. In the Netherlands in 2002, 70% of public employees were satisfied or very 
satisfied with the content of their work. In Austria (1999) 76% of federal public sector 
employees are satisfied or very satisfied with their jobs. In Belgium in 2003, 72% of federal 
employees were generally satisfied with their work, 51% were satisfied with their employer 
(the federal public service and 58% were proud of being employee of the administration 47  
 
A high level of job satisfaction is reported in France. In 2011 72% of state civil servants 
surveyed by IPSOS declared satisfaction with a current job. Only 27% of them claimed they 
are not satisfied. The study also show high level of motivation. 79% state civil servants 
described themselves as very or rather motivated. Comparing to previous research, 
respondents turned out to be more satisfied with their work and more motivated than 4 years 
ago (in both cases 7% rise was reported)48. Comparative research conducted by IPSOS 
reveal that similar high level of civil servants’ motivation was reported in Belgium (81%), 
Spain (79%) and Italy (75%). The highest score was reported in the Netherlands where 
almost all civil servants (92%) evaluated themselves as highly motivated. 
 
In Finland, studies show that workers in the private sector reported lower job satisfaction 
than other workers. In Estonia, there was only a slight difference between satisfaction levels 
of private (81% satisfied) and public (84%) sector employees49.   
 
The positive self evaluations revealed by French IPSOS study in 2011 coincide with civil 
servants’ positive opinion on external image of public administration50. Assessing quality of 
services provided 67% of French civil servant were of the opinion that their public 
administration is ahead or at the same level of the competitions (world average 71%). 62% 
French respondents claimed that similar opinion applies to users’ image of public 
administration (world average 65%) and 59% declared positive development in increasing 
efficiency of public administration (world average 57%).  
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1.4 Institutional messages 
 
“The EU economy is now going through the most challenging times in its history. The focus 
of the 2012 Annual Growth Survey is on implementation of the priorities agreed as part of the 
new economic governance and the Europe 2020 strategy”.51 Modernisation of public 
administration is one of five priorities for 201252.  
 
At times of an economic crisis the Commission acknowledges that public administration is a 
determining element of competitiveness as well as an important productivity factor. Even 
under the pressure of austerity measures modernisation of public administration shall 
continue in order to face existing challenges and ensure benefits from the advantages of EU 
membership for the citizens. According to the Commission, in many member-states, there is 
room for improvement, especially for an increase of the efficiency in delivering public service. 
Other important challenges are improving transparency of public administration activities and 
achieving a higher level of quality of public administration.  
 
The importance of continuing public administration reforms requires a number of changes to 
policies, procedures and regulations as well as making public administration more attractive 
for highly qualified, talented and well motivated professionals. A negative image of public 
administration is widely recognized as one of the key barriers for achieving this objective.  
 
The OECD report “Public Service as an Employer of Choice” published in the early 2000s 
claimed that the first measure in raising attractiveness of public administration is “a 
comprehensive investment in building a positive and credible image of the public sector work 
and working conditions”53. As the years go by, OECD recommendation remains valid. 
 
In 2009, F. Cardona in his report prepared for SIGMA - Support for Improvement in 
Governance and Management, which is a joint initiative of the OECD and the EU stated: 
 
 “Effectively, over the past two decades a phenomenon has been observed: the persistent 
attacks on and denigration of the state and of those who work for it. The public sector as a 
whole, and in particular the public bureaucracy, has been the target of merciless attacks from 
certain politicians, parts of academia, certain think tanks and media with the aim of 
weakening its legitimacy. Denigration of the State seeks its de-legitimation and the correlated 
sanctification of the market. Indeed this denigration has had a negative impact on the 
perception of the public bureaucracy and therefore on the attractiveness of the public 
service.”54  
 
According to Cardona, rebuilding trust is a long process in which one has to create “(…) a 
legal certainty that individual rights and legitimate expectations will be respected in order to 
foster the legitimacy of the state (...) as well as the good reputation of the structures of the 
state. Both factors are (…) required to rebuild the trust in the state. Rebuilding this trust is a 
condition for attracting good people because trust will always play a key role in situations 
where human endeavour is required.”55 
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Improvement of public administration remains a priority area of the United Nations. Its 
Programme on Public Administration and Development has a long 60 year history. Its 
mission is to “(…) assist the Member States in fostering efficient, effective, transparent, 
accountable, clean and citizen-centered public governance, administration and services 
through innovation and technology to achieve the internationally agreed development goals 
including the Millennium Declaration Goals.”56 
 
In the UN vision, public administration is considered as a key locus and guarantor of the 
public interest, ensuring that state goals are fulfilled. In order to that public administration 
develop new methods and rules, indispensable to respond to social and technological 
changes and cultural and contextual challenges. Modern public administration shall maintain 
confidence in the stability and continuity of the state, ensure professionalism, integrity 
impartiality, legality necessary to meet the state goals as well to implement the internationally 
agreed development goals57. The vision of public administration shared by the Programme 
put also emphasis on accountability and transparency, solid knowledge base to combine 
efficiency and effectiveness with a strong commitment to be accountable to their citizens.  
 
Shaping a positive image of public administration is one of priority areas of the Programme 
operations. A characteristic example of such a focus is the United Nations Public Service 
Awards. Its purpose is (…) to recognize the institutional contribution made by public servants 
to enhance the role, professionalism, image and visibility of the public service and one of key 
criteria is (…) success stories, to counterbalance any negative image of public 
administration, raise the image and prestige of public servants and revitalize public 
administration as a noble discipline on which development greatly depends58. 
 

1.5 Conclusions 
 
The image of public administration is a complex, multidimensional picture. The key problem 
is a relatively low level of trust in public administration displayed in the countries covered by 
the study. Comparative analysis reveals significant public dissatisfaction with the functioning 
of public administration in many countries. On the other hand, in some countries, opinions on 
the functioning of public administration have improved in the recent years.   
 
Generally negative opinions on public administration change when they relate to the direct 
experience citizens have with public that administration. The shorter the distance (both in 
symbolic space and in real conditions) between citizens and public administration, the better 
the assessment of the latter’s performance, the greater the satisfaction deriving from the 
service delivered and the more positive the evaluation of the civil servants.  
 
Studies conducted in some come countries, show a high level of general satisfaction from 
selected sectoral public policies. In many cases, surveys on users’ satisfaction present a 
more positive assessment of public services than studies on citizens’ general perceptions of 
such services. Most of citizens who have had a direct contact with civil servants perceive 
them as honest; competent, dedicated to public service and aware of the sense of service.  
 
Despite dominant negative stereotypes, public administration enjoys a relatively high social 
prestige and it is perceived as an interesting, desirable place sector in which for professional 
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career for family members and close friends, as well as for the young people, might pursue a 
professional career. The review also revealed a high level of job satisfaction and a strong 
public -sector motivation among the public -administration employees. 
 
Positive conclusions have been to some extent obscured by the non representative selection 
of the reviewed studies. It is worth remembering that the bulk of the analysed research came 
from the EU old member states (France, Belgium, and the UK), in which there are well-
developed democratic systems and public services of a relatively high quality of public 
services. The unavailability of similar research from other countries is a clear deficiency of 
the review, and points to the need to develop  a common research design for future 
comparative studies to be developed. Such studies would allow for a systematic monitoring 
of citizens’ satisfaction from with public services, and the attractiveness of public 
administration both for both the general public and for civil servants themselves. It would also 
serve as a valuable supplement to the comparative studies on public trust and general 
assessments of public administrations. 
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Part 2. Qualitative experts survey 
 

2.1. Objectives and methodology 
 
2.1.1 Background and objectives 
 
The desk review presented a summary of selected research on perceptions of public 
administration in the countries studied. Due to the limited availability of national studies in 
many of the studied countries, and above all the scarcity of comparative research in this 
area, the review results were supplemented by a complementary qualitative survey of 
employees and managers. 
The survey provided an opportunity to deepen knowledge on public perceptions and the 
attitudes of public sector employees, as well as to uncover the key insights and beliefs that 
underpin the existing image of the central government administration. 
 
The objectives of the survey were as follows: 

 To understand the ways in which people think about central government 
administration in their countries.  

 To acquire soft knowledge on dominant public attitudes towards central government 
administration. 

 To recognise the main factors increasing/reducing the attractiveness of public 
administration as a place in which to work.  

 To offer insights into the key needs and problems experienced by employees of 
central government administrations. 

 
2.2.1 Methodology and sampling 
 
The method used was an online survey consisting of 12 closed and 16 open-ended 
questions (see Appendix A). The survey was conducted in the period May-June 2012, and 
was anonymous. All information obtained was used solely for the purposes of aggregated 
analysis.  
 
The target group consisted of public administration employees and employers from 13 
European countries, selected on the basis of their expert knowledge of the external and 
internal environments of central government administration. It was assumed that experts 
would reflect dominant public beliefs and opinions, as well as the moods and opinions in their 
places of work (ministries and offices of the central government administration).  
 
Respondents were selected in line with the following criteria:  

 Good grasp of public moods, acquaintance with social attitudes and beliefs. 
 Knowledge and experience, in direct contact with employees of the central 

government administration. 
 Knowledge of problems and mechanisms typical of the central government 

administration. 
 Employment in ministries and central offices of the central government administration. 

 
A selection of 10 respondents from each country was made by national members of TUNED 
(the trade union delegation) and EUPAE (the employers’ delegation). National members of 
these two bodies were also invited to participate in the study.  
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The questionnaire was sent to 142 experts in 13 European countries, from among whom 
responses were forthcoming from 78 experts in 11 countries (Fig. 6), with the following 
breakdown: 

 64% of survey respondents were men and 36% women.  

 24% respondents occupied top management positions, while 46% were middle/line 
managers.  

 30% of employees  

 40% of respondents have worked in a central government administration for more than 
19 years; 35% for 10-19 years and 25% for less than 10 years. 
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Respondents represented a variety of central administration services. The largest group 
(26%) comprised those employed in human resource management offices, followed by 18% 
in offices dealing with the preparation of policy and regulations, 9% employed in the internal 
security sector (interior ministry, police, prisons, crisis management), and 9% employed in 
labour inspectorates and employment/social benefit offices (Fig. 7).   
 
The survey covered the following areas: 
 

 External image – citizens’/users’ perspectives 
o Public perceptions of the central government administration. 
o Social standing of the employee of the central government administration.  
o Attractiveness of public administration as a workplace (a sphere in which to 

work). 
 Internal image – employees’/employers’ perspectives 

o Job satisfaction. 
o Recognition in the workplace.  
o Relations between employees and employers in the central government 

administration. 
 

2.2 Public perceptions of the central government administration  
 
2.2.1 Citizens’ associations as regards the central government administration 
 
The public image of public administration is a complex, multidimensional picture composed 
of different, often incoherent, elements. Assuming that our respondents had a good grasp of 
public moods and beliefs, the research attempted to uncover interpretations (frames) and 
citizens’ prevailing perceptions of public administration.  
 
In order to reconstruct key elements of such a picture, respondents were asked to provide 
their interpretations of citizens’ dominant associations with the central government 
administration, which have been categorised as follows. (Fig.8). 
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The data presented in Fig. 8 show that there is one single association shared by the citizens 
in the studied countries. In the opinion of the largest group of respondents, citizens in their 
countries associated central government administration with bureaucracy and inefficiency.  
 
Such associations were included in 32% of all responses submitted. The calculation of 
frequency of responses was based on 2 associations or arguments identified as most 
important among respondents’ answers to open-ended questions. According to prevailing 
opinions, government administration is a top-heavy, inefficient structure, frequently wasting 
taxpayers’ money.  
 

“Slow, over-employed machine that consumes a lot of resources but produces flawed 
legislation and meaningless regulation.” 
“The administration seems distant to the citizens, who see it as useless, ineffective 
and inefficient and as a source of wasting public funds. Cumbersome and complex. 
Bureaucratic, too much paperwork, complicated legislation. Mainly slow, bureaucratic 
and inflexible.” 

 
Despite its inherent defects, government administration was for many citizens an 
indispensable part of their lives, and deemed capable of producing certain desirable results.  
 

“Sclerotic administration, unattractive and even “politicized."  
“On the other hand, it is reassured by the fact that it functions for many years and 
despite the criticism, (…) it fulfils its role.” 

 
Another set of associations portrayed government administration as a provider of public 
services (16% of all responses). Administration was perceived as a guarantor of social and 
economic security and public safety. Some respondents emphasised  the  representation of 
citizens’ interests, while others referred to a high level of public satisfaction with services 
provided.  
 

“Citizens appreciate security services for citizens (…) and demand other services.” 
“Citizens associate central government administration with institutions entitled to 
represent and support their interests.” 

 
A significant group of respondents (accounting for 16% of all responses) were of the opinion 
that citizens in their countries think of government administration in neutral terms, as 
associated with the structure of the government or specific ministries, agencies and 
departments. 
 
The subsequent category of associations (14% of responses) presented government 
administration as an instrument of power or a structure directly subordinated to political 
interests. Some associations referred to people’s feelings of discouragement and 
helplessness in direct contacts with the government administration. Others perceived it as a 
form of state oppression towards citizens, an exercising of power in a burdensome and 
unjust manner.  
 

“Few initiatives left to people contrary to the empowerment by law,(…) hierarchical 
power, disinclined to listen to people”. “It is through this complexity of the most central 
administration of the country, that citizens perceive the whole administration as (…) 
inaccessible.” 
“The man in the street associates dealing with central government administration with 
a fight for their rights.” 
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Similar characteristics concerned the direct or indirect influence of politicians. The main 
emphasis was on subordination to political interests and separation from the needs and 
expectations of an average citizen.  
 

“Central administration serves political interests rather than citizens interests.”  
“Political creation, fulfilling political interests and meeting individual goals of 
politicians.”  

 
According to some respondents (11% of responses), a government administration is an 
incomprehensible structure difficult to understand from the standpoint of an average 
citizen. The vast majority of society has only a very limited knowledge of public 
administration’s functioning, tasks and competences. The lack of knowledge was seen to 
reflect the complexity of processes and responsibilities, shortfalls as regards transparency, 
and inadequacy of the information disseminated to citizens.  
 

“For many citizens, the central government is often seen as a whole difficult to 
understand in its structure and functioning.” 
“It doesn't provide the information to perform a procedure or the procedure is 
cumbersome.” “The procedures are cumbersome and long, and the administrative 
language is complicated.” 

 
A relatively small number of responses (9%) referred to other associations. Administration 
was perceived as arbitrary, impersonal, serious and  trustworthy, but also as corrupt and 
nepotistic.  
 
Citizens’ associations with government administration did not differ significantly among the 
studied countries59. Associations with bureaucracy, slow operation or unjustified costs were 
indicated as dominant characteristics independently of tradition regarding public 
administration, public confidence in a civil service and evaluation of the functioning of public 
administration.  
 
The only difference found was in the case of respondents from countries with the lowest level 
of employment in general government (less than 14% of the total labour force)60. In those 
countries, 48% of respondents (Fig. 9) indicated bureaucracy as citizens’ dominant  
association, while in other countries with the highest or a medium level of employment in 
general government, this connotation was dominant for 27% of respondents. It is worth 
noting that associations with bureaucracy were only invoked rather rarely by the 16% of all 
respondents occupying top management positions. Top managers referred more frequently 
to associations with  public service provision or neutral descriptions of state institutions. In 
contrast, associations with bureaucracy were reported by 38% of employees and 38% of 
middle managers.  
 

                                                 
59

 Calculations including independent variables were based on analysis of the one, dominant 
association or argument, as distinct from respondents’ answers to the open-ended question.  
60

 Data from the International Labour Organization (LABORSTA database). “General government” is 
defined as all levels of government (e.g. central, state, regional and local) and includes core ministries, 
agencies, departments and non-profit institutions that are controlled and mainly financed by public 
authorities. It does not include employment public corporations (legal units mainly owned or controlled 
by the government which produce goods and services for sale on the market). 
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2.2.2 Citizens’ associations with employees of the central government administration 
 
So that other dimensions to the public image of central government administration might be 
reconstructed, respondents were asked to come up with citizens’ prevailing associations with 
those who work in the government administration. In the light of this, the study revealed a 
number of key patterns determining public perceptions as regards civil servants (Fig. 10).  

 
 
The most frequently reported set of associations (in 27% of all responses provided) 
emphasised the poor performance of civil servants. The prevailing picture presents civil 
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servants as inefficient and unmotivated dischargers of unnecessary tasks, who work short 
hours and use every opportunity to work less.  
 

“Even if this is changing dramatically, (…) images could be that (…) civil servants 
don't work hard, probably not capable to work in private sector, risk avert.” 
“The officials are viewed as idle people who pretend to work but in fact fulfil only 
meaningless administrative tasks.” 
“The most popular opinion is that the employees are vague, moody, working short 
hours, that there are too many employees and it would be more useful to privatize 
some services.” 

 
The interrelated set of connotations (18% of responses) have civil servants as a privileged 
class, exercising power in such a way that their individual needs and interests may be 
served. Such a characterisation was often combined with arguments stressing low 
qualifications, poor professional development and inflexibility. Public administration was 
perceived as a safe haven for those not able to meet the requirements of the private sector. 
In some opinions, privileges of this kind result from nepotism and political nominations.  
 

“Those who are in power, who act in they own interest, a privileged “civil servants’ self 
government.” 
“Top management positions in the central government administration are generally 
occupied by political representatives who are not perceived as genuine 
professionals.” 
“Often uneducated, work at the office is the only alternative in a professional life.” 

 
Linked to the above is another set of associations (in 15% of responses) considering that 
citizens perceive civil servants to be hampered bureaucrats living in a closed circle of 
procedures and rules that hamper people’s lives and cause unnecessary obstructions. Civil 
servants are identified as isolated from the  world inhabited by the citizen, neglecting 
people’s needs, and unable to solve acute problems. Moreover, they are perceived as 
distant, inaccessible and unhelpful.  
 

“The prevailing view is that civil servants are people who are completely stuck in their 
ways and are unwilling to help sort out people's problems, even though they are paid 
by the taxpayer.” 
“Civil servants are paid for by the taxpayer, but they are not willing to provide people 
with assistance in return. They are unhelpful and distant. They proceed as they see fit 
and not in a standard way according to the regulations.” 

 
Some respondents (13% of responses) considered that work for the governmental 
administration is identified with high social prestige, public recognition received in line with 
an understanding of the public-service mission, and acknowledgment of competences, 
professional skills and integrity. In some countries such an image formed part of cultural 
models passed on from generation to generation. In these circumstances, work for the public 
sector looks like an attractive professional career for young people, as well as their parents.  
 

“There is a certain sense of admiration or respect in the case of ministerial officials 
and regional officials.” 
“More than 70% [of the citizens] want their children to become public officials.” 

 
One part of public opinion (accounting for 11% of responses) identifies civil servants as 
employees of specific institutions or services. Indeed, the commonest associations portray 
civil servants as employees of the health service, police or fire brigade, as well as ministries, 
local government, and public servants’ unions. 
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A relatively small category of associations (equating to 8% of responses) puts emphasis on 
stability of employment, good remuneration and other working conditions. It worth noting 
that in some cases stability of employment was interrelated with a low level of responsibility 
and protection from sanctions that could otherwise be imposed in the case of poor 
performance or misconduct.  
 

“Officials with stable job guaranteed for life, no matter what they do (there is a certain 
level of ignorance to the evaluation system which may entail the dismissal of officials, 
even those statutory).” 
“Stability of employment without possibility of sanctioning.” 

 
2.2.3 Public trust in central government administration  
 
As trust in public administration constitutes a basic element of its overall image, 
reconstruction of the actual degree of confidence and its determinants was an important part 
of the research. Respondents were asked to come up with their own estimates of citizens’ 
confidence in the central government administration in their country (Fig. 11).  
 
Almost half (46%) of experts were of the opinion that more than 50% of their fellow citizens 
have confidence in the central government administration. One third of respondents 
estimated that 30%-50% of citizens put their trust in the government administration. Beyond 
that, 20% of respondents indicated that trust is felt by only a minority (less than 30%) of their 
country’s citizens.  

 
 
Respondents’ assessments sustain the hypothesis that a low level of public trust in 
public administration constitutes an acute problem in the countries studied. Only 11% 
of the experts indicated that a significant majority (more than 70%) of citizens in their 
countries trust the government administration. 
 
The data confirmed respondents’ good grasp of public moods. Although data from 
comparable studies indicate that the experts slightly overvalued the level of trust, there was a 
statistically significant association between respondents’ evaluations and official surveys. 
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Estimated levels of public trust differed significantly depending on public administration 
tradition61 and rate of employment in central government administration. A high level of public 
trust (with more that 50% of citizens having confidence in government administration) was 
indicated by 77% of respondents from countries of a continental public administration 
tradition, 43% of respondents from countries within the South European tradition and only 
22% of experts associating with the Eastern European tradition. A high level of trust was 
reported by 83% of respondents from countries with the highest rate of employment in 
government overall, but only by 33% of respondents from countries where the rate of 
employment in government overall was lowest. There were profound differences in 
perceptions of social moods between employees and managers. Evaluations 
concerning a high level of trust were provided by 25% of employees, 47% of top managers 
and 58% of line managers.  
 
Since an understanding of public trust in government administration requires a reconstruction 
of key reasons shared by citizens, respondents were asked to provide their own explanations 
of the main reasons for people’s trust and distrust (Fig. 12). 

 
It emerged that the dominant factor accounting for public trust (in 31% of all responses 
provided) was a shared vision of the government administration as an institution protecting 
citizens from different kinds of risks, offering the necessary support, and assisting with the 
meeting of people’s key needs. Government administration was perceived as a cornerstone 
of social security, ensuring protection of basic needs and the provision of essential public 
services.  
 

                                                 
61

 Models of public administrative tradition were developed by Demmke, Henökl and Moilanen 

(Demmke et al. 2008, p. 9). In analysis of the survey results, reference was made to the following 
models: the Continental European and Scandinavian tradition (Belgium, France, Luxemburg and 
Finland); the Mediterranean/South European tradition (Greece, Italy and Spain); and the Eastern 
European tradition (Czech Rep., Hungary, Poland and Romania). Finland, as the only representative 
of the Scandinavian-tradition model, was excluded from the analysis.  
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“Administration as a guarantor of basic social services specific to the welfare state.” 
“Central government administrative bodies are often the only stable professional 
authority that people can turn to.” 

 
A perception of government administration in terms of the protection of basic social needs 
corresponded with a vision of government administration as an unbiased, objective referee 
(15% of responses), offering equal opportunities to all citizens. In line with this vision, public 
trust originates from a shared conviction as regards the objectivity and neutrality of public 
administration, as well as a belief that government administration represents the interests of 
the average citizen and its ability to avoid the influence of powerful interest groups.  
 

“Independence and objectivity in the performance of the duties.” 
They can also expect that they will be treated with more disinterest and less desire to 
profit than in the private sector. 
“In case of conflict, a possibility to refer to these authorities and of having the answer 
of a ministry on a topic.” 

 
Some respondents (in 19% of all responses) were of the opinion that key determinants of 
public beliefs were a high level of professionalism and solid performance on the part of 
the government administration. Professionalism related to very positive evaluations of 
civil servants’ skills and knowledge, and their abilities as regards the professional 
management of state machinery and the implementation of government policies. 
 

“People sometimes consider the officials as experts in their field.” 
“Administration are professionals selected on the basis of their merits.” 

 
Performance put emphasis on tangible results of the activity of the government 
administration. Trust arose out of a knowledge of the effects of public programmes and 
policies, the obtainment of direct benefits or a perception of a quality  service provided.  
 

“They only trust in the central government administration when they perceive a 
noticeable positive effect for themselves. If they cannot feel the positive effect, from 
that time they do not trust anymore.” 

 
Another important set of opinions concerning factors influencing people’s trust (accounting 
for 14% of all responses) put emphasis on the role of positive direct experiences. In this 
case, public confidence stemmed from everyday contacts with civil servants, as well as from 
satisfaction with the services received. Trust was also determined by the existence of 
procedures based on a client-oriented approach. 
 

“If you have had good experience with central government administration then you 
are more likely to trust them. If public officials are friendly, knowledgeable and do 
everything possible to help, meaning that people are able to sort out what they need 
to do to their satisfaction.” 
“Direct contact usually improves opinions on public administration offices.” 

 
Public trust depended to a great extent on transparency of government administration (12% 
of responses). A transparent administration is one whose rules and procedures were 
comprehensive and capable of being understood by the average citizen. It also meant that 
citizens had a conviction that control over administrative procedures was being exercised.   
 

“They trust central government because the decisions made are transparent and 
nationally applied.” 
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Concepts regarding state protection and an objective referee constituted almost half of 
respondents’ opinions on key determinants of public trust. The study revealed significant 
differences among the respondents’ opinions. The importance of state protection and 
objectivity was stressed mainly (50% of cases) by respondents from countries with the 
highest level of confidence in public administration. These reasons were indicated by only 
32% of respondents from countries where the level of public confidence was lowest (Fig. 13). 
In the latter countries, the key emphasis was on a positive direct experience with civil 
servants. State protection and objectivity arguments were also raised more frequently by 
respondents from countries with the continental and South European traditions, as well as by 
top managers.  
 
References to professionalism and performance were mainly made in countries falling within 
the South European tradition, by line managers and respondents of the lowest seniority in 
the government administration. 
 
The importance of a direct experience was indicated mainly in countries of the Eastern 
European tradition, in those with the lowest level of employment in government 
administration, and by respondents of the lowest seniority in government administration. The 
role of transparency was emphasized above all in countries displaying the highest level of 
public confidence, as well as those with a continental tradition.  

 
The above mentioned differences offer convincing evidence that there is no universal set of 
factors influencing public trust in government administration. Trust seems to rely to a great 
extent on a development of public administration in the studied countries. The study revealed 
that in countries of the lowest level of public confidence the emphasis was put on direct 
experience and satisfaction with public services, as well as on professionalism and solid 
performance. In countries where public confidence was  high, the main focus was  on 
citizens’ protection, objectivity and transparency of procedures ensuring citizens’ control over 
the functioning of public administration. 
 
An important supplement to the determinants of public trust comprised opinions on factors 
influencing distrust in government administration (Fig. 14).  
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According to dominant opinions (28% of responses), the perception of government 
administration as a bureaucratic, slow, wasteful machinery constitutes the main reason 
for public distrust. Emphasis was also put on the existence of complicated, lengthy 
procedures, inefficient structures and poor management in government administration. 
 

“Central government red-tape and the plethora of rules and regulations which are 
very difficult to navigate your way around.” 

 
A considerable number of responses (27%) referred to the lack of objectivity of government 
administration. Administration was perceived as corrupt, full of nepotism, and subordinated 
to the particular interests of powerful groups and favoured political nominees. The 
associated, deeply-rooted public beliefs portray government administration as an area of an 
excessive politicisation. In line with opinions mentioned frequently, people perceived 
government administration as an instrument of political control and an institution which 
mirrors political interests. 
 

“Too many scandals related to wasteful spending of public funds and nepotism. “ 
“Selection of employees and careers often seem motivated by favouritism or 
nepotism.” 
“The image of state administration is often being damaged by the corruption, 
nepotism and non-ethical behaviour of politicians. People do not differ between those 
two.” 

 
Separation from peoples’ needs, expectations and problems constituted a considerable 
factor underpinning public distrust (in 17% of responses). The emphasis was on civil 
servants’ negative attitudes toward citizens in direct contacts, tendencies to be out of touch 
with reality and to neglect people’s needs, and disregard for citizens met with frequently. 
 

“Feeling defenceless facing it, and considering the administration as an instrument to 
collect taxes People believed that administration is separated from problems of an 
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average citizen, is not concerned with society fate and is concentrated on mindless 
implementation of the government’s ideas.“ 

 
Incomprehension of government administration tasks and structures was reported as 
another factor sustaining public distrust. Respondents referred to limited citizens’ knowledge 
of central government administration, lack of transparency and the existence of traditional 
stereotypes of a civil servant. 
 

“Lack of knowledge what central government administration is and what it is doing.” 
“They think that it is old-fashioned and see it as a "good old boy network”. 

 
A few respondents raised the issue of a negative image of government administration 
presented in the media. According to those opinions, it is the media that should be blamed 
for strengthening negative stereotypes inherited from the past.  
 
The study revealed considerable differentiation to the reasons for public distrust in 
government administration to arise. The “bureaucracy” arguments were reported mainly in 
countries with a high or medium level of public trust in the civil service, and countries within 
the Continental or southern European traditions, as well as by top and line managers. 
Corruption, nepotism and politicisation were reported more frequently in countries with the 
lowest level of public trust in the civil service and in countries epitomizing the Eastern 
European tradition, by employees, and by respondents of the highest seniority. 
 
Separation from citizens’ needs was an issue raised by respondents from countries with the 
lowest-level public trust, in countries of the southern and Eastern European traditions, as well 
as by employees. Incomprehension constituted one of the key problems in countries where 
levels of public trust are highest, countries with a Continental tradition and with the highest 
level of employment in  government overall, as well as by  top managers. 
 
The reasons for public distrust denote areas for desirable interventions aiming to improving 
the image of government administration. The deconstruction of the “bureaucracy” stereotype 
would seem to represent a challenge for all the countries studied, even if it is mainly reported 
to be prevalent in countries where the level of public trust is high. In the latter, further acute 
problems concern a lack of understanding of public administration tasks, insufficient 
transparency and limited citizens’ control over functioning. In the cases of countries in which 
levels of public confidence in public administration are low, key interventions should seek to 
strengthen people’s belief that public administration represents the needs and expectations 
of the average citizen, and hence to break the stereotypes concerning the corrupt, politicised 
civil servant. 
 
2.2.4 Image of central government administration conveyed by the media and  
politicians 
 
The public image of central government administration is not shaped solely within 
interactions between citizens and civil servants, and nor is it the result of transmission of 
cultural pattern within society. Rather, the media and politicians are considered  key actors 
determining public views and beliefs where the government administration is concerned. 
 
The majority of respondents were of the view that the media portrayal of government 
administration is negative (Fig. 15). Only 15% of respondents found the media image to be 
positive or rather positive. Slightly different opinions were expressed when it came to the 
image of government administration presented by the politicians in the countries studied (Fig. 
16). 31% of respondents believed that politicians portray government administration in a 
positive way, while 50% were convinced about the negative nature of the coverage. In the 
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opinion of 53%, the government administration was also presented in a negative way by 
other opinion leaders.  
 
The view regarding negative presentation in the media and among politicians was shared 
irrespective of level of public trust, rate of employment in government overall, and other 
variables utilised to bring potential differences among respondents to light. However, the only 
statically significant relationship was found between politicians’ images and respondents’ 
positions (since top managers indicated positive coverage more frequently than line 
managers and employees). 
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2.2.5 Public support for austerity measures in central government administration.  
 
The ongoing debt/deficit crisis following the financial crisis at the end of 2007 can be 
considered a key test for the image of government administration. One can assume that a 
positive image based on a high level of public trust and an understanding of the role of the 
government administration can successfully protect the reputation of the latter from austerity 
measures undertaken in times of crisis. On the other hand, a poor image based on common 
beliefs that government administration constitutes an excessive burden, neglecting citizens’ 
needs and problems, can result in  strong public support for a  reduction in public-sector 
spending. 
 
To check for this, respondents were asked to answer the following question: 
“In times of financial crisis many governments propose different austerity measures (salary 
reduction, salary freezes, reduction of personnel etc.) in central government administration. 
In your opinion do the majority of citizens in your country:” 

1. strongly favour austerity measures 
2. rather favour austerity measures 
3. rather oppose austerity measures 
4. strongly oppose austerity measures 

 
The study revealed strong public support for austerity measures in the countries studied 
(Fig.17). 73% of respondents were of the opinion that a majority of citizens would support 
cuts in government administration, while within this figure there were the 20% of respondents 
claiming that such measures would be strongly favoured by citizens.  
Public support for austerity measures was reported independently of differences in citizens’ 
trust in the civil service, evaluations of public-administration functioning, size of the public 
sector, administrative tradition or position of the respondent. The image of government 
administration in all the studied countries did not emerge as a significant factor protecting 
government administration from austerity measures.  
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The study provided insights into dominant justifications for cuts in the government 
administration (Fig 18). Respondents declaring strong or moderate public support for 
austerity measures presented their interpretations of the key reasons. 

 
 
The main category of justifications (43% of responses) referred to the vision of government 
administration as an unnecessary burden. Public approval for savings stems from belief in 
an inefficient, wasteful, bureaucratic administration, which requires firm steps if better 
utilization of public money is to be assured. 
 

“(…) that is what civil servants "deserve". They have lots of money, they don't do 
anything and just sit around drinking coffee - that's just the way Joe Public sees civil 
servants and no one has any sympathy for them.” 
“(…)they perceive it as being bloated and in need of being trimmed down.” 
“(…)wrong but deeply rooted image of too many services and civil servants, costing 
too much not performing at all or too little.” 

 
Two other important arguments (in 27% of responses) referred to the information gap 
concerning the role of government administration and citizens’ knowledge of results 
achieved. The first interpretation put emphasis on the lack of general understanding of 
government administration aims and limited knowledge of its impact on public affairs.  
 

"(…) they costs a lot of money and why?"  
“Citizens have troubles to identify added value of the central administration.” 

  
The second interpretation underlined the lack of specific information on the government 
administration’s performance, especially information on its real size, costs and effects.  
 

“The citizens are in favour of measures giving the impression of "paying less" for 
central administration because they are not aware that any investment in public 
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services will mean a decrease in quality of life (education, social security, 
infrastructure).”  
“(…)they think that public spending depends on the cost of central administrations.” 

 
A commonly-shared conviction that everybody should save and make sacrifices in hard 
times of crisis (16% of responses) constituted another important justification. 
 

“The economic crises has affected all the (...) citizens, so the population demands 
that all the citizens are the subject of the austerity situation.” 
“Citizens think that austerity measures are good and should be solidarity between 
private sector and central government administration.” 

 
The above interpretations occurred in similar proportions, independently of differences 
among the studied countries or respondents’ positions. The only exception (though not 
achieving statistical significance) concerned differences in administrative traditions. In 
Continental countries, more emphasis was put on the role of the information gap (opinions of 
50% of respondents). In Eastern European countries, a particular focus was  on “burden for 
society” arguments (in the opinions of 35% of respondents) and the necessity for savings 
across the board (opinions of 27% of respondents). The majority (73%) of respondents from 
southern Europe perceived support for austerity measures as a consequence of “burden for 
society” beliefs. 
 
The relatively small (27%) group of respondents feeling that citizens in their countries would 
oppose austerity measures (Fig. 19) did so mainly by invoking a public fear of deprivation 
of social services (40% of relevant responses), fear of growing economic stagnation 
(18%) or expected threats to individual interests (loss of job, income, deterioration in 
standard of living). 

 
2.2.6. Measures to improve the image of central government administration among  
citizens 
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One of the key topics addressed by the study was the broadening of knowledge as regards 
the steps to be taken to improve the image of central government administration in the 
countries studied (Fig. 20). In this regard, the open-ended question put to the respondents 
was: “What do you think the central government administration in your country would have to 
improve in order to benefit from a better image among citizens?” 
 
Respondents’ responses yielded a wide range of recommended steps, starting with 
instruments shaping public consciousness, and ending with measures modifying the specific 
conditions in which the public administration functions.  

 
 
The first set of recommendations (27%) put emphasis on the need for better 
communication on the government side, including suggestions as regards the closing of 
information gaps, more proactive communication or the presenting of more and fuller 
information on the results of activity of the government administration, showing the balance 
of benefits and costs. Some recommendations stressed the role of better coordination of 
communication inside the government. 
 

“Be pro-active towards the citizens showing results and achievements.” 
“Better explain constraints and choices that need to be made.” 

 
A considerable number of responses (26%) emphasised the need to increase efficiency and 
effectiveness of government actions, and to better manage and improve the decision-
making process. It was assumed that an improved  image depends to a great extent on the 
generation of tangible results, on real changes in people’s lives and on the amelioration of 
acute social problems. On many occasions, such improvement requires structural reforms 
and organisational changes in public administration. 
 

“Government administration should be more creative in its fight with unemployment 
and health problems.”  
“More efficiency. Also the whole governance structure should be changed. (…)those 
in government are willing to have own "boxes" i.e. ministries. The structural reform is 
extremely difficult but needed. “ 
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Proposals on increasing effectiveness were accompanied by a small number of suggestions 
emphasising the need for professional development of civil servants or an opening-up of  
entries into public administration for professionals from other sectors.  
 
According to the third dominant set of proposals, a better image can be built if the distance 
between citizens and administration is reduced. A “close to the citizen’” approach referred 
to a variety of measures aiming to secure better access to public services, with unnecessary 
delays dispensed with. The important part of such measures concerned a need to increase 
the transparency and openness of public administration. 
 

“Be close to citizens, more transparency, less red tape, improving procedures.” 
“The decision should be more 'close' to the people, the work of the administration 
should be more transparent.” 

 
A minority of respondents were of the opinion that the precondition for any improvement of 
image is a depoliticisation of government administration. Less politicisation was understood 
to denote more independence from the pressure of politicians, or else  deconstructing  the  
stereotype that links civil servants with politicians’ corruption and nepotism.  
 

“A new legislation should put an end to the political pressure on the management of 
state institutions, thus getting rid of the corrupting connections with the politicians.” 

 
2.2.7 Attractiveness of central government administration as a place in which to work 
 
One of the study’s objectives was to present opinions on the attractiveness of central 
government administration as an actual or potential place or sector in which to work. 
Respondents were asked to reconstruct their fellow citizens’ opinions regarding the social 
prestige enjoyed by the civil servant, as compared with members of other professions. They 
were given a scale, at the top of which (point 10) were occupations having a very high social 
standing in their country. At the bottom (point 1) were occupations having a very low social 
standing. Respondents were then asked to choose a point on the scale indicating where they 
thought the majority of citizens in their countries would place employees of central 
government administration. 
 
The study showed that civil servants enjoy relatively high social prestige in society (Fig. 21). 
In respondents’ opinions, citizens in their countries would place civil servants in the middle of 
the scale of occupations with the lowest and highest social standings (the mean value from 
all respondents’ choices was 5.61). However, it is worth noting that around 30% of 
respondents were of the opinion that citizens in their countries would place civil servants in 
the lower parts of the scale. 
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The study revealed a statistically significant relationship between perceptions of social 
prestige and level of employment in the government overall. The higher the employment in 
the government, the higher the level of social recognition of civil servants. In countries where 
government employees constitute more than 20% of the total workforce, the social standing 
of the civil servant is significantly higher than in countries with the lowest rates of 
employment in government overall. 
 
Civil servants had a slightly higher status in countries falling within the  Continental and 
southern European traditions (respective means of 6.0 and 5,57) than in Eastern European 
countries (mean 5.1). Top managers had a more favourable opinion of civil servants 
(average ranking 6.05) than employees (5.12), though no statistically significant relationships 
were found. 
 
Central government administration was generally perceived as an attractive employer, an  
overwhelming majority of respondents (84%) claiming that work in the government 
administration is viewed as attractive by citizens in their countries.  
 
Job stability and the securing of a decent income emerged as the main drivers of 
attractiveness, according to 60% of responses. A closely related set of reasons (8% of 
responses) linked attractiveness of work in central government administration with threats 
and risks resulting from economic crises (Fig. 22).  
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Most respondents put particular emphasis on the importance of job stability, some 
referring to popular opinions portraying government administration as a stable, not–very- 
demanding job that suits people with a low level of motivation and professional aspirations.  
 

“Despite the never-ending criticism, a lot of people would prefer a safe, nice job for 
the state. Stability of employment. It is very hard to be fired.” 
“A citizen does not know how unstable yet in the same time demanding a work in 
state administration can be.” 

 
Security of employment was often associated with good working conditions, especially in 
relation to achieving a favourable work–life balance.   
 

“(...) possibility of working time management (better private-professional life balance).”  
“(...) private and professional life balance. Flexible working hours, working 
environment which is pretty cool and after all correctly paid.”  

 
Income security and a relatively high level of remuneration were perceived to be important 
elements to employment security. “A predictable, fixed salary which is paid on a fixed day of 
every month. More guarantee of a constant, albeit low, income than in a private company.” 
 
A much less common picture was that portraying the central government administration as a 
place for highly-motivated, result-oriented persons who have a strong commitment to public-
service values. A sense of perpetration (understood as an ability to produce results, an 
effective performance), a sense of accomplishment, and an ability to influence other people’s 
behaviour and ameliorate social problems, were reported by a relatively small number of 
respondents (11% or loss).  
 

“The ability to sort out lots of social, regional or local issues.” 
“The possibility to have impact on society.” 
“Working for the central government administration means an indirect participation in 
the affairs of the country.” 
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Commitment to public-sector values (the common good, objectivity, citizens’ interests) 
emerged as less-popular drivers when it came to entering the governmental administration 
(present in just 5% of all responses).  
 
Stability of employment and a decent income turned out to be the most important drivers in 
countries with the lowest level of employment in government overall – with 92% of 
respondents, but by only 25% of respondents in countries with the highest level of 
employment in government overall. In general, the higher the level of employment in 
government as a whole, the greater the emphasis put on a sense of perpetration and public-
sector values. A similar relationship was reported in the case of public trust in the civil 
service. More emphasis on a sense of perpetration and on public-sector values was also 
uncovered in countries with a continental tradition. Stability of employment and a secure 
income were in the main defined as key drivers by employees (83%) and line managers 
(74%), but by only 52% of top managers, who also stressed the importance of the sense of 
perpetration (21%), and the impact of economic crisis (10%). 
 
The study showed that government administration in the countries studied does not suffer 
from a lack of attractiveness. A majority of citizens seem to define government administration 
as an appropriate place for their current or future employment. The dominant perception 
highlights security aspects, presenting the administration as a “safe nest”, offering stable 
employment, secured payment and friendly working conditions.  
 
In times of economic crisis, the vision of a “safe nest” seems to be what ensures constant 
interest in taking up or keeping a job in the governmental administration. In the long run, 
however, such a vision might strengthen existing opinions regarding inefficient bureaucrats 
hidden by the walls of procedures and rules, enjoying a number of work-associated benefits 
that constitute a key determinant of public distrust.  
 
Such a threat seems to be upheld by respondents’ opinions as regards the reasons 
preventing people from working in government administration (Fig. 23). Restraints on career 
development were reported among the key obstacles where attractiveness of the 
government administration is concerned. Limitations on promotion for young experts, rigidity 
of career development, or unclear rules as regards professional development were all 
considered major factors discouraging potential candidates from applying for a job. It is, 
moreover, the prevailing opinion that  entrance into the government administration is 
protected by vague selection criteria or by a common phenomenon of nepotism.  
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The obstacle mentioned most frequently is nevertheless a low level of remuneration, it being 
stressed that other employers are able to offer better conditions. An important deterring 
factor is also a shared conviction as to the boring and repetitive nature of bureaucratic work 
that is full of unwanted assignments and limitations on creativity. Therefore, the concept of 
the “safe nest” may not be effective enough to attract young, well- motivated and well-
educated people to the government administration. As one respondent put it: “If it is seen 
obsolescent and bureaucratic and underpaid, it won't be seen attractive.” 
 

2.3 Employee/employer perceptions of central government administration  
 
The first part of the study presented the image of central government administration from the 
perspective of  average citizen. Respondents’ opinions reflected dominant patterns to 
citizens’ perceptions. The other, important objective of the study was to reconstruct the 
internal image, e.g. the perception of people employed in government administration. 
Respondents were asked to mirror dominant views, interpretations and arguments expressed 
within the governmental administration environment. 
 
2.3.1 Job satisfaction in central government administration. 
 
Overall feeling of job satisfaction in central government administration was considered an 
important part of the internal image. In describing feelings of job satisfaction, respondents 
were divided as to the general mood among employees of the central government 
administration. Half of the respondents were of the opinion that employees in their countries 
were very or fairly (dominant opinion) satisfied with their job, while the same proportion of 
respondents indicated prevailing attitudes of job dissatisfaction. Public confidence in the civil 
service turned out to be a key determinant of job satisfaction. Most (82% of) respondents 
from countries with a high level of public trust, and less than half (32% and 42%) of 
respondents from other countries, indicated that employees were very or fairly satisfied with 
their jobs. Job satisfaction was mainly present in countries of the continental tradition (in the 
opinion of 82% of respondents). It was reported by 40% of respondents from Eastern 
European countries, but by only 7% of respondents from Southern European countries. No 
statistically significant differences were reported in the case of respondents’ positions. 
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The key determinants of job satisfaction (Fig. 24) were job stability and working conditions, 
as well as the content of the work (not least whether it is perceived as important and 
meaningful). Almost 40% of interpretations of job satisfaction referred to concepts of the 
stable, secured job. In respondents’ opinions, employment in government administration 
offers a stable, foreseeable future, as well a number of benefits that reduce the stresses and 
risks commonly met with in the private sector.  
 

“They are happy where they don't have to do overtime, where there is a good working 
environment, free of negative influences such as deadline stress, others being 
granted favourable treatment.” 
“Those who work for state are aware that their job is in general still more comfortable 
and stable in comparison with the private sector.” 

 
Stability of employment was often linked with the existence of friendly working conditions. 
The emphasis was put on an opportunity to secure a proper balance between work and 
private life.  

 
 
The other significant set of causes of job satisfaction (37% of all responses) related to the 
importance of work in the central government administration. Job satisfaction was often 
linked with interesting work, work important for society, an ability to change environment, the 
provision of high-quality services for citizens or the achievement of tangible results. Some 
respondents were of the opinion that work in government administration requires a strong 
commitment to such values as serving the citizens or public interest. 
 

““Feeling pride to work for the state.” 
“(…)working for the well being of the state or of the well being public.”  

 
A relatively small group of respondents associated job satisfaction with an opportunity to 
develop a career, or with social recognition and respect. 
 
Evaluations of job satisfaction made by employees themselves seem to reflect to a great 
extent general public convictions as to the attractiveness of central government 
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administration. The concept of a “safe nest” appears to be a dominant feature of civil 
servants ‘satisfaction in countries of the lowest level of employment in government overall, 
and the lowest level of public trust in the public service. The higher the level of public trust 
and greater the size of the public sector, the more important the role played by achievement 
of results and upholding of public-sector values. 
 
In countries of a continental tradition, job stability and good working conditions were 
considered the main causes of job satisfaction by only 28% of respondents, while in southern 
European countries by 43% of respondents and in Eastern European countries by 59% of 
respondents. On the other hand, the importance of work for citizens was indicated by 53% of 
respondents in continental countries, 43% of respondents in southern European countries 
and 32% of respondents in Eastern European countries. 
 
The study provided information on the main causes of job dissatisfaction among employees 
of the central government administration (Fig. 25). Poor working conditions represented 
the reason mentioned most frequently (in 32% of responses) for dissatisfaction among 
employees of the government administration. Poor working conditions covered a broad range 
of claims from low remuneration through to arguments relating to work away from home. 
 

“Unattractive remuneration.” 
“Salary which does not always correspond to services provided.” 

 
An important source of dissatisfaction was provided by limitations and drawbacks as 
regards career development. It was stressed that government administration often fails to 
offer attractive prospects  for professional development, while rules regarding promotion are 
not clear enough and individual performance and commitment are not considered 
prerequisites for a professional career. 
 

“Capable people are being overlooked and eventually they leave (...) and apply their 
talents elsewhere.” 
“Difficulties in getting a promotion regardless of their work.” 

 
Poor management in government administration was considered second most important 
reason for discontent among civil servants. The majority of opinions referred to human 
resources management, stressing the negative effects of deficiencies in evaluation and 
feedback systems.  
 

“New ideas of (employees) are not always listened and taken into account, too little 
positive feedback.” 
“There is HR backwardness in majority of offices. There is the lack of adequate 
appreciation from the employers’ side. They do not praise for good performance but 
they criticize every mistake.”  
 

Some respondents focused on deficiencies in internal communication resulting in poor 
understanding among civil servants of tasks to be fulfilled or reforms to be implemented. 
 

“Few information on what they are doing and why they have to do.” 
“Series of reforms difficult to understand. Feeling of being scapegoats for social 
problems.” 

 
The interrelated set of causes of dissatisfaction stresses the role of internal and external 
organisational constraints. Civil servants’ frustration stems from both insufficient resources 
and instruments for policy implementation, and rigid procedures not tailored to existing needs 
and problems, as well as from  the formal hierarchical structure of government offices.  
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“Existing procedures, often stiff structure of the offices, restrictive rules hampering 
civil servants’ performance.” 

 
It is worth noting that management deficiencies and organisational constraints constitute a 
significant category where the causes of job dissatisfaction are concerned (31% of all 
responses). Some respondents claimed that many of their colleagues used to operate in a 
change resistant system, which was perceived as a permanent part of administrative culture.  
 

“Only the best are actually dissatisfied. But their demanding nature keeps them 
active. They continuously try (...) to improve the system without much hope, but they 
continue to be involved.” 

 

 
 
A relatively small group of respondents emphasised the role of a low social recognition and 
political influence on government administration, especially on the filling of top posts and on 
career development.  
 
Analysis of the causes of job dissatisfaction confirmed the existence of key differences in the 
internal image among the studied countries. It emerged that civil servants from countries 
where the level of public trust in the civil service is lowest are considered to put more 
emphasis on the role of “individual” factors (e.g. salary levels, working conditions, prospects 
for personal promotion). Individual factors were indicated by 63% of respondents from the 
“low-trust” countries and by 38% of respondents from countries characterised by the highest 
level of public trust. On the other hand, poor management and organisational constraints 
were reported by 59% of respondents from the “high-trust” countries, and by 7% of 
respondents from the “low-trust” countries. Surprisingly, the individual causes were above all 
indicated  by top managers (68%), as opposed to by employees (55%) or by line managers 
(48%). 
 
The feeling of unsatisfactory recognition of performance is a key issue in most of the 
countries studied. The issue appeared as a key cause of job dissatisfaction in open-ended 
questions, and was confirmed by answers gathered via a specific close-ended question. Only 



50 

22% of respondents were of the opinion that employees of central government administration 
in their countries were satisfied with the recognition they received for doing a good job in 
their offices. For the majority of respondents, only some or a few civil servants experienced 
such satisfaction (Fig. 26). 
 
The dominant belief regarding unsatisfactory recognition for good performance was reported 
in all the countries studied, irrespective of differences in public trust, the size of the public 
sector, or administrative culture. There were no significant differences between managers 
and employees. 

 
 
2.3.2 Identification with central government administration  
 
Lack of adequate recognition and a relatively high level of job dissatisfaction constitute 
important parts of the internal image the central government administration possesses. The 
binding element would seem to be identification, as such a corporate identity usually plays a 
key role where self-perception within professional communities is concerned.  
 
Strong identification with central government administration was reported by more 
than half of all respondents. 19% of respondents claimed that most employees of the 
central government administration in their countries felt a sense of pride at belonging to the 
public service. According to 33% of respondents, such a sense of pride is felt by many civil 
servants. In turn, another half of all respondents were of the opinion that only some, or a very 
few, employees identified themselves in such a way.  
 
Opinions on commonly-shared pride in belonging to the public service appeared mainly in 
the “high-trust” countries, as well in countries espousing the Continental tradition,  and those 
of southern Europe. The lowest level of identification with the public sector was reported in 
Eastern European countries, in which only 21% of respondents acknowledged that most or 
many employees felt a sense of belonging to the public sector (in other countries such an 
opinion was expressed by 73-79% respondents). 
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Importance of work, commitment to public-sector values and a high level of social 
recognition emerged as the most important factors exerting a positive influence on the 
sense of pride (Fig. 27).  
 

 
 
Commitment to public sector values emerged as the most important cause of identification 
with the public sector (in 37% of responses)62. Acting on behalf of citizens, working for the 
common good and a sense of mission of serving the country were arguments mentioned 
most frequently, which shape the professional identity of public servants.  
 

“More and more citizens appreciate work for common good and employees of central 
government administration sense that they are those people.” 
“They think they are doing something valuable for the country and some people think 
also that serving the government means also serving the country, so the common-
wealth.” 
“The feeling of pride that the public service fulfils important social role and that it 
conveys the values of impartiality, neutrality (...). “ 

 
An equally important factor strengthening professional identity (emerging from 30% of 
responses) was a belief in doing important work, and an awareness of a capacity to 
change the external environment or ameliorate acute social problems. Such beliefs were 
often associated with an ability to observe effects of implemented policies and a sense of 
perpetration and accomplishment. Professional identity was also supported by an awareness 
of high social recognition and by a sense of belonging to a professional elite.  
 
The study provided an opportunity to understand the causes of weak identification with the 
public sector (Fig. 28).  
 

                                                 
62

 Answers of respondents who claimed that most or many employees in their countries felt a sense of 

pride in belonging to the public sector. 
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A low sense of pride in belonging to the public service63 was usually interpreted (in 41% of 
responses) as a consequence of low social respect and recognition. In many cases, a 
weak level of identification with the public sector was a natural reaction to overwhelming 
criticism from the media, politicians and from public opinion.  
 

“It requires a healthy dose of personal "commitment to the cause" to feel a public 
sense of pride in something that is tarnished and looked down upon by the media and 
top government figures. Very few civil servants have that commitment.” 
“People despise civil servants, and feel that civil servants live off their taxes, etc. 
Stereotype thinking of civil servants portrays them as not very professional, often as 
losers who could not survive in the private marked. They are not respected neither by 
society, nor by politicians, nor by their constitutional superior.” 
“They are been told that they do not have results and they are getting paid only 
because the private sector exist.” 

 
Some respondents (in 13% of responses) stressed the negative effects of a lack of respect in 
their places of work. They referred to criticism met with frequently, or even contempt on the 
part of politicians and top management.  
 
A weak sense of pride was also interpreted as the result of civil servants’ discouragement by 
low salaries, illusory job stability, poor working conditions or numerous dysfunctions 
in  offices (34% of responses). It is worth noting that, on some occasions, civil servants can 
tend to adapt to such an environment  
 

“State employees cannot avoid to see the some of the absurd bureaucratic 
procedures, waste of resources, unfair promotions and other nuisances. It is very 
hard to feel a sense of pride when the system seems to be misconfigured.” 

                                                 
63

 Answers of respondents who claimed that some, or a few, employees in their countries felt a sense 

of pride in belonging to the public sector. 
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“(…) their starting point is not their real committed choice, but the opportunity of 
having a peaceful carrier or if they are more sarcastic to be an excellent opportunist 
who will evolve properly in the system, but without profound conviction.” 

 
Opinions on the professional identity of the public sector encourage a conviction that the 
image of the government administration includes at least two important dimensions. The first 
combines elements of effective performance (resulting in the meeting of social needs or the 
amelioration of social problems) with beliefs in a strong commitment to public-service values 
as well as a high level of public trust and high level of recognition of civil servants. The other 
dimension portrays the government administration as an unnecessary burden for taxpayers, 
or as a category of dubious professionals, working in badly-managed organisations and 
hindering peoples’ life by way of numerous superfluous rules and procedures. Although the 
dimensions in question seem to represent the most extreme points on the scale of social 
perception, the particular elements to them constitute permanent patterns of social 
consciousness.  
 
2.3.3 Relations between employees and employers in central government 
administration 
 
The perception of existing relations between employees and employers in central 
government administration was a further research topic of the study. Respondents were 
asked to rate current relations between employees and employers in central government 
administration in their countries.  
 
Evaluation of relationship between employees and employers revealed significant differences 
in respondents’ opinions. 54% rated the existing relations as very good (2.6%) or good 
(51.3%), while 42.3% described them as rather poor and 3.8% as poor. Unlike with the 
differentiation described above, no impact of public trust or size of the public sector was 
reported. Nevertheless, positive evaluations were made mainly by respondents from 
countries within the Continental tradition (73% of respondents) or else from Eastern Europe 
(57%). A surprisingly low evaluation of the relationship between employees and employers 
was reported in southern European countries, in which only 7% of respondents rated it as 
very good or good. The most positive picture of current relations was portrayed by top 
managers (68% of them rating it as very good or good). Less optimistic opinions were 
expressed by line managers (58% of respondents came up with positive evaluations), and 
especially by employees (35% of respondents with positive evaluations). 
 
A supplement to respondents’ evaluations took the form of their opinions on the strong sides 
of current relations between employees and employers. Respondents were also asked to 
provide information on what works well in the existing relations and should be maintained in 
the future (Fig. 29). 
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The dominant category of advantages in existing relations stressed the role of different forms 
of a dialogue between those representing employers and employees, as well as efficient 
channels of internal communication.  
 

“Regular working meetings between the unions and the bosses, to improve working 
conditions for employees.” 
“The negotiation tables and places for dialogue for the planning and making 
arrangements about diverse labour issues.” 
“Social culture of consensus and negotiations, strong tradition of social dialogue.” 

 
The other frequently-mentioned set of arguments referred to the existence of stable rules 
regulating employment in government administration. The emphasis was put on legal 
regulations on working conditions, guarantees of stability of employment, stability of income, 
and clear rules regarding career development. 
 

“Career compliance with the legal framework in the daily administrative tasks. 
certainty of decent work, (...), quasi permanent presence throughout the career.” 
“The security and the stability of the jobs the central government administration offers 
to its employees.” 

 
An important role in developing employee-employer relations was considered to be played by 
the solid management of government offices. Positive evaluations of existing relations were 
considered to arise out of clear rules regarding the division of tasks, coordination 
mechanisms that function well, and effective teamwork.  
 

“The task allocation within departments works well.” 
“Management involvement in team work, (...) a great deal of independence for the 
employees.” 

 
Only a small group of respondents stressed the importance of sharing a joint vision, the 
understanding of aims and objectives, and the role of mutual trust pertaining between 
employees and employers. 
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“Bilateral trust and shared aim are the foundation for good relations.” 
“Shared sense of public service and general interest. Impartiality and independence.” 

 
There were no significant differences of opinion regarding the strong sides to employee-
employer relations. Nor did the levels of public trust or sizes of public sectors in the different 
countries differentiate respondents’ views. The importance of dialogue and internal 
communication was stressed equally by top and line managers, as well as by employees. 
Employees and line managers put more emphasis on the role of job stability mechanisms, 
however, while top managers stressed the importance of a joint vision and mutual trust. Job-
stability mechanisms were defined as the main positive attribute by more than half (54%) of 
respondents form the southern European countries, as compared with just 19% of 
respondents from countries of Continental tradition and 26% in Eastern European countries. 
 
The study revealed main weak sides to current relations between employees and employers. 
These were frequently presented in the form of recommendations for future actions that 
might improve existing relations. Respondents’ answers provided the following set of 
proposals. (Fig. 30) 
 

 
Deficiencies in management were perceived as the main obstacle to employee–employer 
relations. Most remarks concerned failures in human resources management, especially 
regarding mechanisms of performance evaluation. Some respondents stressed the lack of a 
shared vision and understanding of aims and objectives.  
 

“Regular staff evaluation should be introduced, accompanied by a review of incentive 
payments, i.e. financial motivation.” 
“No control for a defaulter or no recognition for an achiever.” 

 
Insufficient dialogue and deficiencies of internal communication constituted another 
obstacle to existing relations mentioned frequently. The main concern was to improve the 
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feedback culture, providing employees with necessary information on their work. The 
domination of one-way communication and neglect for the role of dialogue between 
employers and employees were also mentioned frequently. 
 

“The feedback culture should improve.” 
“More employees should engage in the collective bargaining. People should be 
interested in what their employers propose.” 
“Collective negotiations are no longer respected, the agreements are breached 
without any dialogue.” 
“In the past, the working relationship within the administration was based on a strong 
social dialogue. This last time, it has partly disappeared because the new generation 
of superiors doesn't cultivate the social dialogue as before.” 

 
Neglect for the expectations and needs of employers and employees, a lack of a stable 
system of salaries, and deficiencies as regards the filling of top posts were the obstacles to 
current relations invoked less frequently. Opinions on neglect of the needs and 
expectations of employees or employers focused on the limited respect for employees 
that some managers apparently show. On the other hand, employees were criticized for their 
unfounded claims, and for concentrating on their individual interests.  
 

“The tendency to ignore employee needs when creating the conditions required for 
their professional growth and performance.” 
“They are inflexible, unfair and mostly with high expectation, but without 
compensation and recognition.” 

 
Opinions on inadequate salary systems stressed the role of insufficient links between levels 
of salaries and individual or group performance. Deficiencies in recruitment to top positions 
mainly concerned excessive political influence and a neglect for the skills and competences 
other candidates possess. Only a few respondents emphasised a negative impact of change-
resistant attitudes. In their opinion, the future shape of employee–employer relations would 
be to a great extent dependent on the ability to promote creativity, and to modify existing 
instruments and structures.  
 
Opinions on the downsides of employee– employer relations provided a highly differentiated 
set of deficiencies, as well as numerous proposals for improving the existing conditions. 
There were no significant differences in the portrayal of strong and weak sides among the 
studied countries, as well among respondents with different positions in their organisations. 
 
The existing relations seem to reflect a complex environment of attitudes, mechanisms and 
management practices in the studied countries, and cannot therefore be explained 
satisfactorily by reference to common patterns of thinking or similarity of problems. However, 
the dominant view stressed the importance of social dialogue and dissemination of a 
feedback culture.  
 

2.4 Conclusions 
 
Reconstruction of external and internal image of central government administration raises the 
question about their mutual relationships. The research design of the experts’ survey does 
not allow to provide a satisfactory answer to the question. However, the study reveals some 
interesting findings which should be confirmed by future research.  
 
There was a statistically significant association between respondents’ assessment on  public 
confidence in the civil service and opinions on the sense of pride of belonging to public 
service (Fig. 31). The strong sense of pride was reported mainly in countries with the highest 
level of public confidence in the civil service. The similar (but less statistically significant) 
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association occurred in case of job satisfaction. On the other hand, public confidence in the 
civil service was not linked with the assessment of employees – employers relations. 
 

 
One can claim that the public confidence in the civil service and the sense of pride are like 
communicating vessels. The better public sector performance, the better the ability of 
meeting social expectations, the higher the public recognition. On the other hand, public trust 
helps support a sense of accomplishment and professional development in the civil service. 
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The study revealed that organisation and management in government administration strongly 
interfere in the nature of relations between its external and internal image. Even in the 
countries where public confidence in the civil service was high, the lack of job satisfaction 
was a common phenomena among the civil servants (Fig. 32). Negative evaluations of 
employees – employers relations were reported by the similar proportion of respondents, 
independently of level of public trust in the civil service in their countries. Therefore, efforts to 
improve the internal image of government administration can not leave aside management 
reforms and modifications of an administrative culture.  
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Annex A. Questionnaire 
 
 
1. What in your opinion are citizens’ dominant associations when they think of central 
government administration in your country? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
2. How many people in your country have a confidence in central government 
administration? (We are interested in your estimation on an adult population in your country) 
 

1. more than 70%  
2. 51%-70%  
3. 30%-50%  
4. less than 30%  

 
2.1.What in your opinion are main reasons people trust central government administration in 
your country? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
2.2. What in your opinion are main reasons people do not trust central government 
administration in your country? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
3. What in your opinion are citizens’ main associations when they think of people who are 
employed in central government administration in your country? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
4. What kind of image of central government administration in your country is conveyed by 
the following actors:  
 

 Very 
positive 

Rather 
positive 

Neutral Rather 
negative 

Very 
negative 

4.1. the media      

4.2. politicians      

4.3. other opinion 
leaders 

     

 
5 How would you describe the image of central government administration conveyed by the 
media in your country? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
6 How would you describe the image of central government administration conveyed by 
politicians in your country? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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7. In times of financial crisis many governments propose different austerity measures (salary 
reduction, salary freezes, reduction of personnel etc.) in central government administration. 
In your opinion do the majority of citizens in your country: 
 

5. strongly favour austerity measures 
6. rather favour austerity measures 
7. rather oppose austerity measures 
8. strongly oppose austerity measures 

 
7.1 
(for respondents who selected answers 1-2 on question 7) 
Why in your opinion, citizens in your country would favour austerity measures in central 
government administration? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
7.2 
(for respondents who selected answers 3-4 on question 7) 
Why in your opinion, citizens in your country would oppose austerity measures in central 
government administration? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
8  What do you think would the central government administration in your country have to 
improve in order to benefit a better image among the citizens? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
9. The scale below represents level of social recognition of different occupations in a society. 
At the top of the ladder are occupations having very high social standing in your country. At 
the bottom are occupations having very low social standing in your country. 
Please choose a point on the scale to show where you think majority of citizens in your 
country would place employees of central government administration. 
 
occupations with the highest social standings  10  

 9  

 8  

 7  

 6  

 5  

 4  

 3  

 2  

occupations with the lowest social standing  1  

 
10. Is work in the central government administration of your country considered to be 
attractive by the citizens?  
 

1. Yes, very much 
2. Rather yes 
3. Rather no 
4. Not at all 
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10.1 
What in your opinion, attracts citizens in your country to work in central government 
administration?  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
10.2 
What in your opinion, discourages citizens in your country from work in central government 
administration? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
11. How many employees of central government administration in your country feel a sense 
of pride of belonging to the public service?  

1. most feel a sense of pride  
2. many feel a sense of pride 
3. some feel a sense of pride 
4. very few feel a sense of pride  

 
11.1 
(for respondents who selected answers 1-2 on question 11) 
Can you explain why employees of central government administration in your country feel a 
sense of pride of belonging to the public service? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
11.2 
(for respondents who selected answers 3-4 on question 11) 
Can you explain why employees of central government administration in your country do not 
feel a sense of pride of belonging to the public service? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
12. In your opinion, how many employees of central government administration in your 
country are satisfied with the recognition they receive for doing a good job in their offices? 

1. most are satisfied  
2. many are satisfied  
3. some are satisfied  
4. very few are satisfied 
 

13. In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are employees of central government 
administration in your country with their job? 

1. very satisfied  
2. fairly satisfied  
3. fairly dissatisfied  
4. very dissatisfied  

 
13.1 Can you explain what are the main causes of job satisfaction among employees of 
central government administration?  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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13.2 Can you explain what are the main causes of job dissatisfaction among employees of 
central government administration?  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
14. How would you rate current relations between employees and employers in central 
government administration in your country? 
1. very good 
2. rather good 
3. rather poor 
4. very poor 
 
14.1 What are the strong sides of current relations between employees and employers in 
central government administration? What works well and should be maintained in the future? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
14.2 What are the weak sides of current relations between employees and employers in 
central government administration? What does not works well and should be modified in the 
future? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

Information on respondent 
 
M1. Please indicate your country: 
1. Belgium 
2. Croatia  
3. Czech Republic 
4. Finland 
5. France  
6. Greece  
7. Hungary  
8. Italy  
9. Luxembourg  
10. Poland  
11. Romania  
12. Spain  
13. the UK 
 
M2. Please indicate your gender:  

1. Female 
2. Male  
 

M3. Please indicate your position within your organisation: 
1. Top management 
2. Middle management/line manager 
3. Employee  

 
M4. Please indicate the sector of public administration your work for  

1. Taxation 
2. Labour inspectorates, employment/social benefits 
3. Support to business 
4. Culture 
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5. Security (e.g. border guard, police, prisons) 
6. Environment 
7. School organisation and inspection 
8. Human resources management 
9. Preparation of policy and of legislation/regulation 
10. Study, analysis, planning 
11. Other (please specify) ………………………………………………………………………..  

 
M5. How long you have worked in central government administration? 
Please specify the number of years you have worked in central government administration? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
 

Thank you very much for completing the questionnaire! 
 
 
 

 
 

 


