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Abstract
Understanding how public administrations around the world function and differ is
crucial for strengthening their effectiveness. Most comparative measures of bureau-
cracy rely on surveys of experts, households, or firms, rather than directly question-
ing bureaucrats. Direct surveys of public officials create granular data for analysis
and government action, so are becoming a cornerstone of public sector manage-
ment. This article introduces the Global Survey of Public Servants (GSPS), a global
initiative to collect and harmonize large-scale, comparable survey data on public ser-
vants. The corresponding GSPS data set currently contains responses from 1,300,000
+ bureaucrats in 1,300+ government institutions in 23 countries. The surveys mea-
sure both employee attitudes (such as job satisfaction and motivation), and their
experience with management practices (such as recruitment and performance man-
agement). This harmonized data enables governments to benchmark themselves
and scholars to study comparative public administration and the state differently,
based on micro-data from actors who experience government first-hand.

Evidence for practice
• As a step towards strengthened availability of harmonized but granular data on
public administration around the world, the Global Survey of Public Servants
(GSPS) brings together surveys based on responses from over 1,300,000 public
servants in over 1,300 government institutions in 23 countries. The intention of
the GSPS is to encourage further surveying of public officials, in a consistent way
where possible, and the sharing of that survey data for the benefit of researchers
and public sector managers around the world.

• By implementing the Global Survey of Public Servants core module, govern-
ments can generate comparable data on their public service. This facilitates the
benchmarking of units, organizations, and the service as a whole to international
comparators in key management practices and employee attitudes, such as job
satisfaction or work motivation.

• The Global Survey of Public Servants also enables governments to compare the
methodological choices they have made in their survey approach to other surveys
and better appreciate the trade-offs of those choices. As such, the GSPS hopes to
strengthen the quality of public servant survey data, and in turn the understand-
ing of strategic areas for development inside public administration. By improving
the quality of benchmarks across different institutions inside government and
across different groups of public servants (e.g., comparing public servants of differ-
ent gender or ranks), government’s capacity to strengthen itself is improved.
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INTRODUCTION: MEASUREMENT IN
COMPARATIVE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION
AND THE GLOBAL SURVEY OF PUBLIC
SERVANTS

How governments are administered is a critical determi-
nant of socio-economic outcomes (see, classically,
Evans & Rauch, 1999). Understanding how public adminis-
trations function and differ around the world is crucial for
identifying the drivers of successful administrations. This
poses an immediate measurement challenge: how can
differences between public administrations be effectively
measured? Within government, this question has often
been answered through the direct, qualitative sharing of
experience between officials in administrations targeted
as “similar.” Such an approach does not directly address
comparability concerns and suffers from limiting the scale
of comparisons.

The response in widely used quantitative indicators
such as the Worldwide Governance Indicators and
Corruption Perceptions Index has been by surveying
experts, households, and firms, and constructing country-
level governance indicators based on their responses
(Transparency International, 2021; World Bank, 2022).
These indicators have made important contributions to
our understanding of comparative public administration
by quantifying perceptions of experts and of those inter-
acting with government (such as citizens and firms)
around the world.

However, a long list of scholarly criticisms of these
indicators exists (see, classically, Arndt & Oman, 2006). To
name just three of these criticisms: perceptual biases can
thwart comparability across countries. For instance, parti-
san biases shape the perceptions of citizens and firms of
governance (Agerberg, 2022). Country-level governance
indicators also suffer from a level of analysis problem. Dif-
ferences within countries across organizations are often
larger than cross-country differences (Meyer-Sahling
et al., 2018), and country-level scores are often not infor-
mative to understand cross-country differences in func-
tionally equivalent organizations (Gingerich, 2013).
Finally, country-level governance indicators are typically
not actionable. For instance, a composite score on “gov-
ernment effectiveness” tells governments little about
what and where to improve (Arndt & Oman, 2006).

Existing measures of comparative bureaucracy are not
based on the experiences and perceptions of bureaucrats
themselves. This article introduces the Global Survey of
Public Servants (GSPS), a global initiative to harmonize
large-scale comparable micro-survey data from public ser-
vants around the world (accessible at: https://www.
globalsurveyofpublicservants.org/). The GSPS was founded
by the authors of this article—researchers at or affiliated
with the World Bank Bureaucracy Lab, the Stanford Univer-
sity Governance Project, University College London, and
Nottingham University. The intention of the GSPS is first off
simply to encourage further surveying of public officials

around the world. The second intention is to foster data
collection that is consistent across countries where possi-
ble. And third, it hopes to support the sharing of that sur-
vey data for the benefit of public sector managers and
researchers around the world.

To contextualize the GSPS, this article introduces the
conceptual framework of the survey, which reflects the dual
academic-practitioner aims of the initiative. The GSPS’s
objective is to improve the scholarly understanding of how
public administrations and states around the world work
and to help governments manage public servants better.
The article then details the methodological approach of the
GSPS and current state of play of the GSPS dataset (accessi-
ble at: https://www.globalsurveyofpublicservants.org/
indicators/). Third, we provide illustrations of how scholars
can use the GSPS data to study core topics in comparative
public administration differently. Last, we show how GSPS
indicators correlate at the country-level with one of the
most widely used set of governance indicators, the World-
wide Governance Indicators (Kaufmann et al., 2010).

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE GSPS

By making public much of the survey data we—and
governments—have collected, we have faced the chal-
lenges of integrating surveys that were not always imple-
mented with integration in mind. By including a core
module of questions consistent across settings and enu-
merating it to a similar set of central administrators in our
own surveys, the scope of integration is increased.
Towards this end, we have developed a conceptual
framework to define the topics and questions we include
in this core module.

The conceptual framework of the Global Survey
reflects its dual aims: to better understand how public
administrations work, and to provide actionable evidence
to governments to improve management of public ser-
vants. To this end, the core questionnaire of the Global
Survey contains measures that reflect core scholarly inter-
ests in comparative public administration on the one
hand, and government interests on the other.

As further detailed in Mikkelsen et al. (2021), from a
scholarly perspective, our core questionnaire follows pub-
lic administration literature in focusing on assessing “ideal
types” of modes of governing—“the actual operating
modes and administrative arrangements by which rulers
govern” (Roth, 1968, 156). We distinguish and measure in
the GSPS indicators related to three “ideal types”: patri-
monialism, Weberian bureaucracy, and (new) public
management.1

Weber (1978) coined the term ‘patrimonialism’ for an
administrative system in which rulers treat the state as
private property and govern it as ‘patrons’ through
informal connections with—and loyalty and reciprocity
of—public employees (their ‘clients’). Patterns of (neo)
patrimonial rule persist in many countries in the global
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south in particular (cf. Fukuyama, 2004), underscoring the
conceptual importance of patrimonialism for a GSPS. What
then are the key concepts for measurement in a survey of
public servants that derive from patrimonial rule? In terms
of management practices, politicization and ‘personaliza-
tion’ (nepotism) are central: personnel decisions—such as
recruitment or promotions—are decided on political and
personal (family and friends) criteria. In terms of employee
attitudes and behaviors, corruption (the abuse of public
office for private gain) and clientelism (the exchange of state
resources for electoral support) stand out—so much so that
patrimonialism (or patronage) is often equated with both
(Rothstein & Varraich, 2017).

Weber’s (1978) bureaucratic ideal-type was designed
as an antidote to neopatrimonialism: bureaucrats were to
become autonomous from political (or other particularis-
tic) influences through merit examinations, job stability,
seniority-based promotions, and sufficient pay to reduce
corruption to supplement incomes. This was complemen-
ted by hierarchy and detailed rules, in line with a
Rechtsstaat ideal (cf. Olsen, 2006). This set of administra-
tive characteristics was intended to foster key (Weberian)
employee attitudes: an esprit de corps, impartiality, politi-
cal neutrality, integrity, rule following, and expertise. Our
core questionnaire thus includes their measurement.

While Weberian bureaucracy was an antidote to patri-
monialism, it created problems of its own; in particular, a
lack of incentives to perform and innovate (Osborne &
Gaebler, 1992). New Public Management (NPM) sought to
address these (Hood, 1991). While the term has compet-
ing conceptualizations (Dunleavy et al., 2006), at its core it
is a “doctrine that the public sector can be improved
[through] business concepts, techniques and values”
(Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). For personnel management,
this implied a shift to performance: the setting of targets,
the measurement of their achievement, and the incentivi-
zation of public servants to achieve those targets, for
instance through performance pay, temporary job con-
tracts, and autonomy to innovate (Osborne &
Gaebler, 1992). These management practices were to
foment a series of favorable employee attitudes and
behaviors—such as work motivation, innovation, and per-
formance orientation. Again, our core questionnaire
therefore includes their measurement.

Our core survey thus includes measures that capture
key characteristics of patrimonialism, Weberian bureau-
cracy, and New Public Management. They enable scholars
to understand to what extent governments and different
institutions inside government blend different elements
of these “ideal-types.”

At the same time, to further ensure our results are
actionable, the GSPS module also contains measures that
are core to governmental interests when governments
themselves undertake surveys of public servants. To iden-
tify these measures, we reviewed the topics covered by
six governments which regularly conduct government-
wide employee surveys: the United States, Canada,

Australia, the United Kingdom, Colombia, and Ireland (see
Mikkelsen et al., 2021, for details of this review). Our
review finds that governments measure an overlapping
set of management practices and employee attitudes. For
instance, in terms of employee attitudes, all governments
measure employee engagement and organizational com-
mitment, and all but one measure job satisfaction and
turnover intention. In terms of management practices, all
governments measure employee perceptions of pay,
leadership, and performance management. To ensure we
measure indicators of practitioner interest, we thus
include in the Global Survey core module those measures
which at least five out of six reviewed governments
include in their surveys.

Comparing measures included in government
employee surveys and measures of core scholarly interest
in academic models of governance, there is some
overlap—for instance around performance management
or career commitment of public servants. There is also
divergence, however, with government employee surveys
giving greater pride of place to concepts that are core to
organizational psychology—such as job satisfaction or
engagement—but seldom referenced in academic “ideal
types” of public sector governance; and academic ‘ideal
types’ giving greater place to management practices—
such as merit recruitment—which are less consistently
covered in government employee surveys.

To ensure our core module is of interest to both
scholars and practitioners, our conceptual framework
(and the GSPS core module) thus cover both (see
Figure 1). This leads to a questionnaire with 46 questions
and a running time of 10 (online) and 15 (in-person)
minutes respectively.

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH OF THE GSPS

Surveying public servants around the world poses an
immediate comparability challenge: how to ensure that
survey responses can be compared across countries? We
take several duties of care, while also being explicit about
the limitations of our data. Our intention is also that over
time, the initiative will improve the core comparability of
the measures as well as learn more about the validity of
comparing measures over time, space, and setting.

First, in terms of duties of care, our surveys are con-
ducted with comparable survey population frames. All
surveys included in the GSPS target public servants in a
broad range of central government institutions—or, in
short, central government bureaucrats. Our data does not
contain responses from frontline officials such as teachers
or doctors, in part as other efforts—such as the OECD
Talis survey (OECD, 2018)—focus on them.

Second, we invite a census or representative sample of
bureaucrats in all or a subset of central government institu-
tions in each country to respond to the survey (rather than,
e.g., a convenience sample). In a number of cases where
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comparable sub-national surveys of public administrators
were conducted, we include this data in the initiative’s
data release. However, the core rationale for inclusion is
that the survey has a central government component.

Third, we conducted over 150 cognitive interviews
with public servants across countries in which we fielded
surveys to develop our measures and safeguard a compa-
rable understanding of measures across countries.

Fourth, we combine in our questionnaire established
measures in the literature where available (e.g., for job
satisfaction) with measures developed by ourselves where
needed (e.g., to measure whether respondents were hired
based on merit). We drew on the aforementioned cogni-
tive interviews and a measurement validation framework
(Mikkelsen et al., n.d.) to develop these measures, and
continue to undertake methodological work for further
questionnaire improvement (cf. Rogger & Schuster, 2023).

Our current dataset brings together responses from
over 1,300,000 public servants in over 1,300 government
institutions in 23 countries in the Americas, Europe, Africa,
and Asia (Table 1). The dataset comprises surveys

conducted by the authors in 18 countries, as well as pub-
lished data from 5 countries that conduct their own sur-
veys (United Kingdom, United States, Australia, Canada,
and Colombia). As a result—and as some of our surveys
were conducted by GSPS members before our core mod-
ule was finalized—the country coverage of different indi-
cators varies. Figures 2 to 11 in this manuscript thus have
varying country coverage (we always show the full set of
countries available for an indicator).

Our online dashboard on https://www.globalsurvey
ofpublicservants.org/indicators/ enables scholars to com-
pare countries and to assess within-country variation in each
indicator—for instance across institutions or demographic
groups (e.g., by gender or age group). The data can also be
downloaded (at the country, organizational, and demo-
graphic group level) with confidence intervals (see https://
www.globalsurveyofpublicservants.org/datadownloads/).

Before providing illustrative insights based on the
indicators to motivate future scholarly work, several
caveats about cross-country comparisons using the data
are due.

F I G U R E 1 Core concepts measured in the global survey of public servants. Source: Meyer-Sahling et al. (n.d.)

4 THE GLOBAL SURVEY OF PUBLIC SERVANTS
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First, survey modes across countries differed, rang-
ing from in-person to online to phone. Our evidence
suggests cross-country comparisons are nonetheless
possible. Several of us conducted a field experiment in
Romania, in which we randomly assigned respondents
to complete our survey online or in-person. We found
only small mode effects for national averages (Han
et al., 2023).

Second, response rates across countries differed, from
11% to 95%. Our evidence suggests cross-country com-
parisons are nonetheless possible. In a field experiment in
Romania, we found that varying response rates to an
online survey across organizations did not have substan-
tive effects on means (relative to an in-person survey with
consistently high response rates across organizations)
(Han et al., 2023).

T A B L E 1 Current country coverage of the global survey of public servants.

Country Mode Year
# of
institutions

# of
respondents Response rate Conducted by

Australia Online 2019 102 104,471 77% National government

Canada Online 2019 86 182,306 62.30% National government

Chile Online 2019 66 26,106 43.70% GSPS

Colombia Online 2019 202 25,082 95.20% National government

Ethiopia In-person 2016 78 2195 99.50% GSPS

Ghana In-person 2018 51 3343 95% GSPS

Albania Online 2017 17 3690 47% GSPS

Brazil Online 2017 18 3992 11% GSPS

Estonia Online 2017 49 3555 25% GSPS

Kosovo Online 2017 62 2465 14% GSPS

Croatia Online 2017 64 6711 18% GSPS

Slovakia Online 2017 100 10,817 33% GSPS

Guatemala In-person 2019 18 3670 96% GSPS

Indonesia In-person 2012 15 3903 83% GSPS

Liberia In-person 2016 32 2790 92% GSPS

Lithuania In-person (via video) 2021 11 956 83% GSPS

Nigeria In-person 2010 94 5630 100% GSPS

Philippines In-person 2014 7 2573 100% GSPS

Romania In-person + online 2019 81 6037 92% (In-person),
24% online

GSPS

United Kingdom Online 2019 106 308,556 67% National government

Ukraine Online 2018 15 1802 43% GSPS

United States Online 2019 45 615,395 42.60% National government

Uruguay Online 2021 20 10,232 29% GSPS

Total 1339 1,336,227 63%

F I G U R E 2 Performance pay, by country (% of public servants indicating that work performance is important for pay rises). Source: Fukuyama et al.
(n.d.).
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Third, while our survey populations were consistently
central government bureaucrats, practical constraints in
collaborating with different governments on the survey
implies that the precise set of institutions included in
central government varies across countries, as does the
coverage of central government institutions. Differences
in country means might thus reflect differences in organi-
zational coverage inside governments, though—as a
criterion for inclusion into the dataset—we surveyed a
broad range of central government institutions.

Fourth, for some of the measures, there are differ-
ences in precise wording or scales of survey measures—
in particular for measures for which our cross-country
coverage extends to governments implementing their
own surveys. The dashboard and dataset make these dif-
ferences explicit, for instance by showing the exact ques-
tion text (translated into English) when hovering over
indicators. Wording differences—where applicable—
should be kept in mind when comparing country means.

Last, despite a large set of cognitive interviews, we
cannot rule out that cross-country differences stem
from differences in language, social desirability biases
or meaning across countries (cf. Jilke et al., 2015).
Particularly culturally sensitive concepts—such as pub-
lic service motivation—may suffer from scalar non-
invariance (Mikkelsen et al., 2021). They thus require
more care when interpreting cross-country differences
than factual questions in our questionnaire (such as
whether respondents had a performance evaluation in
the last 2 years).

Although these are important limitations to keep in
mind, they of course equally affect many other approaches
to constructing cross-country governance indicators. In an
expert survey, for instance, experts cannot be randomly
sampled, respond to questions in different languages, and
might exhibit different social desirability biases, among
others. We thus believe that our approach nonetheless
adds to the available landscape of cross-country gover-
nance indicators, and with more granularity than most
existing indicators. Moreover, as the initiative develops and
the core module is included in a wider range of surveys,
some of the abovementioned concerns will be reduced.

USES OF THE GSPS

How can the GSPS enrich the study of comparative public
administration? To illustrate their utility, this section
sketches out six possible uses of the indicators.

First, the indicators can be used to nuance popular
global stereotypes—at times reflected in the
literature—about bureaucracies. One such stereotype is
that bureaucrats around the world lack performance
incentives: their work effort is not rewarded with, for
instance, better pay or greater promotion prospects
(see, classically, Osborne & Gaebler, 1992). The data
from the GSPS suggest important nuances to this ste-
reotype. In line with conventional wisdom, only a
minority of public servants—31% on average across
countries in our sample—believes that work perfor-
mance matters for pay rises (Figure 2).

However, contrary to stereotypes about bureaucracies,
a majority—70% on average in our sample—believes that
their work performance has at least some importance for
their promotion prospects (Figure 3). Public servants may
not be as deprived of performance incentives as stereo-
types presume, at least in the countries that we analyze.

Second, the GSPS can—with the appropriate caveats
noted above including those related to variation in exact
question wording and scale—help understand sharp dif-
ferences in employee attitudes and management prac-
tices across countries. For instance, as illustrated in
Figure 4, the share of respondents indicating that it would
be difficult to dismiss them or public servants generally
varies between 21% (Slovakia) to 70% (Brazil). These
results suggest sharp differences in the perceived job sta-
bility of bureaucrats across countries.

Third, the GSPS indicators can enable scholars to
understand change over time in recruitment practices in
governments, by assessing how recruitment practices
interact with years of service of public servants.2 To illus-
trate, Figure 5 plots the share of public servants indicating
that they found out about their public sector job through
a public advertisement in several countries (Chile, Croatia,
Romania, Estonia), by years of service of public servants. It
shows that in a range of countries, the share of public

F I G U R E 3 Performance-based promotions, by country (% of public servants indicating that work performance is important for promotion
prospects). Source: Fukuyama et al. (n.d.).

6 THE GLOBAL SURVEY OF PUBLIC SERVANTS
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servants finding out about their first public sector job
through an advertisement (e.g., newspaper, government
website) has increased sharply. For instance, in Chile, only
18% of public servants recruited more than 20 years ago
learned about their first public sector job through an
advertisement, relative to 44% of public servants
recruited in the last decade. With jobs being publicly
advertised rather than only disseminated through word
of mouth, transparency in public sector recruitment has
arguably increased in these countries, at least in terms of
vacancy dissemination. Our data can thus also help assess
changes in civil service management and reforms where
applicable.

Fourth, the GSPS indicators can shed light on variation
across countries in the nature and internal organization of
the state, for instance in how centralized or decentralized
civil services are. To illustrate, Figures 6 and 7 compare
variation across organizations inside the governments of
Albania and Croatia in pay competitiveness (measured by
whether respondents agree that it would be easy for
them to find a private sector job that pays better). In
Albania, variation in pay competitiveness with the private
sector across organizations is relatively limited, with the
share of respondents indicating that it would be easy for

them to find a better-paid private sector job ranging from
42% to 64% (Figure 6).

By contrast, in Croatia, this share varies much more
sharply across organizations, between 6% and 92%
(Figure 7). It reflects much greater decentralization of pay
setting in Croatia than in Albania, with different govern-
ment organizations in Croatia in some cases counting on
separate pay regulations.

The granular nature of our data thereby allows further
nuance in understanding the (de)centralized nature of
the state. For instance, within Albania, pay setting is rela-
tively homogenous across institutions, while, in practice,
recruitment practices vary sharply. To illustrate, the share
of public servants indicating that they were assessed by a
written exam in their initial recruitment to the public sec-
tor varies across organizations in Albania between 21%
and 73% (Figure 8), reflecting the requirement for civil
servants to pass a centrally administered exam but not
for employees of institutions regulated by the labor code.
In other words, within countries, some civil service man-
agement practices are more centralized while others vary
sharply across institutions. The GSPS indicators provide
granular data across countries to help scholars study and
understand these nuances.

F I G U R E 4 Job stability by country (% of public servants agreeing that it would be difficult to dismiss them/public servants). Source: Fukuyama
et al. (n.d.).

F I G U R E 5 Recruitment through job advertisements in select countries, by years of service of public servants (% of public servants indicating they
found out about their first public sector job vacancy through an advertisement). Source: Fukuyama et al. (n.d.).
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The perspective of the GSPS is that cross-country anal-
ysis and a deeper dive into the variation exhibited across
institutions within a single country are complementary
lenses by which researchers and public sector managers
can understand a specific public administration. Figure 9
showcases how national averages (darker blue bars) for
satisfaction of public servants with their salaries compares
across countries. The figure then overlays these national
averages with the distribution of salary satisfaction across

organizations, using the example of the UK civil service
(lighter blue bars). The figure showcases how organiza-
tions inside the government compare with a global distri-
bution of salary satisfaction. The ability to benchmark
against other country averages highlights important chal-
lenges in some UK government organizations with pay
satisfaction. As such, benchmarking across countries can
be an input to an improved understanding of the varia-
tion observed within a single government.

F I G U R E 6 (Lack of ) pay competitiveness in Albania, by organization (% of public servants indicating it would be easy for them to find a private
sector job that pays better). Source: Fukuyama et al. (n.d.).

F I G U R E 7 (Lack of) pay competitiveness in Croatia, by organization (% of public servants indicating it would be easy for them to find a private
sector job that pays better). Source: Fukuyama et al. (n.d.).

F I G U R E 8 Merit recruitment in Albania, by organization (% of public servants indicating being assessed through a written exam in their public
sector recruitment). Source: Fukuyama et al. (n.d.).
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Beyond helping scholars understand heterogeneity
inside government across institutions, the GSPS indicators
also enable scholars to study how the experience of dif-
ferent demographic groups of public servants varies
across countries—for instance in terms of generational
differences, rank differences, differences by contract type
of employees, or gender differences. To illustrate,
Figure 10 splits pay satisfaction of public servants by gen-
der within each country. The graph shows that gender
differences in pay satisfaction are relatively small in many
countries. Yet the figure also shows that in some
governments—such as Ethiopia—significantly more
female employees are satisfied with their pay, whereas in
others—such as Slovakia—significantly more men are sat-
isfied with their pay.

The data thus enable scholars to understand system-
atically how sociodemographic factors like gender differ-
ences vary systematically across countries—from
employee attitudes such as motivation or job satisfac-
tion, to perceptions of male and female employees of
management practices such as leadership. Observing
these differences, scholars may seek explanations for
why, in some countries, men or women respond more
favorably than in others. To our knowledge, this research
endeavor—exploring variation across countries in the
experience of different demographic groups of public

servants—was previously not feasible for scholars at
scale.

Finally—and perhaps most straightforwardly—our
indicators may also help scholars implementing surveys
of public servants in specific countries understand how
their case countries are similar or different from others in
the world in employee attitudes or management prac-
tices. We hope the indicators can thus lead to more
empirically grounded case selection and generalizability
discussions in country-specific research.

RELATING THE GSPS TO OTHER
GOVERNANCE INDICATORS

How do existing composite governance indicators relate
to the GSPS indicators? To illustrate, consider, first, the
relation between GSPS indicators and the widely used
Worldwide Governance Indicators (World Bank, 2022). We
do not intend the comparison to be a “validation” exer-
cise, but rather an exploration of the linkages between
the GSPS data and the existing literature. Figure 11 pro-
vides scatterplots showing the relationship at the
country-level between three GSPS indicators—work moti-
vation, pay satisfaction, and perceived job stability of
public servants—and the two indicators from the

F I G U R E 9 Salary satisfaction in the United Kingdom, by country and organization (% of public servants indicating that they are satisfied with their
salary).

F I G U R E 1 0 Pay satisfaction, by country and gender (% of public servants agreeing they are satisfied with their pay and/or total benefits). Source:
Fukuyama et al. (n.d.).
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Worldwide Governance Indicators that arguably most
closely relate to public administration: Government Effec-
tiveness and Control of Corruption.

The graphs show that different GSPS indicators
correlate differently with Government Effectiveness and
Control of Corruption. Greater work motivation of public
servants is positively correlated with both greater govern-
ment effectiveness (r = 0.47) and better control of corrup-
tion (r = 0.35) (greater work motivation is measured by
whether public servants agree that they are willing to go
the extra mile or perform tasks that are not really required
from them, among others). By contrast, pay satisfaction
of public servants is negatively—albeit weakly so—
correlated with both governance indicators, whereas
perceived job stability is (weakly) positively related with
corruption control, but negatively related to government
effectiveness.

Although these are merely suggestive correlations
(which might additionally be affected by differences in
wording across countries), they do underscore that the
Global Survey can uncover differences in nuanced charac-
teristics of public administration across countries and
enable scholars to explore their relevance for governance
outcomes in a way that composite governance indicators
cannot and do not predict (as different employee atti-
tudes and management practices in the GSPS indicators
are differentially correlated with composite governance
scores3).

CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

How do civil service management practices differ within
and across governments? How do core attitudes of public
servants—such as their motivation or satisfaction—differ

within and across governments? This article introduces
the GSPS, which enables scholars to draw on micro-data
from public servants around the world to understand
these key questions in comparative public administration.

The GSPS can help scholars explore stereotypes about
public administrations, assess changes in civil service
recruitment, and understand the internal dynamics of
governments. For instance, in terms of heterogeneity
across institutions, across indicators of public service
management, and across demographic groups. They also
enable scholars to compare public administrations
around the world (with due limitations about measure-
ment invariance and differences in languages and ques-
tion wording among others kept in mind).

Existing composite governance scores are less
resource intensive to collect and will continue to have
advantages in terms of cross-country and intertemporal
coverage. At the same time, where the GSPS is implemen-
ted, it arguably brings greater nuance and actionability
than composite governance scores by enabling more dis-
aggregated assessments of specific management prac-
tices in specific organizations or for specific groups of
public servants inside government. We are thus confident
that the GSPS contributes to the growing set of micro
datasets available to study governments around the
world (cf. Baig et al., 2021; Charron et al., 2021; Fazekas &
Czibik, 2021), and offers a sea change in micro data avail-
ability to study comparative civil service management
and organizational behavior in particular.

Although this article presented the current state of
play of the GSPS, the GSPS co-founders (the co-authors of
this piece) will continue to conduct surveys of public ser-
vants with governments around the world and work with
governments which already implement surveys to align
their measures with the GSPS core questionnaire module.

F I G U R E 1 1 Global survey of public servants country indicators versus worldwide governance indicators.

10 THE GLOBAL SURVEY OF PUBLIC SERVANTS

 15406210, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/puar.13611 by U

niversity C
ollege L

ondon U
C

L
 L

ibrary Services, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [14/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



We also have pending requests with several governments
to incorporate their employee survey data into the GSPS.
As such, we hope that the GSPS dataset—and its utility to
scholars—will further grow over time in coverage and
comparability. We hope other scholars may join the effort,
and we are keen to collaborate with colleagues seeking
to conduct government-wide surveys of public servants
in countries not currently covered by the GSPS. We also
highlight the need for undertaking further methodologi-
cal validation work on the GSPS indicators and on the
measurement of public administration more generally (cf.
Rogger and Schuster, 2023).

Understanding the functioning of public administra-
tion is complicated by the lack of objective benchmarks
in much government activity. Micro-data on the experi-
ence of public servants of their work contributes to a
more granular approach to understanding the state
despite this, and coherence in that data across organiza-
tions and countries facilitates more precise comparative
work. Our hope is that the GSPS is a step toward each of
these aims, and toward a stronger study of the public
service.

ENDNOTES
1 These are, of course, not the only ideal-types advanced by scholars.
Since the 1990s, a number of others—such as network governance or
‘digital era governance’—have been posited (Dunleavy et al., 2006).
None of them have been as ‘dominant’ a model as the three we mea-
sure, however (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011).

2 This is suggestive only, as it is based on responses from public servants
who were recruited in the past but remain in public service at the time
of the survey. Given the low rate of turnover in many public services,
however, this may be more credible an exercise than in a comparable
private sector setting.

3 Composite governance scores draw, of course, from underlying indica-
tors. Yet, these are themselves typically aggregated. ‘Government
Effectiveness’, for instance, aggregates indicators such as ‘Quality
of public administration’ or ‘Institutional effectiveness’ (World
Bank, 2022).
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