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Disclaimer 

This report is a product of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/the World Bank. 

The findings, interpretation, and conclusions expressed in this paper do not necessarily reflect the views 

of the Executive Directors of the World Bank or the governments they represent. The World Bank does 

not guarantee the accuracy of the data included in this work. 

This report does not necessarily represent the position of the European Union or the Romanian 

Government. 

 

Copyright Statement 

The material in this publication is copyrighted. Copying and/or transmitting portions of this work without 

permission may be a violation of applicable laws. 

For permission to photocopy or reprint any part of this work, please send a request with the complete 

information to either: (i) General Secretariat of the Government (Piaţa Victoriei nr. 1, Sector 1, Bucharest, 

Romania) or (ii) the World Bank Group Romania (Vasile Lascăr Street, No. 31, 6th floor, Sector 2, Bucharest, 

Romania). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This report has been delivered as part of the Reimbursable Advisory Services Agreement on Developing a 

Unitary Human Resources Management System within the Public Administration (HRM RAS - P165191), 

signed between the General Secretariat of the Government and the International Bank for Reconstruction 

and Development on January 31, 2018. It presents the key findings from a survey of public administration 

employees conducted under the HRM RAS with the purpose of providing empirical evidence for all of the 

analyses carried out under the HRM RAS. While findings of the survey were integrated in the relevant 

deliverables of the HRM RAS, this report compiles all of the survey findings and provides a more in-depth 

analysis across the various HRM functions covered by the HRM RAS. 
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Executive Summary 
 

1. Despite considerable achievements over the last three decades, Romania continues to 

face obstacles in realizing its full economic potential and creating equal opportunities for its 

citizens.1 Poor service delivery and infrastructure are in part a result of the low quality of the 

Romanian public administration, which remains one of the least effective among the European 

Union (EU) Member States.2 In response, the Government has been undertaking regulatory and 

institutional reforms. The World Bank is supporting the Government in its further efforts to 

professionalize the public administration and increase its performance and effectiveness by 

revising the recruitment, selection and appraisal, performance management, competency 

framework and training systems. 

 

2. In this context, the Romania Public Administration Employee Survey was conducted to 

provide a quantitative diagnostic of the de facto experiences of workers in the public 

administration, and to establish baseline metrics against which the impact of reforms can be 

assessed. The survey was conducted in 81 central, territorial and local public institutions across 

the country (between June 2019 and January 2020),3 with over 3300 in-person and 2700 on-line 

interviews completed (see Appendix 1 for details on the survey methodology).4 This report 

presents the survey findings on the various human resource management (HRM) practices in an 

integrated and problem-driven manner, through the lens of the two key drivers of performance: 

selecting the right staff and keeping them motivated.5 The survey results are analyzed against 

the backdrop of existing evidence from the academic literature, as well as the findings of the 

broader, mostly qualitative diagnostic work conducted by the World Bank on HRM practices in 

the Romanian public administration. 

 

Selecting the right staff 

 

3. Despite a robust and rigorous de jure recruitment process, the de facto screening 

mechanism for the Romanian public administration is focused on candidates’ legal knowledge 

 
1 World Bank, Country Partnership Framework for Romania for the period FY19-23, Report No. 126154-RO, May 21 
2018 
2 World Bank, World Governance Indicators 
3 Throughout the report, public institutions appear under their name at the time of commencing the 
implementation of the survey in June 2019. 
4 The exact name of some of the institutions, particularly those at the central government level have changed since 
the field work was conducted due to a government reorganization process, which resulted in 16 ministries instead 
of 24. Throughout this report, institution names are the ones used at the time of the field work. 
5 Finan, F., Olken, B. A., Pande, R. 2015. “The Personnel Economics of the State,” Working Paper 21825, National 
Bureau of Economic Research, December 2015, p.27. 
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at the expense of a broad array of competencies necessary to perform effectively on a job. The 

written exam is solely on legal and technical knowledge, and the interview is often mainly a 

replication of the same missing out on the opportunity to assess more subjective dimensions of 

candidates’ profile. Even though assessing socio-emotional skills is required by law, only around 

half of all respondents report that they were asked such questions. Even these are primarily more 

traditional skills such as analytical thinking, teamwork and interpersonal and communication 

skills, not other important competencies for public employees, such as results or customer 

orientation, initiative and innovation, leadership, collaboration and partnering or judgement and 

decision-making. On a positive note, those hired in the last five years report more interview 

questions on socio-emotional skills. 

 

4. There are some limitations in the competitiveness and integrity of recruitment. The 

survey and qualitative analysis reveal that in spite of rigorous de jure procedures, competition 

can be limited, for instance, by not always assessing multiple candidates for the given job. This 

was reported by 24% of those who claim to have got into their current positions through 

recruitment competition or competition for promotion to a management position (the two 

processes requiring competitive selection process by law). When asked about how frequently 

they think exam or interview questions are leaked in advance to preferred candidates, 23% of 

respondents admitted that such practices occur, and with more frequency in central institutions. 

 

5. The recruitment system is not attracting and selecting people with a sense of purpose 

and mission. Even where selection committees assess motivation, this can be driven by various 

aspects of the position. In fact, for 44% of respondents the number one factor to join the public 

sector was job security, with career development opportunities in a distant second place. The 

opportunity to serve society did not feature prominently among the responses. This relative lack 

of public service motivation has implications further down the line in public sector careers, as 

most respondents say that their current mission is best characterized by “following public 

administration rules”. This is aggravated by the fact that as many as 88% of respondents see their 

own mission to be misaligned with that of their institution.  

 

Keeping staff motivated 

 

6. While legally mandated performance appraisals are regularly conducted, they do not 

clearly identify staff objectives or differentiate performance in achieving these objectives. 

Three out of four employees play an active role in setting their own objectives together with their 

managers, as by law this is the responsibility of the line manager. Not involving employees in 

objective-setting limits their ownership of their own goals and evaluation process. Moreover, 

there is a lack of alignment between individual and organizational objectives, which is shown to 
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be correlated with lower levels of motivation. Beyond objective-setting, another major limitation 

of the motivational potential of performance appraisals is that nearly 95% of respondents report 

having received a rating of ‘very good’ (highest score on a four-grade scale) in their last 

performance appraisal. 

 

7. Performance appraisals have formal implications on staff promotions, accountability 

and pay, but, in practice, appraisal results are rarely used as a basis for administrative 

decisions. On one hand, this is due to the ubiquitous high scores. On the other, for career 

progression and compensation processes for civil servants, performance ratings are used as 

procedural compliance checks. Indeed, only one in ten civil servants perceived their performance 

as leading to financial benefits or having had an impact on promotion. Opportunities for career 

advancement are highly limited, as 54% say that they cannot get promoted, as they are at the 

highest professional grade. Interestingly, 18% report not being interested at all in getting 

promoted to a management position.  

 

8. Performance conversations and informal feedback motivate staff, and there is demand 

for more of it. 84% of the survey respondents report that their superior discussed the results of 

their performance evaluation with them as part of the yearly mandatory performance appraisal 

process. In addition, 67% of respondents report that their superior discussed with them their 

performance informally at other occasions throughout the year. However, one in three 

respondents would like to receive more feedback, going beyond task completion to receiving 

advice on how to improve specific behaviors. The survey also shows a clear correlation between 

formal and informal performance conversations and higher staff motivation and engagement. 

 

9. Satisfactory salary in itself does not motivate staff, but individual salary raises would 

do so. In spite of a perceived wage premium in the private sector, 54% of civil servants are 

generally satisfied with their base salary, although significantly less so in territorial institutions 

(25%). Still, high salaries neither appear to be an important factor of career attractiveness, nor 

are they found to be associated with motivation. However, the survey finds that organizations 

with higher pay progression, as measured by the ratio of 90th percentile wage to 10th percentile 

wage, have higher average staff motivation levels suggesting that individual salary raises could 

contribute to improving motivation among civil servants. 

 

10. Given limited scope for monetary incentive mechanisms, managers use informal non-

monetary rewards that appeal to employees’ intrinsic motivation. Respondents report 

receiving such incentives primarily in the form of informal feedback from managers (77%), public 

praise by managers in meetings (38%) and to a lesser extent additional travel or training 

opportunities (22%).  
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11. A collegial work environment is another important driver of motivation. Around three-

quarters of those surveyed were content with interpersonal relations within their teams in terms 

of communication, cooperation within the team, being able to rely on team members in difficult 

situations and being valued for one’s own work. Such positive team experience, as well as inter-

personal trust, were positively correlated with motivation and job satisfaction. 

 

12. Good leadership also motivates staff, but is currently too hierarchical and not 

supportive enough towards innovation. The quality of leadership was measured in terms of 

respondents’ perception of their mangers’ actions, such as effectively communicating the 

institution’s vision and mission, setting good examples, making the employee feel proud to be 

part of the institution, communicating ethical standards or keeping promises. Contrasting the 

perceptions of employees with managers’ self-perception, the survey points at some of the most 

important gaps in leadership practices, which are supporting career development, caring about 

each of the subordinates, making employees feel valued for the work they do, and encouraging 

innovation. 

 

13. Overall, the survey provides evidence corroborating the conclusions of earlier 

qualitative diagnostic work, which highlighted that the Romanian public administration is 

overly compliance-based and not sufficiently results-oriented.6 All of the HRM functions 

assessed in the survey prove to be executed mostly in accordance with existing laws and 

regulations, of which both employees and managers are aware. Still, these HRM functions do not 

always translate into the desired outcomes, namely selecting competent and driven staff and 

motivating them to deliver high quality outputs. Moreover, the administrative system and 

organizational culture are shown to be overly legalistic and procedural, rather than results-

oriented.  

 

Recommendations 

 

14. A sum of these complimentary insights and more granular understanding provided by 

the survey point to a set of measures that can be taken to improve the selection and motivation 

of staff. Building on the relevant recommendations of the HRM function-specific analyses of the 

RAS on recruitment, competency framework and performance management and performance-

 
6 For instance, see the main findings and conclusions of the World Bank (2019), Baseline review of the national 
framework for HRM and its institutionalization. 
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related pay,7 the report provides detailed recommendations on how to increase the emphasis on 

the desired outcomes of recruitment and not just assess, but actively manage, motivate and 

enable individual performance. The survey findings further reinforce a number of common 

themes cutting across of all the proposed actions. One of these is the need to increase the 

collection, use and analysis of data for all HRM practices to facilitate the efficiency, transparency 

and integrity of HRM processes, as well as evidence-based decision-making. A further important 

theme is the need to increase the emphasis on staff motivation and competences both in the 

recruitment and performance management systems. Accomplishing this will require investing in 

managers through training them in “people management skills” (labelled “managerial abilities” 

in the new competency framework, which include managing performance and team 

development). Finally, all of the recommendations point in the direction of the need for a shift 

from a compliance-based organizational culture towards a results-oriented one. 

 

15. A brief roadmap for the proposed reforms is below (see Figure 1), while the detailed list 

of recommendations is in section 4.  The action points in this roadmap are built on the relevant 

recommendations of the HRM function-specific analyses of the RAS on recruitment, competency 

framework and performance management and performance-related pay (for the roadmap of 

reforms recommended in the baseline diagnostic report of the HRM RAS, see Appendix 5).  These 

recommendations are enriched with further nuances emanating from the findings of this report. 

The detailed recommendations corresponding to each of the main findings of the report are 

presented in Table 1 in section 4. 

 

 
7 World Bank, “Output 3: Competency Framework. Report on Competencies and Jobs in the Romanian Public 
Administration”, March 2020; World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national contest”, March 
2020; World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020; World Bank, 
“Deliverable 4.1 - Performance-related Pay in the Romanian public administration”, May 2020. 
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Figure 1: Roadmap of recommendations 

 

Source: Authors’ elaboration 

 

  



 

14 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Public administration challenges in Romania 
 

16. Over the past thirty years, Romania has achieved impressive successes, yet significant 

constraints remain to sustainable economic growth and shared prosperity. According to the 

World Bank’s latest Country Partnership Framework for the period FY 19-23 (Report No. 126154-

RO), incomplete institutional transition and high political and legislative volatility continue 

reducing trust in the state, effectively undermining the social contract.8 Despite consistently 

strong growth, average incomes have not converged with the EU, poverty reduction has been 

lackluster, and social and regional divides are stark and widening. Infrastructure is in a poor state, 

constraining investment and productivity in sectors such as manufacturing, agriculture and 

tourism, and many rural communities throughout the country (including a disproportionate share 

of the Roma) have no access to basic services such as piped water, sanitation, internet or 

electricity. Infrastructure investments and relevant policy reforms are also needed to increase 

economic resilience to climate and natural disaster events. The uneven quality of education risks 

perpetuating social divides and undermines Romania’s future competitiveness, as 40 percent of 

15-year-olds are functionally illiterate and ill-prepared for future labor market demands. A 

further major challenge is putting in place key infrastructure.  

 

17. A weak public administration is a major reason for these development challenges. While 

over the past three decades Romania has made important legal changes in reforming its public 

administration, its overall quality, as measured by a variety of expert opinion surveys, remains 

one of the lowest amongst the EU member states (Figure 2).9 Shortcomings in public service 

delivery, especially to the poor, are often caused by large underperforming state-owned 

enterprises, but also by inefficient policies and low administrative capacity. Institutional 

weaknesses prevent the country from taking full advantage of the financial support provided by 

the European Commission: in the 2007-13 programming period, Romania had one of the lowest 

absorption rates of EU funds. Moreover, given that the public sector spends about one-third of 

gross domestic product (GDP), or around €65 billion every year, the efficiency and efficacy of this 

spending has a major impact on economic growth, job creation and the quality of public services. 

 
8 World Bank, Country Partnership Framework for Romania for the period FY19-23, Report No. 126154-RO, May 21 
2018 
9 In Romania public administration refers only to a portion of the public sector (excluding, for example, defense, 
education, health, justice organizations and their employees). Civil Service includes the public administration, as 
well as some segments of the above mentioned sectors, however, it only refers to a limited cadre of employees 
(civil servants), not contract-based staff, who make up a significant proportion of all staff in the public 
administration and wider public sector.   
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Improvements in the public administration system could lead to large welfare gains and 

accelerate the sustainable convergence of Romania with the EU. 

 

Figure 2: Quality of public administration across EU countries 

 

 
 

Note: The figure shows the composite indicator of institutional quality for each EU27 country, based on various 

sources.  The composite indicator combines: the Quality of Government Expert Survey (2015) indices of the 

impartiality of public administration and professionalism of public administration;  the Sustainable Governance 

Indicators (2018) for executive accountability and executive capacity; measures of perceptions of the public 

administration from the Eurobarometer (2018) survey; the European Commission Digital Economy and Society 

Index (2018); and the Worldwide Governance Indicators (2017) for government effectiveness and control of 

corruption.  For each of the indices, rank scores were created to be increasing in public administration from best 

(27) to worst (1) across each of the EU27 countries.  The composite indicator is the average across each of these 

scores. 

 

Source: Bureaucracy Lab, World Bank 

 

18. The Romanian public administration faces several challenges in achieving the vision of 

a high-performing HRM system. While civil servant positions represent around 11% of the public 

sector (173.655 civil servants by the end of 2020),10 the majority of employees are contract-

based. There is no clear overview of the number of contract-based staff in the public sector or 

 
10 NACS 2020 Annual Activity Report, p. 18. 
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the narrower “public administration”. As these two categories of human resources are managed 

by separate institutions, HRM processes are highly fragmented (see Appendix 2). Furthermore, 

while the attractiveness of the narrow civil service per se seems to have increased after wage 

hikes mandated by the 2017 Framework Pay Law, pay discrepancies for similar positions within 

and across agencies limit the effectiveness of the law and make it difficult for some agencies to 

retain qualified staff. Entries and exits to the civil service are relatively low, suggesting a fairly 

stable body of civil servants. But vacancy rates (around 17%) and temporary appointments to 

high-level and management civil service positions are high (around 20%), and reorganizations are 

relatively frequent, suggesting more pronounced challenges in the deployment of staff. 

Considering that the bulk of civil servants are neither entering nor exiting the system, one of the 

biggest challenges remains enabling and motivating existing staff to perform well. 

 

19. The Government recognizes the urgent need to strengthen the public administration 

and has been undertaking regulatory reforms. As part of the European Union accession process 

and of post-accession reform efforts, the main emphasis has been on reforming the legal and 

institutional framework and professionalizing and depoliticizing institutions. The Statute of Civil 

Servants/Civil Service Law (Law 188/1999) adopted in 1999 provided a framework law, also 

creating the National Agency for Civil Servants (NACS) in charge of regulation, records keeping 

and supporting public institutions on selected aspects of HRM. Recruitment and career 

management reforms also took place, and a young professionals program (Public Managers) was 

put in place between 2003 and 2009. Its Strategy for Strengthening the Public Administration 

2014-2020 (SSPA) aims to increase the professionalization of the public administration by revising 

the recruitment, selection and appraisal, performance management, competency framework 

and training systems. The Strategy for Civil Service Development 2016-2020 (SCSD) 

operationalizes the SSPA objectives for HRM. The main measures of the SCSD are the 

introduction of a national competition for entry into the Civil Service,11 followed by on-the-job 

selection at the institutional level, the introduction of a competency framework for Civil Servants, 

and setting up a unified data-base of personnel in the public sector. The implementation of these 

reforms are mandated by the new legislative framework, the Administrative Code.12 

 

20. In order to operationalize the above outlined strategic framework, the World Bank is 

providing support to the Government of Romania through the Reimbursable Advisory Services 

on Developing a Unitary Human Resources Management System within the Public 

Administration in Romania (henceforth HRM RAS).13 The main objective of the RAS is to support 

 
11 The national competition will apply at the central and territorial level of administration, while local level public 
institutions will have institution-level recruitment process. 
12 GEO no.57/2019 on the Administrative Code. 
13 Developing a Unitary Human Resources Management System Within the Public Administration (P165191). 
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the implementation of the National Strategy for Strengthening Public Administration (SSPA 2014-

2020). The RAS provides assistance to the General Secretariat of the Government (GSG), the 

NACS and the Ministry of Labor and Social Protection (MLSP) in updating the legal and regulatory 

framework for HRM in Romania and consolidating current HRM practices, especially recruitment 

and performance management. The goal is to contribute to improving Romania’s overall public 

service delivery, resource allocation, and government efficiency. 

 

21. The RAS structure corresponds to the main HRM challenges faced by the Romanian 

public administration, addressing the major gaps in HRM functions, as well as the need for an 

overarching HRM legal and institutional reform: 

• Component 1 – Public policy 

• Component 2 – HRM guidelines and procedures 

• Component 3 – Competency framework 

• Component 4 – Recruitment system 

• Component 5 – Performance Management System 

• Component 6 – Stakeholder Engagement 

 

22. Building on the analytical work being conducted under the HRM RAS, the World Bank is 

supporting the implementation of the proposed reforms through further technical assistance 

engagements. One activity is providing support to the NACS in developing its strategic HR 

functions in the civil service; implementing the main HRM reforms being proposed under the 

HRM RAS; and improving its capacity to perform, including through strengthening its analytical 

and reporting capacity.14 Two further RAS are aimed at supporting various aspects of training in 

the public administration (developing a training strategy, conducting training needs assessment, 

conducting a regulatory impact assessment and institutionalizing mentoring).15  

 

1.2 About the survey 
 

23. The Romania Public Administration Employee Survey is an activity under the HRM RAS 

that aims to provide a perception-based quantitative diagnostic of the de facto self-reported 

experiences of workers in the public administration, and to establish baseline metrics against 

which the impact of reforms can be assessed. The survey was conducted in 81 central, territorial 

and local public institutions across the country (between June 2019 and January 2020), with over 

 
14 Strengthening the Administrative Capacity of the Civil Service Agency (P174143). 
15 Supporting the Establishment of an Improved Training System in the Romanian Public Administration (P169456); 
Supporting GSG in the Improvement of the Training System in Romania (P170498). 
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3300 in-person and 2700 on-line interviews completed (see Appendix 1 for details on the survey 

methodology),16  with the sampling designed to be representative of each institution. 

 

24. Survey modules broadly followed the main HRM reform priorities of the Romanian 

Government, such as recruitment, promotion, performance management, compensation, as 

well as employees’ attitudes and perceptions of these HRM practices and their general work 

environment.17 The survey design also incorporated innovative methodological approaches to 

reduce potential social desirability bias in responses – providing answers that would be expected 

by management, instead of honest views. The survey was implemented through two modalities, 

face-to-face interviews and an online questionnaire. The sampling frame was designed to provide 

a representative picture of the Romanian public administration at the central, territorial and local 

levels. The sample included both civil servants and contract-based staff across all the surveyed 

institutions. Around 14% of survey respondents were contract-based, while the rest were civil 

servants. The reason for this imbalance is that the vast majority of contract-based staff are in 

support roles, while the survey target audience was restricted to professional job categories 

(those with a job profile similar to civil servants), or in sectors/service delivery institutions that 

were not included in the survey sample focusing on the core public administration (social 

assistants, school inspectors, etc.). 

 

25. The survey design, implementation and analysis were led by the World Bank’s 

Bureaucracy Lab in collaboration with the RAS team. Housed at the intersection of the Bank’s 

Governance Global Practice and the Development Impact Evaluation unit (DIME) in the Research 

Group, the Bureaucracy Lab builds empirical evidence through micro-data to inform policy 

measures on public sector productivity. It does so, among other activities, through civil service 

surveys deployed across a wide range of countries globally. Such experience of the Bureaucracy 

Lab coupled with the knowledge base and thorough understanding of the functioning and 

challenges of the Romanian public administration by the RAS team allowed for the development 

of a methodologically sound and effective instrument tailor-made to the needs of the project.  

 

 

 

 

 
16 The exact name of some of the institutions, particularly those at the central government level have changed 
since the field work was conducted due to a government reorganization process, which resulted in 16 ministries 
instead of 24. Throughout this report, institution names are the ones used at the time of the field work. 
17 The full face to face and online questionnaires can be accessed here: https://worldbankgroup-
my.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/personal/esobjak_worldbank_org/Documents/!%20Survey/Questionnaire/Public%20link?csf=1&web=
1&e=cwLMV2, or upon request from the Bureaucracy Lab of the World Bank.  

https://worldbankgroup-my.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/personal/esobjak_worldbank_org/Documents/!%20Survey/Questionnaire/Public%20link?csf=1&web=1&e=cwLMV2
https://worldbankgroup-my.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/personal/esobjak_worldbank_org/Documents/!%20Survey/Questionnaire/Public%20link?csf=1&web=1&e=cwLMV2
https://worldbankgroup-my.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/personal/esobjak_worldbank_org/Documents/!%20Survey/Questionnaire/Public%20link?csf=1&web=1&e=cwLMV2
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1.3 Conceptual framework 
 

26. The analysis of the survey findings is anchored in the government production function 

conceptual framework of the Bureaucracy Lab (Figure 3).18 Recruiting the right personnel 

(“inputs”), along with keeping them motivated through various HRM management practices 

(“technology”) are key determinants of employees’ attitudes and behaviors. These together with 

the strategic, legal and regulatory framework, are the foundations for effective government 

operations and services. Precise measurement of these internal process elements of the 

production function is important as the public administration, unlike business and citizen-facing 

agencies (tax offices, one-stop shops, and schools), has less easily measurable outputs. A large 

economics, psychology and public administration literature has shown that it is the combination 

of intrinsic and pro-social motivation—the desire to work hard for the enjoyment of the task itself 

and the desire to exert effort for the benefit of others and not for oneself—that drives the 

performance of public sector workers.   As such, positive attitudes and behaviors—motivation, 

job satisfaction, engagement—are a good proxy measure of staff productivity in the absence of 

these direct output measures and given the unique difficulties of monitoring the daily activities 

of civil servants working in the core public administration. However, it is also important to 

recognize that while attitudes and behaviors can be seen as a proxy for productivity, admittedly 

there may also be a reverse causality whereby these influence the practices themselves. 

 

 
18 World Bank (2019), Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization, p.6, based on a slightly 

adapted HRM vision from OECD (2016) Public Governance Review - Scan of Romania, p. 10 https://www.oecd.org/gov/public-
governance-review-scan-romania.pdf and from WB (2013). A Report on the Development of the Human Resources Management 
Strategy for 2014-18 for the Ministry of Public Finance of Romania.   
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Figure 3: Human Resource Management Practices’ and Government Effectiveness 

 
Source: World Bank (2019), Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization, p.6, 

slightly adapted from the World Bank Bureaucracy Lab 

 

27. Evidence shows that selecting the right people and keeping staff motivated are the main 

drivers of positive work attitudes and behaviors, and hence of public sector productivity.19 A 

recent review of the growing body of field experiments that explores the personnel economics 

of the state finds that type of individuals who work in the public sector will ultimately depend on 

how candidates are screened. The criteria for this should be meritocracy, instead of patronage. 

The same review finds evidence that financial incentives matter for bureaucratic performance, 

as do incentives of other nature. However, the usefulness of incentives in motivating staff 

depends on the existence and effectiveness of internal accountability mechanisms, such as 

performance evaluation systems.  

 

28. The report presents the survey findings on the various HRM practices in an integrated 

and problem-driven manner, through the lens of the two key drivers of performance: selecting 

the right staff and keeping them motivated. Rather than looking at how each of these HRM 

practices can be improved, which was extensively analyzed in the various RAS outputs, this report 

looks at what features of these two drivers are correlated with positive attitudes and behaviors 

of civil servants, and what are the key challenges in HRM practices that result in unmotivated 

staff. While these correlations between one set of survey-based measures (e.g. self-reported 

levels of motivation) with another (e.g. staff experiences with performance management) 

 
19 Finan, F., Olken, B. A., Pande, R. 2015. “The Personnel Economics of the State,” Working Paper 21825, National 
Bureau of Economic Research, December 2015, p.27. 
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provide granular diagnosis and actionable recommendations, the limitation of this approach is 

the absence of external verification of the drivers through direct measures of government 

outputs or of staff productivity.  

 

29. The survey results complement findings of the broader diagnostic work conducted by 

the World Bank with valuable insights on individual experience, perceptions and attitudes of 

public employees.20 The baseline diagnostic report, as well as subsequent HRM function-specific 

analyses, offer an ample review of the enabling environment (strategies, policies and legislation), 

as well as an analysis of skills and competences of staff and the procedural aspects of HRM 

functions.21 A complimentary behavioral diagnostic conducted in collaboration with the World 

Bank's Mind, Behavior, and Development Unit (eMBeD) looked into the behavioral challenges of 

the performance management system. These analyses find that the Romanian public 

administration faces shortcomings along the entire production function in terms of personnel, 

HRM management practices, and attitudes and behaviors, hence its low performance in terms of 

government effectiveness. The public employee survey complements these findings by providing 

further nuance and quantitative evidence based on public employees’ individual experience and 

perceptions of HRM practices. Furthermore, the survey provides valuable insights on the general 

behaviors and attitudes of staff, such as motivation, engagement and job satisfaction. 

Quantitative data on both of these aspects of the production function (HRM practices and 

attitudes and behaviors) then allows to look for correlations between the two, confirming that 

management practices do indeed lead to more positive attitudes and behaviors. In the future, 

the comparison of perception-based survey data with administrative data - that can serve as 

objective output measures (e.g. procurement outcomes, budget execution rates, task completion 

rates, service delivery outputs, revenue collection, etc.) but that were not available at the time 

of the current analysis across the heterogenous sample of institutions – could provide important 

value added.  

 

 
20 The World Bank is providing support to the Government of Romania in operationalizing its strategic framework 
for human resource management in the public administration through the Reimbursable Advisory Services on 
Developing a Unitary Human Resources Management System within the Public Administration in Romania 
(henceforth HRM RAS). 
21 The finding of the diagnostic work are synthetized in: World Bank, “Deliverable 1.1 Baseline review of the 
national framework for HRM and its institutionalization”, May 2019. 
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2. SELECTING THE RIGHT STAFF 
 

30. Merit-based recruitment of competent and driven staff is the cornerstone of 

government effectiveness. While all HRM practices need to function well for a high-performing 

HRM system, the starting point (or “input”, as per the conceptual framework) is attracting and 

selecting the right people. If the “input” is not fit for the position in the first place, does not have 

the general competencies required to work effectively in the civil service and has no motivation 

to serve the public, it will be significantly more challenging to use other HRM practices 

(performance management, compensation and training) to have such staff deliver high-quality 

public goods and services. Hence, the desired outcome of recruitment is selecting people with 

the right skills and attitudes for the right position. To achieve this outcome, the recruitment 

process should have adequate screening mechanisms in place, and be competitive and 

meritocratic. 

 

31. The survey reveals three main problems with Romania’s public administration 

recruitment system: an inadequate screening mechanism, failures in ensuring competitiveness, 

and an inability to attract candidates that are mission oriented.   

 

2.1 The screening mechanism emphasizes candidates’ legal knowledge rather 

than a broad array of competencies necessary to perform effectively in a job 
 

32. Recruitment should screen not only for technical knowledge, but also general 

competencies relevant for increased performance and productivity in the public 

administration.22 Conventionally, civil service recruitment systems test general, and especially 

legal, knowledge.23 However, since the early 2000s, there has been an increasing shift towards 

screening general and job-specific competencies of candidates in addition to technical 

expertise.24 Examples of such competencies include the ability to work in teams, leadership or 

strategic, critical, and innovative thinking. Contrary to job-specific technical knowledge, such 

general competencies carry the benefit of being transferrable from one job/unit/institution to 

the other. As such, screening in many civil service recruitment systems is now increasingly guided 

by competency frameworks, which outline the key competencies differentiated by grade of 

seniority.  

 
22 OECD (2011). Public Servants as Partners for Growth: Toward a Stronger, Leaner and More Equitable Workforce. 
OECD Publishing. p. 103.   
23 Cardona, F. 2006. “Recruitment in Civil Service Systems of EU Members and in Some Candidate States.” Paper 
prepared for the SIGMA Seminar on “Civil Service Recruitment Procedures,” Vilnius, March 21–22. 
24 Hood, C., and M. Lodge. 2004. “Competency, Bureaucracy, and Public Management Reform: A Comparative 
Analysis.” Governance 17 (3): 313–333. 
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33. In the Romanian public administration, the current recruitment system does not 

sufficiently ensure matching the hiring needs with the right competencies.25 There are several 

structural weaknesses causing this, such as the poor correlation between employment planning, 

job planning, and the requirements in the job description. Managers and HR personnel often 

don’t know how to put together the requirements for what they need in terms of personnel and 

there is no competency framework in place that would guide this exercise. Moreover, according 

to the findings of the analysis of the current recruitment system conducted under the HRM RAS, 

the selection system is outdated and focused on memorization rather than on assessing skills and 

competencies.26  

 

34. The survey findings confirm that the selection process is focused on testing legal 

knowledge and does not sufficiently ensure selecting the most qualified applicants. 31% of 

respondents think that their institution does not select the most qualified candidates for vacant 

positions. One of the reasons for this can be that applicants are not tested on the right skills. By 

law, all recruitment processes to the public administration need to include testing on legislation, 

job-specific technical knowledge, as well as socio-emotional skills and motivation. However, only 

19% of respondents say that they were asked questions on all of these during the interview stage 

of recruitment to their institution. Moreover, the content of interviews seems to be skewed 

towards memorizing the content of legislation, the most commonly picked response (see Figure 

4). Meanwhile, only around half of all respondents report that they were asked questions on 

socio-emotional skills. When asked what type of questions they ask during interviewing job 

applicants, managers report a slightly lower emphasis on legal knowledge and higher one on 

motivation, than what the experience of the applicants themselves is. Again, only half of them 

reports testing socio-emotional skills, and these are primarily more traditional skills such as 

analytical thinking, team work and interpersonal and communication skills, while they look less 

frequently at candidates’ results-orientation, customer orientation, initiative and innovation, 

leadership, collaboration and partnering or judgement and decision-making.  

 

 
25 World Bank, “Deliverable 1.1 Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization”, 
May 2019, p. 66. 
26 World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national contest”, March 2020, p. 43. 
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Figure 4: What kind of questions do you ask/were asked during the interview in the 

recruitment process? [Proportion That Selected the Option] 

 
Source: WB survey 

 

35. However, the recent trend has been improving with more emphasis on testing socio-

emotional skills. The sub-group of respondents that was hired in the past five years stated that 

they were more frequently asked questions on problem-solving and other socio-emotional skills. 

Moreover, there are a few institutions which seem to test applicants more on these aspects, such 

as the Ministry of Economy and the Ministry of European Funds. 

 

36. Qualitative interviews provide further nuance on the nature of the screening process 

and the limitations of focusing on legal knowledge.27 Qualitative interviews confirmed that job 

interviews are often limited to a duplication of the written test, further assessing the theoretical 

knowledge about the laws and less about exploring candidates’ motivation and competencies. 

Nevertheless, the interview reports submitted by the selection committee usually contain 

questions on competencies on skills in order to comply with law. Participants of interviews 

further explained that while the knowledge of applicable laws was important, memorizing them 

did not entail understanding them and so this was a poor predictor for post-selection 

performance on the job. 

 

 
27 World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national contest”, March 2020, p. 43. 
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37. Part of the difficulty in competence-based screening lies in the nature of job 

descriptions, which are not crafted in a way that they would attract candidates with the right 

skills. The RAS analysis of the recruitment system found job descriptions to lack clarity on the 

specific role, tasks, and competencies needed to perform them, as well as clarity and consistency 

in terms of language.28 Although in the current survey 81% of respondents say that the job 

description and eligibility criteria in their own recruitment process gave them a good sense of the 

position and the tasks they would be expected to do, and whether they would be a good fit, only 

75% think what they do in their jobs on a daily basis matches the formal job descriptions of their 

positions. Inadequate job descriptions are a result of the lack of managers’ capacity to draft them, 

as well as the lack of a formal competency framework, that would aid managers identify the right 

skills and competencies needed for the given position.29 

 

38. Another reason for the low levels of competency-testing is the lack of capacity of 

selection committees. According to the HRM RAS recruitment analysis, selection panels do not 

receive training or standardized guidance on conducting competency-based interviews, and 

there is also no competency framework that would serve this purpose.30 Moreover, the 

qualitative interviews showed that even if the selection panel asks some questions related to 

competencies or motivation, these might not be effective enough tools to test these more 

subjective dimensions of an applicant’s profile.  

 

2.2 The recruitment system is not always meritocratic 
 

39. Research has shown that merit-based recruitment is a predictor of high public-sector 

performance.31 Hiring based on the quality of the candidate, rather than personal or political 

connections, forms a basic pillar in the Weberian bureaucracy model.32 Meritocracy correlates 

 
28 World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national contest”, March 2020, p. 44. 
29 World Bank, “Output 3: Competency Framework. Report on Competencies and Jobs in the Romanian Public 
Administration”, March 2020. 
30 World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national contest”, March 2020, p. 43. 
31 van Acker, W. (2019) “Civil Service Recruitment: Recruiting the right persons the right way”, Governance Note, 
No. 20, November 2019, World Bank; Dahlstrom, C., V. Lapuente, J. Teoreli (2011). “The Merit of Meritocratization: 
Politics, Bureaucracy, and the Institutional Deterrents of Corruption.” Political Research Quarterly 65(3): 656 – 
668.} 
32 Fukuyama, F. (2013). What is governance?. Governance, 26(3), 347-368; Rauch, J.E., and P.B. Evans. 2000. 
“Bureaucratic Structure and Bureaucratic Performance in Less Developed Countries.” Journal of Public Economics 
75: 49–71; Bäck, H., and A. Hadenius. 2008. “Democracy and State Capacity: Exploring a J-Shaped Relationship.” 
Governance 21 (1): 1–24.  
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with economic growth and lower levels of corruption and nepotism,33 which is turn  is associated 

with greater motivation and higher performance of civil servants.34 

 

40. In Romania, qualitative analysis as well as the survey reveal that in spite of rigorous de 

jure procedures the de facto recruitment system is not always competitive.35 Some 

respondents, especially in territorial institutions (9%), think that jobs are not advertised widely 

enough in order to restrict the number of applications competing. Competition is then further 

limited by not assessing multiple candidates for the given job. While almost all respondents who 

entered their current position through either a recruitment competition or a promotion 

competition to a management position (the two processes requiring competitive selection by 

law) state that they did indeed go through a formal assessment, as many as 24% report that they 

were not formally assessed against other candidates when applying for their current position. 

The recruitment process has become more competitive over time, as recent hires report less 

frequently that they did not undergo any formal assessment or that they were not formally 

assessed against other candidates. 

 

41. Issues of integrity in the recruitment process also affect meritocracy and the motivation 

of civil servants in the long term. When asked about how frequently they think exam or interview 

questions are leaked in advance to preferred candidates, a 23% of respondents admitted with 

varying levels of certainty that such practices occur. This is slightly more the case in central, than 

in local and territorial institutions (33% in central vs. 18% in local and territorial). Encouragingly, 

this practice is in decline across all institutions, with more recent hires reporting less of it. When 

asked about the factors that were important for getting a job in their organization, knowing a 

politician or someone with political links was admitted to play a role by one in ten respondents 

in central institutions. In general, recent hires deem this less important of a factor than their 

more senior peers. Interestingly, employees scoring low on measures of motivation and job 

satisfaction (“disgruntled” employees) were more likely to report (14%) that political connections 

helped them in obtaining their current position, which suggests that a competitive and merit-

based recruitment has long-term implications on the level of motivation of public administration 

employees. 

 

 
33 Rauch, J.E., and P.B. Evans. 2000. “Bureaucratic Structure and Bureaucratic Performance in Less Developed 
Countries.” Journal of Public Economics 75: 49–71; Cingolani, L., K. Thomsson, and D. De Crombrugghe. 2015. 
“Minding Weber More Than Ever? The Impacts of State Capacity and Bureaucratic Autonomy on Development 
Goals.” World Development 72: 191–207; Meyer-Sahling, J, C. Schuster, and K. Mikkelsen. (2018) “Civil service 
management in developing countries: what works?”, London: UK Department for International Development. 
34 Meyer-Sahling, J, C. Schuster, and K. Mikkelsen. (2018) “Civil service management in developing countries: what 
works?”, London: UK Department for International Development. 
35 World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national contest”, March 2020, p. 24. 
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2.3 The recruitment system is not attracting and selecting people with a sense of 

purpose and mission 
 

42. Research shows that employees with a sense of purpose are more motivated to perform 

their jobs well. Given the difficulties in monitoring effort and output in public administration 

jobs, public service motivation, seeing the purpose and value of work and commitment to remain 

in the public sector are key determinants of  individual and organizational performance.36 Beyond 

compensation, civil servant’s day-to-day decisions and choices, and hence performance, are also 

shaped by feelings such as professional pride and societal responsibility.37  

 

43. In the Romanian public administration, the recruitment system does not attract people 

with the right expectations and motivation. Maintaining sustainable levels of job motivation is 

to a large extent contingent on setting the right expectations early on in respect to what the 

position would entail. However, due to the limited capacity of managers and HR personnel to 

craft job advertisements, these are often falling short of providing the right information on what 

the job would consist in.38 Furthermore, even though the existing legal framework requires 

candidates to be tested for their motivation for the given position, in practice interviews tend to 

focus on testing knowledge. Even if the selection panel asks about motivation, this can be driven 

by various aspects of the position, including salary and job security. 

 

44. The survey results also reveal that the current recruitment system attracts applicants 

by offering job security rather than the opportunity to serve the public. A ranking of the three 

most important factors to join the public administration shows that the reason that is ranked first 

most frequently is job security, selected by 44% of all respondents (see Figure 5 for the reason 

ranked as first most important). Interestingly, this is slightly even more the case of recent hires, 

as 48% of them picked job security as the first most important factor. The second most common 

reason among the top three attraction factors for all respondents was career development 

opportunities. However, contract-based respondents found career development slightly less of 

an attraction factor than civil servants, which may be explained by the fact that career 

progression opportunities are even more rigid for contract-based staff, than for civil servants. 

 
36 For instance, see Cantarelli, P., Belardinelli, P. and Belle, N. (2016) “A Meta-Analysis of Job Satisfaction Correlates 
in the Public Administration Literature”. Review of Public Personnel Administration, Vol. 36(2), p. 115-144; Ritz, A. 
(2009) “Public Service Motivation and Organizational Performance in Swiss Federal Government”. International 
Review of Administrative Sciences, Vol. 75(1), p. 53 – 78; Dixit, A. (2002). Incentives and Organizations in the Public 
Sector: An Interpretative Review. Journal of Human Resources, Vol. 37, Issue 4, 696-727; Ewenstein, B., Hancock, 
B., Kimm, A. (2016). “Ahead of the Curve: The Future of Performance Management”, McKinsey Quarterly. 
37 Guszcza, J., Bersin, B., Schwartz, J. (2015) “HR for Humans: How behavioral economics can reinvent HR”, Deloitte 
Review, Vol. 18. Prod, January 25. 
38 World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national contest”, March 2020, p. 43. 
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The opportunity to serve society, an option in the response categories, generally did not feature 

prominently among the top three attraction factors.  

 

Figure 5: Which factors most attracted you to take up a career in the public administration? 

[see below factor ranked first most attractive] 

 
Source: WB survey 

 

45. Not testing sufficiently candidates for their motivation during recruitment could have 

implications for employees’ attitudes towards their work throughout their careers. When 

asked what characterizes most their mission in the public administration at present time, 

respondents opted in the largest numbers for “following public administration rules”. The second 

most frequent answer was “making the public sector work better”. This is in line with the main 

finding of the baseline report, which concluded that the Romanian public administration has a 

highly compliance-focused institutional culture.39 Meanwhile, providing public service to the 

close community or to the nation as a whole were the least frequently picked answers. 

 

46. Managers report slightly different reasons to join the public administration from those 

of their employees. They opted less frequently for job security, while public service, career 

development, training opportunities and challenging work responsibilities featured more 

strongly as their drive to take up a public service job. At the same time, civil servant and contract-

based non-managers give more consideration to good working conditions than managers. 

 

 
39 World Bank, “Deliverable 1.1 Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization”, 
May 2019 
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47. There is some institution level variance in terms of career attractiveness. Institutions at 

different levels of government are attractive to potential candidates for different reasons. While 

job security is predominant across all institutions, in central institutions the other most common 

attracting factors are career development opportunities and status and prestige, while in 

territorial organizations working conditions and location. While no single institution stands out 

in attracting people with a public service motivation, the institutions where most respondents 

marked “opportunity to serve society” as one of the top three reasons to join the public 

administration, are the Ministry of Economy, the National Agency of Fiscal Administration, the 

Ministry of Water and Forestry and the Ministry of Justice (around one third of respondents). 

 

48. The survey underscores the importance of the overall quality of the recruitment process 

to staff motivation. The different survey questions measuring the perception-based quality of 

the recruitment practices were aggregated into an index. These include questions on whether 

interviews tested candidates on different and relevant skills (socio-emotional skills, problem 

solving, motivation, and other non-technical job requirements), more accurate job descriptions, 

adherence to the formal selection process, and ultimately selecting the most qualified 

candidates. There is much variation in responses to these questions across the institutions (see 

Figures 6 and 7 below), from a minimum compliance with just over a third of these practices 

(36%) to almost all (93%). This range is lower for central institutions (between 55% and 81%). The 

highest performers amongst the central institutions are the Ministry of Economy, the Court of 

Account and the National Agency of Civil Servants, while the poorest performers are the Ministry 

of Public Finance, the National Agency of Fiscal Administration and the National Agency of 

Zootechnics. Recruitment quality is positively correlated with staff motivation, with institutions 

that score higher on recruitment quality also having staff that have higher self-reported levels of 

motivation (see Figure 8 below). 
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Figure 6: The quality of recruitment across all surveyed institutions 

 
Source: WB survey 
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Figure 7: The quality of recruitment across central institutions 

 
Source: WB survey 

 

Figure 8: The relation between the quality of recruitment practices and employee motivation 

 
Source: WB survey 
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49. Where recruitment does not provide employees with a sense of mission, this can be 

improved throughout their service by consistently aligning individual missions with that of the 

institution; however, mission alignment is also at surprisingly low levels. Many respondents say 

that they see their own mission either somewhat or strongly misaligned with that of their 

institution. There is variation when respondents mention there is “strong misalignment”. This 

appears to be worse in local institutions (51%), and better for central institutions (30%). 

Interestingly, managers are more likely to report greater misalignment in mission compared to 

non-managers (52% to 39%). However, 37% of recent hires (those hired in the past 5 years) report 

“strong misalignment” compared to 43% of those who have been working for longer in the public 

administration, which suggests a positive time trend. 

 

50. The reasons for low mission alignment can be ineffective communication of 

institutional objectives and linking of individual with organizational objectives and government 

strategies. One explanation may be that managers are not effectively communicating the vision 

and mission of their institutions to their employees. Only 24% of employees think that their 

managers are communicating this “very frequently”, while 48% say “often”. Another reason may 

be inadequate linking of individual with organizational objectives, as discussed in the next 

chapter. There is often also a lack of alignment between institutional objectives (Strategic 

Institutional Plan), approved government priorities and strategies and the current government 

program. 
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3. KEEPING STAFF MOTIVATED 
 

51. A performance and results-oriented public administration model requires motivated 

staff. Motivating employees can be achieved through a combination of various HRM practices, 

such as formal performance management, compensation and other forms of monetary rewards 

and career progression opportunities. In addition, psychology and behavioral economics point to 

various less tangible or formal incentives, which motivate through their intrinsic value, such as 

work environment or social recognition.40 This section reviews survey findings on how Romanian 

public employees view and experience the implementation and formal compliance with the 

existing performance appraisal system, its formal implications, as well as other drivers of 

motivation. The survey findings are presented and interpreted against the background of earlier 

qualitative research done by the World Bank (WB) on the relevant HRM practices, including a 

behavioral study on performance management. 

 

52. In the Romanian public administration, staff is generally more motivated than when 

they joined the civil service, but with high variation across institutions. Respondents were asked 

to imagine that when they started their work in the civil service their general motivation to work 

was 100.41  They then had to rate their current level of motivation with a number relative to that. 

On average, staff is 14% more motivated than at the start of their civil service career (answered 

114) with the youngest age group (below age 30) being the most motivated at 18% (answered 

118) (see Figure 9 below). There is also institution level variance in terms of levels of motivation, 

with Dambovita Public Health Directorate at the highest level (147) and the Prefecture of Vrancea 

County (76), Vrancea County Council (89) and the General Directorate of Social Assistance and 

Child Protection Brasov (93) at the lowest levels (see Figure 10 below). Amongst the central 

institutions, the most motivated are employees of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development (120) and the Labor Inspectorate (118). Interestingly, the latter is also the least 

satisfied with their salaries. The least motivated in central institutions are staff in the Ministry of 

Public Finance (96) and the Ministry of Regional Development and Public Administration (98) – 

even though the latter is also one of the most satisfied with their salaries (see section 3.4). 

 

 
40 Rose, M. (2014) “Reward Management”, Kogan Page; Watkins, J., Beschel, R., (2010). “Non-monetary Awards for 
Public Sector Programs and Institutions: Survey of Selected International Experience”. GET Note: Public Sector 
Awards Programs, World Bank. 
41 This survey question referred to respondents’ overall motivation at the moment of starting their job, not to 
specific job attraction factors discussed in paragraphs 43-47, such as job security and career development 
opportunities. 
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Figure 9: Response to the question by age group “Imagine that when you started your 

motivation to work was 100.  What number would you say your motivation was now relative 

to that?” 

 
Source: WB survey 
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Figure 10: Level of motivation by institutions 

 
Source: WB survey 
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53. The rest of this section will explore the HRM drivers of motivation in the Romanian 

public administration. 

 

 

3.1 While performance appraisals are regularly conducted, they do not clearly 

identify staff objectives or differentiate performance in achieving these 

objectives 
 

54. One of the main objectives of performance management is to motivate civil servants, 

along with steering and enabling (developing) them to achieve organizational mandates.42 

Steering happens through setting clear and attainable objectives and performance targets and 

assessing progress on them through regular performance appraisal exercises. Enabling staff to 

perform at high levels is achieved through developing the skills and competencies of employees, 

for example through training and on-the-job coaching, but the need for such development is 

usually identified and progress monitored through performance management systems. While 

motivation has various other drivers, performance management systems also contribute to it 

through assessing performance and discussing rewards in the form of opportunities for career 

progression, as well as other monetary and non-monetary rewards.  

 

55. The impact of performance management on staff motivation has been demonstrated in 

various cross-national surveys of civil servants. One study, based on a survey of 23,000 civil 

servants across countries in Africa, Asia, Europe, and Latin America, found that higher levels of 

self-reported performance orientation in public administration (civil servants reporting that 

performance mattered for promotion and rewards) were correlated with higher levels of self-

reported satisfaction and work motivation.43 In another survey staff who reported having 

managers that regularly evaluated their performance were more motivated and satisfied than 

staff whose managers did not evaluate performance.44 

 

56. In the Romanian public administration, the performance management system is largely 

compliance-oriented with weak motivational aspects. Previous work under the HRM RAS found 

that performance management is centered around a routine and top-down performance 

evaluation system, which is insufficiently tied to learning and development and is not used as an 

instrument to motivate staff. The annual appraisals are intended to measure the degree to which 

 
42 World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020 
43 Meyer-Sahling, J, C. Schuster, and K. Mikkelsen. (2018) “Civil service management in developing countries: what 
works?”, London: UK Department for International Development. 
44 World Bank (2020) “Liberia Forestry Development Authority: An Institutional Capacity Assessment”, World Bank, 
Washington, DC 



 

37 
 

civil servants have used the general performance criteria to fulfill their individual professional 

objectives, as established through the individual job description. This exercise is performed in 

accordance with formal requirements, what more, with excessive formalism. However, there 

remains a lack of awareness about the value of performance management in practice.45 Given 

such weaknesses of the performance management system, combined with the rigidity of career 

progression and compensation, one of the biggest challenges of the Romanian public 

administration remains enabling and motivating staff to perform well.46 

 

57. Survey results confirm formal compliance with the legally mandated performance 

appraisal system. The reported general completion rate is high, with 90% of respondents stating 

that their performance was formally evaluated in the past year, although it is slightly lower for 

those who joined the civil service in the past five years (79%), and drops further to 74% for 

contract-based staff. However, results indicate different completion rates for the different 

components of the performance appraisal process. For example, nearly 97% report that the final 

evaluation report has been shared with them. But staff is less involved in setting their own 

objectives. 84% say that a discussion on the last evaluation took place with their supervisor and 

77% say their objectives were set and discussed. Figure 11 below shows the mean organizational 

score across different aspects of the formal appraisal system including completion of objective 

setting and discussion, sharing of report and discussion on performance as well as usefulness of 

this discussion and if performance is discussed at other times of the year between the manager 

and staff . The organizational mean for these five aspects is quite high, with an average score of 

about 4 out of 5. The institutions with the lowest scores on the quality of performance appraisal 

are the Galati and Teleorman County Agriculture Directorates, while the ones with the highest 

are Targoviste City Hall, Dambovita County Council, Cluj County Public Health Directorate, 

Dambovita County Public Health Directorate and Prefecture of Dambovita County. 

 
45 World Bank, “Deliverable 1.1 Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization”, 
May 2019, p. 74. 
46 World Bank, “Deliverable 1.1 Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization”, 
May 2019, p. ii. 
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Figure 11: The quality of performance management by institutions 

 
Source: WB survey 
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58. One of the limitations of the performance appraisal lies in objective-setting. Steering 

employees towards achieving organizational goals requires a clear vision of what these are, as 

well as how they are related to employees’ individual level goals.47 For this, institutions need to 

have a clearly formulated and communicated mission and objectives. These, in turn, need to be 

translated into unit and then individual level objectives. Sometimes, some organizational goals 

can be cascaded down from the organizational to the individual level, although doing this 

automatically for all of a public institutions’ complex objectives is not always feasible or 

advisable. Still, it is important that employees have clearly defined and relevant objectives and 

targets, that they see a connection between their daily work and the organization’s overall 

mission and that they have ownership of their own individual level objectives. This requires 

actively involving employees in every stage of the evaluation process, including in setting their 

own objectives.48 

 

59. In the Romanian performance management system, the lack of alignment between 

individual and organizational objectives hampers employees’ motivation. While a number of 

ministries in the Romanian public administration have developed Institutional Strategic Plans, 

these are not sufficiently linked to the yearly operational planning and budgeting processes. In 

the absence of institutionalized and effective institution-level objective-setting, managers set 

their employees’ individual objectives and indicators based on routine activities and tasks which 

are to be performed rather than results to be achieved. As such, individual performance 

objectives and indicators are not directly linked to the organizational mission and do not fully 

capture individual and team contributions to the institutional objectives.49 Lacking such goal 

alignment, employees may lose sight of how their daily work feeds into the broader mission of 

their organization, and how they contribute to society through public service. The motivational 

power of such a “clear line of sight” is evident from the survey, which found that linking individual 

and organizational objectives are correlated with higher motivation and other outcomes, such as 

job satisfaction, engagement and trust (see Figure 12, and for further details Table 4 and Figure 

24 in Appendix 3). Respondents were asked a series of questions including if their institutions 

had a clear set of objectives and targets, if they had a good understanding of these, as well as if 

their individual objectives were sufficiently tied to the institutional objectives. The relationship 

holds controlling for individual characteristics as well as different types of institutions (central, 

local, territorial). 

 
47 Smither, J. (2009) “The professional practice series. Performance management: Putting research into action”, San 
Francisco, CA, US: Jossey-Bass, p. 46. 
48 OECD (2016), Engaging Public Employees for a High-Performing Civil Service, OECD Public Governance Reviews, 

OECD Publishing, Paris; European Commission (2017) The Quality of Public Administration “Toolbox”.  
Available online at 
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=738&langId=en&pubId=8055&type=2&furtherPubs=no   
49 World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020, pp. 50-53. 
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Figure 12: Correlation of target-setting and engagement 

 
Source: WB survey 

 

60. Individual civil servants have a limited role (both de facto and de jure) in formulating 

their own objectives which also reduces their motivation. The other RAS outputs underlined 

that these are usually set unilaterally by the evaluator based on existing job descriptions, with 

the employee acknowledging them at best.50 The survey confirms that staff participation in 

objective-setting is not universal with three out of four employees involved in setting their own 

objectives. While this rate at 85% is higher for those in management positions, it drops to 75% 

for civil servants, and further to 69% for contract-based staff. The percentage of recent hires who 

say this was completed was at 75%, which shows a missed opportunity towards providing 

guidance to new recruits. Compliance appears to be somewhat poorer at the local (75%) and 

territorial institutions (73%) compared to central institutions (82%). When managers are asked 

about their views on what percentage of managers are setting objectives with employees, the 

mean response is 73%, and there is remarkable variation in responses across institutions (from 

10% to 100%). Such limitations to a participatory objective-setting process reduces employees’ 

ownership of their goals and their evaluation process, in partnership with their managers, 

thereby undermining the commitment and motivation of staff to the process.51 

 

 
50 World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020, pp. 51. 
51 World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020, p. 58. 
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61. Beyond objective-setting, another major limitation of the motivational potential of 

performance appraisals is the ubiquity of high scores. While differentiating individual 

performance ratings remains a challenge both in the public and private sectors,52 if everyone 

receives the same grade, the system is failing to provide credible and valid assessments, and, 

implicitly, a basis on which to offer differentiated incentives for both high and low performers. In 

the survey, nearly 95% of respondents report having received a rating of ‘very good’ (highest 

score on a four-grade scale) in their last performance appraisal. This was even higher for 

managers at 98%. With 92%, local institutions reported a lower level of ‘very good’ scores than 

central and territorial ones.   

 

62. Managers differentiate performance scores only insofar as it is not reflected in the 

formal results. Interestingly, the behavioral study reveals that certain managers do differentiate 

between the performance of their employees by decimals within the score ‘very good’ (between 

4.51 and 5), so that such differentiation is not reflected in the formal scores.53 While this solution 

may have some symbolical value for certain employees, it does not serve to motivate those at 

the bottom of the distribution to perform better, since they know they will still receive a rating 

of “very good”. When asked about how the performance appraisal system could be improved, 

the most popular response picked by 40% respondents was “more realistic ratings, which really 

differentiate job performance”. However, interestingly, 88% of respondents think that their 

superior evaluated their own performance fairly. 

 

3.2 Performance appraisals are used only as a formality for staff promotions, 

accountability or pay 
 

 

63. Given ubiquitous high-performance scores in the Romanian public administration, 

performance appraisals, in practice, have very limited consequences on accountability, 

promotions and compensation. Despite the high completion rate of performance appraisals, 

both managers and staff have reservations about its usefulness. One quarter of survey 

respondents report that performance evaluations are not ‘taken seriously’ in their institution. 

Just over half of respondents report that their performance appraisal results were used to track 

(52%) and improve (56%) their performance, while 19% think that their performance evaluation 

results have not been used in any significant way. Only about 28% report that the performance 

evaluation results were used as a motivation tool to encourage the employee to work harder. 

Less than 1% of respondents feel that their performance evaluation results had impact on their 

 
52 Wigert, B. and Harther, J. (2019) “Re-Engineering Performance Management”, Gallup. 
53 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, p.179. 
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salary, promotions or transfers. These perceptions are in line with findings of the behavioral study 

in the framework of the HRM RAS. The behavioral study found that managers do not give enough 

importance to performance management, as they do not consider it a useful or viable tool to 

improve or incentivize performance of their staff.54 

 

64. One obvious use of performance ratings would be determining career progression and 

development opportunities.55 Such opportunities are important determinants of staff 

engagement, particularly for the new workforce from the millennial generation, which prioritizes 

opportunities of personal and professional development and fulfillment in a job.56 A coherent 

and clear career path encourages staff to invest personally in a long-term commitment with their 

employing organization. In civil services, where there are limited career progression and 

development opportunities, these can be supplemented through structured horizontal mobility 

programs, which can offer new challenges and learning opportunities.57  

 

65. The baseline diagnostic found that the Romanian public administration is characterized 

by a rigid career system and limited prospects for promotion.58 There are only four professional 

grades and most civil servants reach the highest grade in a short time (usually within 7 years). 

Over three quarters of execution (operational) level civil servants are already at the highest 

possible grade. When it comes to management and high-level civil servant positions, around one 

in every five positions is filled through temporary appointments. This means, that career 

prospects for execution-level civil servants at the highest professional grade, as well as for 

managers looking to advance in their career, are very scarce. 

 

66. The survey confirms this rigidity in career progression, but also reveals limitations in 

interest to be promoted. Only 9% of respondents agreed that performance ratings are used for 

promotions, whereas 27% were “very confident” and 8% were “somewhat confident” that 

performing well on the job leads to promotions. Indeed, promotions are tenure based and civil 

servants typically go through the career ladder automatically and relatively quickly. Once they 

 
54 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, p.177 
55 E.g. see Commonwealth of Australia (2019) “Our Public Service, Our Future. Independent Review of the Australian 
Public Service”, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet; and United States Government Accountability Office 
(2019) “Federal Workforce: Key Talent Management Strategies for Agencies to Better Meet Their Missions”  
56 Wigert, B. and Harther, J. (2019) “Re-Engineering Performance Management”, Gallup 
57 United States Government Accountability Office (2019) “Federal Workforce: Key Talent Management Strategies 
for Agencies to Better Meet Their Missions” 
58 On the challenges regarding career management of civil servants and some proposals for reform see also Chapter 
4.5 of Output 1, Deliverable 1.1 “Baseline diagnostic of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization”, 
developed under the HRM RAS, May 2019 (henceforth Baseline Diagnostic).  
58 The so-called inverted seniority pyramid, as detailed in the Baseline Diagnostic 
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reach the top rank, they have no prospect of further promotions. Respondents report that they 

were last promoted on average 6 years ago. Confidence in future promotions is also low, with 

men being slightly more confident than women. There are, however, some outlier institutions 

with a high level of confidence in promotion, such as the Prefecture of Dambovita County, 

Dambovita County Council, Targoviste City Hall, Dambovita County Public Health Directorate, 

General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection Directorate, Mehedinti County 

Council and the Alexandria City Hall (see Figure 13 below). However, as many as 54% of 

respondents say that "I cannot get promoted, because I am at the highest professional grade". 

Interestingly, 18% report not being interested at all in getting promoted to a management 

position. This further highlights the fact that career progression has limited potential as a 

motivational tool in the Romanian public administration. 
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Figure 13: The level of confidence in getting promoted in each of the surveyed institutions 

 

Source: WB survey 
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67. Monetary rewards are further important motivational tools that could be awarded 

based on performance scores. Different forms of incentives play an important role in keeping 

staff motivated to perform well. Incentives either appeal to an individual’s extrinsic motivation 

(such as promotion, salary increase or performance bonus), different drivers of performance.59 

Monetary incentives, such as salary increase or performance-related pay (PRP), motivate through 

their extrinsic value. In turn, non-monetary incentives appeal to an individual’s intrinsic 

motivation in the form of challenging assignments, mobility, personal development or social 

recognition.60  

 

68. In the Romanian public administration, there is limited experience with performance-

related pay.61 The new Administrative Code foresees a 10% pay cut for a rating of “satisfactory” 

and mentions the possibility of awarding financial bonuses based on the performance rating, but 

does not specify under what conditions62. An “excellency award” is also made possible through 

the Framework Unitary Pay Law 153/2017, but the award is not formally linked to performance 

and no funds have been yet approved by the Ministry of Public Finance for this bonus. Amidst 

such limitations to tie salary to performance, the main tool used as an informal monetary reward 

is working on EU funded projects, as such civil servants are entitled to a bonus of up to 35% of 

their base salary, conditional on high performance as reflected by their performance ratings.63 

 

69. The survey results confirm such limitations in the impact of individual performance on 

salaries. Only 25% of respondents think that their performance had any influence on their salary. 

Only one in ten say their performance was rewarded by a salary raise and 2% that they have ever 

received a performance bonus or other financial reward. When it comes to the opportunity for 

informal monetary rewards in the shape of working on EU-funded projects, only 15% were given 

such opportunity. 

 

 

 

 

 
59 Bandiera, O., Adnan, K., Tobias, J. (2017) “Rewarding bureaucrats: can incentives improve public sector 
performance?”, Growth Brief, International Growth Centre., p. 7. 
60 Rose, M. (2014) “Reward Management”, Kogan Page; Watkins, J., Beschel, R., (2010). “Non-monetary Awards for 
Public Sector Programs and Institutions: Survey of Selected International Experience”. GET Note: Public Sector 
Awards Programs, World Bank. 
61 World Bank, ”Performance-related Pay in the Romanian public administration”, May 2020 
62 GEO 57/2019 on the Administrative Code, art. 485 
63 World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020, p. 61. 
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3.3 Performance conversations and informal feedback motivate staff and there 

is demand for more of it 
 

70. Regular conversations on performance between managers and their employees can 

improve staff motivation and are essential for not just assessing, but actively managing 

performance. There is ample evidence on how regular performance conversations focused on 

improving future performance lead to higher employee engagement and performance.64 Such 

conversations are important even where all formal performance scores are high, because they 

can serve as an informal way of differentiating between good and bad performance. In this 

context, a yearly evaluation interview as part of the formal appraisal process is an absolute 

minimum, but insufficient to identify and address problems in a timely manner. It is usually 

focused on reviewing past performance of the entire year, and hence often leaves little 

opportunity to discuss how to improve performance going forward. As such, for effective 

performance management managers should undertake regular informal conversations with their 

employees. This can serve to provide (and receive) timely feedback, gain a more comprehensive 

understanding of staff performance, provide staff with direction and developmental 

opportunities to continually improve performance including, as well as to quickly and positively 

react to negative feedback.65 Such regular feedback conversations should use a constructive 

language, focus more on future improvement and on who the employees are, rather than just on 

the tasks undertaken.66 

 

71. In Romania, there is a yearly performance conversation which takes place as a 

compulsory component of the performance appraisal system. Upon filling in the evaluation 

report and scoring their employees’ performance, managers are required to meet their direct 

reports for a performance review conversation, to inform them about their ratings and provide 

them with the opportunity of submitting comments to the evaluation report. 84% of the survey 

respondents report that their superior discussed the results of their performance evaluation with 

them. This is even higher in local institutions, where staff also seem to find the appraisal 

 
64 See e.g. Latham, G.P. and Mann S. (2006) “Advances in the science of performance appraisal: implications for 
practice”, International Review of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Vol 21; Soltani, E., Gennard, J., Van der 
Meer, R., and Williams, T. (2005) “An empirical study of performance management systems in quality-oriented 
organisations”; Gruman, J. A., Saks, A. M. (2011) “Performance management and employee engagement”, Human 
Resource Management Review, 21(2), 123-136; Wigert, B. and Harther, J. (2019) “Re-Engineering Performance 
Management”, Gallup 
65 Trost, A. (2017) “The End of Performance Appraisal: A Practitioners’ Guide to Alternatives in Agile 
Organisations”, Springer. 
66 Christensen, S.T (2015) “3 Ways Companies Are Changing The Dreaded Performance Review”, available at 
https://www.fastcompany.com/3051779/3-ways-companies-are-changing-the-dreaded-performance-review; 
Ewenstein, B., Hancock, B., Kimm, A. (2016). “Ahead of the Curve: The Future of Performance Management”, 
McKinsey Quarterly. 

https://www.fastcompany.com/3051779/3-ways-companies-are-changing-the-dreaded-performance-review
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conversations more useful than their peers in territorial and central institutions. However, 

qualitative interviews with managers and focus groups with employees from a range of public 

institutions, as well as earlier studies, suggest that the performance conversations do not always 

happen in practice and, in many instances, the conversation is treated as a formality.67 Such a 

discrepancy between the findings of the qualitative and quantitative methodologies may be 

explained by the different understanding and expectations of managers and their employees of 

what such a conversation should consist in. 

 

72. The scope and content of the mandatory yearly performance review conversations is 

likely to be often limited, stopping short of serving as a meaningful motivational tool. The 

existing legal provisions limit the scope of the conversation to discussing the evaluation report 

which was already prepared by the evaluator.68 As such, the expectations are, at best, a 

backward-looking discussion assessing past performance, without possible improvements for the 

future or career planning. Given that most employees receive the highest performance score and 

hence have no objections to it, this discussion is most likely resumed to a simple 

acknowledgement of the evaluation report and score by the employee without further 

discussion.69 The behavioral study confirms that most interviewed managers see this 

conversation redundant and that there is a variance between managers on the extent to which 

they have these yearly conversations with their employees.70 

 

73. Managers have less frequent informal check-ins with their employees, some of which 

may include providing feedback. As such interactions are not mandated by law, in the 

compliance-centered organizational culture of the Romanian public administration managers do 

not always go the extra mile to provide feedback, or do not seem to do so in a constructive, 

development-oriented way. In the survey, 67% of respondents report that their superior 

discussed with them their performance informally at other occasions throughout the year, for 

instance providing feedback and advice on improving their performance. Managers themselves 

report receiving informal feedback higher than average (81%), which suggests a better 

functioning system in their case. However, interviews for the behavioral study shed more light 

on what such check-ins may actually entail. First, they suggest that in line with the limited scope 

of the performance evaluation form, what most civil servants tend to understand by 

 
67 World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020, p. 44; Deloitte 
(2013) Report on the difficulties of local public administration in HRM processes; NACS (2015) Analysis on the 
current state of personnel recruitment and evaluation systems to implement applicable legislation; World Bank 
(2011) Public Administration Reform: An Overview of Cross-Cutting Issues.  
68 Law 24/2019 on amending Law 188/1999   
69 World Bank, “Deliverable 1.1 Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization”, 
May 2019, p. 74. 
70 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, pp. 178-180. 
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“performance” is task completion and legal compliance. Few managers mentioned behavioral 

attitudes, for example, innovation towards task completion, or the broader contribution of the 

completed task towards organizational goals or impact on citizens.71 Accordingly, when 

interviewees and focus group participants talked about regular check-ins between the managers 

and their direct reports, much of this referred to monitoring progress on daily tasks and allocating 

new workloads. Such conversations are likely focused on tasks, not employees, and hence do 

little in terms of facilitating the improvement of staff motivation and performance. 

 

74. Currently, informal feedback mostly comes from managers, less so from peers or 

internal/external clients. According to the survey, apart from the feedback received from 

managers, respondents do not frequently receive feedback on their performance from other 

sources. For example, only 19% had discussed performance and received feedback from a 

colleague in their unit, only 13% had received feedback from another manager, and about 10% 

from the HR department. Additionally, the behavioral interviews and focus groups pointed at 

occasional feedback from internal clients (i.e. other organizations) on both the quality of work as 

well behavioral traits of specific staff members. Here, by feedback, they primarily meant 

complaints. While this is a valuable source of feedback, due to the mandate of their institution 

or the nature of their job the majority of civil servants do not interact with internal or external 

clients.72 

 

75. In terms of the overall amount of both formal and informal performance conversations, 

some institutions score better. The importance of discussions and feedback through alternate 

specifications was explored in the analysis by pooling different questions into a feedback and 

discussion score out of nine. The questions included both conversations as part of the formal 

appraisal as well as informal check-ins during the year with the direct superior, informal 

recognition and praise from manager, as well as feedback from colleagues, other managers, and 

HR representatives. Figure 14 below shows the mean score for each organization in the sample 

(for more on the index see Table 5 and Figure 25 in Appendix 3). The mean implies that 4 out of 

9 of these different forms of discussions are taking place on average across all the organizations 

we surveyed. Among the central level institutions, the Ministry of Public Finance stands out in 

the amount of performance conversations and feedback provided to staff. 

 

 
71 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, p. 183. 
72 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, p. 177. 
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Figure 14: Feedback scores for each organization 

 
Source: WB survey 

 

76. In general, staff would like to have more conversations on their performance with their 

manager, as well as informal feedback. When asked how the performance appraisal system 

could be improved, one in three respondents said they would welcome more feedback on their 

performance – the second most popular response option after more realistic performance rating 

(see Figure 15 below). In the behavioral interviews and focus groups they also explained that they 

would value better justification and transparency in performance ratings and other decisions that 

are made within the team and beyond, discussions on training and professional development 

opportunities, as well as discussions on broader organizational developments. When receiving 

feedback, they would also like to receive advice on how to improve specific behaviors. Staff also 

reported that they appreciate when they are able to voice honest opinions and would appreciate 

having a platform to give feedback to their managers.73 

 

 
73 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, p. 179. 
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Figure 15: How do you think the performance appraisal system could be improved? 

 
Source: WB survey 

 

77. Formal and informal performance conversations are correlated with higher staff 

motivation and engagement. Discussion and feedback both through the formal appraisal 

process, as well as outside of it is strongly correlated with better outcomes. An overall index 

capturing objective setting and discussions during the formal appraisal process is strongly 

correlated with motivation and other positive behaviors and attitudes driving performance (see 

Appendix 3, Table 5 and Figure 25). This is driven primarily by formal performance conversations 

held as part of the yearly appraisal process. A standardized version of the earlier described 

discussion and feedback score is also strongly correlated with critical outcomes for the public 

administration, including motivation, jobs satisfaction, trust and ethics, overall engagement and 

turnover as shown in Appendix 3, Table 5 and Figure 25. 

 

3.4 Satisfactory salary in itself does not motivate staff, but individual salary 

raises would do so 
 

78. Romanian civil servants are generally satisfied with their salaries, in spite of a perceived 

wage premium in the private sector. Around half (54%) of all survey respondents are very 

satisfied with their salaries, although there is variation across age groups and contract types. The 

youngest of the workforce (below 30) are 11% less satisfied with their salaries (44%) than all the 
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other age groups taken together. Managers were more satisfied (62%), whereas contract-based 

staff were least satisfied at 44%. There is also a very large variance across the institutions ranging 

from an 8% to 92% salary satisfaction rate. On average, the least satisfied with their salaries are 

respondents working in territorial institutions, in particular prefectures, while the highest rates 

were reported in local public authorities (city and county councils) (see Figure 16 below). 

Amongst central institutions, the most satisfied with their wages are the employees of the 

Ministry of Regional Development and Public Administration (81%), the Ministry of European 

Funds (81%) and the Court of Accounts (72%). The Labor Inspectorate (14%) and the Ministry of 

Economy (16%) were the least satisfied with their salaries amongst central institutions. 
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Figure 16: Level of salary satisfaction by institutions 

 
Source: WB survey 
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79. There is a perceived wage premium in the private sector. When it comes to comparing 

their own wages with what they could potentially earn in the private sector, 45% report that 

wages are higher in the private sector, 18% believe they are the same, and 35% think they are 

lower. On average, respondents expect to earn about 8% more in the private sector. Wages in 

the private sector are perceived to be highest by managers (16%). Recent hires also perceive 

wages to be higher in the private sector by about 10%. Women, however, expect lower salaries 

outside the public sector, and their premium is only 4%, a finding that is similar to cross-national 

studies that show that the public sector is one of the best places to be for females in terms of 

relative wages and conditions.74 

 

80. Salaries and salary perceptions neither attract, nor retain more motivated employees. 

When respondents were asked what attracted them to take up a job in the public administration, 

salary was not stated as a major reason. There is also little evidence that higher salaries or higher 

levels of the perceived public-sector wage premium are associated with higher levels of 

motivation in this setting (see Figure 17 below).  While salary increases with experience (tenure 

in the service), the perceived public-wage premium is uncorrelated with tenure. This suggests 

that the salary increases received by civil servants as they progress through their career are in 

line with their expectations relative to the private sector.  

 

Figure 17: Correlation of salary and perceived wage premium with motivations 

Source: WB survey 

 

81. However, the survey finds that opportunities for permanent or temporary wage 

increases rewards could motivate civil servants. The compression ratio of pay within an 

institution (the ratio of the 90th percentile wage to the 10th percentile wage), is positively 

correlated with the organization-average motivation of staff (see Figure 18 below, left).  Similarly, 

the within-institution correlation between grade (a measure of seniority) and wage is positively 

 
74 Gindling, T.H, Z. Hasnain, D. Newhouse, and R. Shi (2020) “Are public sector workers in developing countries 
overpaid? Evidence from a new global dataset” World Development 
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correlated with the organization-average motivation of staff (Figure 18 below, right). Together, 

these findings suggest that higher pay increases over a career within the organization motivate 

staff.   

 

Figure 18: Within-organization pay compression ratios (90th percentile/10th percentile) and correlation 

with motivation (left).  Within-organization correlation coefficient between grade and wage and 

correlation with motivation (right) 

 
 

Source: WB survey 

 

3.5 Managers use informal, intrinsic rewards to motivate staff 
 

82. HRM in both private and public institutions is making increasing use of intrinsic 

motivational tools to incentivize staff performance. Beyond economic self-interest, employees’ 

decisions and choices are also shaped by factors such as fairness, professional pride and societal 

responsibility.75 Non-monetary incentives are designed to appeal to these sentiments through 

tools such a recognition of achievements or cultivating a sense of purpose in the workplace. 

Evidence is now emerging on the cognitive and emotional dimensions of non-monetary awards. 

For instance, one study showed that non-financial rewards, such as social comparisons among 

workers, can be effective in eliciting greater effort in settings where the power of financial 

incentives is limited.76 Another found that unlike in the case of financial bonuses, intrinsic 

motivation techniques catalyzed a change in organizational behavior that persisted beyond the 

removal of the incentive.77 Thanks to such insights, there is a trend to shift from only monetary 

 
75 Guszcza, J., Bersin, B., Schwartz, J. (2015) “HR for Humans: How behavioral economics can reinvent HR”, Deloitte 
Review, Vol. 18. Prod, January 25. 
76 Nava, A., Bandiera, O., Kelsey, J. B. (2014) "No margin, no mission? A field experiment on incentives for public 
service delivery", Journal of Public Economics 120: 1-17, p. 26. 
77 Gallani, S. (2017) “Incentives, Peer Pressure, and Behavior Persistence”, Working Paper 17-070, Harvard Business 
School. 
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rewards towards so-called “total reward strategies” which include a variety of tools other than 

remuneration.78  

 

83. Managers in the Romanian public administration also use intrinsic motivational tools in 

the form of feedback, public recognition and training opportunities.  When asked about rewards 

and recognition they received (see Figure 19 below), most respondents mentioned informal 

feedback from their managers (77 %), followed by public praise by managers in a public meetings 

(38%). The third most mentioned reward in the survey is additional travel or training 

opportunities, although only 22% seem to have been rewarded this way. Participants of 

qualitative interviews confirmed that managers perceived as effective leverage these three ways 

of rewarding staff.79 However, other forms of recognition, such as certificates or prizes handed 

out by institutions are very rare according to the survey (3%), even though they are proving 

increasingly popular low-cost, yet highly effective tools of intrinsic motivation in other civil 

services. 

 

Figure 19: Could you tell whether, in the past year, you have received any of the following 

rewards or recognition from your institution? 

 

 
78 World Bank, “Deliverable 1.1 Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization”, 
May 2019, p. 32. 
79 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, p. 182. 
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Source: WB survey 

 

84. However, qualitative interviews also reveal the shortcomings of such informal 

incentives to motivate the highest performers. While positive examples were mentioned of how 

good managers find creative ways to motivate their staff, in general the behavioral interviews 

and focus groups found that managers did not do enough to keep their best performers 

motivated.   According to literature, feelings like autonomy and mastery motivate people and so 

one way of motivating top performers is giving them interesting and challenging assignments, or 

tasks with increased responsibility or visibility.80 Instead, interviews found that managers often 

give more of the same type of work to top performers to compensate for the underperformance 

of other colleagues. This additional workload remains unrewarded, and hence becomes a source 

of demotivation and frustration for the most capable and driven employees.81 

 

3.6 An amicable work environment, interpersonal relations and trust foster 

motivation 

 

85. Effective teams also have a role in fostering individual motivation through healthy 

interpersonal relations. For instance, one study found that for some workers the best motivation 

is maintaining a sense of closeness and connection with their colleagues.82 As they want to 

please, not disappoint their team members, appealing to team spirit is an effective motivating 

tool, which improves performance both at an individual and team level. However, this works only 

when teams are cohesive and members get along. 

 

86. A positive team experience is correlated with higher motivation and job satisfaction in 

the Romanian public administration. The survey explored work environment and inter-personal 

relationships through a variety of statements which asked  about communication and 

cooperation within the team, being able to rely on team members in difficult situations, being 

valued for one’s own work, and the encouragement of innovation.83 Three-quarters of staff 

responded positively to these statements and there was no variance on these questions across 

 
80 Ewenstein, Boris, Bryan Hancock, and Asmus Komm. 2016. Ahead of the curve: The future of performance 
management. McKinsey Quarterly. https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/organization/our-
insights/ahead-of-the-curve-the-future-of-performance-management. 
81 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, p. 182. 
82 Stewart, GL, SH Courtright, and MR Barrick. 2012. "Peer-based control in self-managing teams: linking rational 
and normative influence with individual and group performance." Journal of Applied Psychology 97 (2): 435-47. 
83 The exact statements were as follows: “Communication within my team is good;” “The people I work with 
cooperate to get the job done;” “I feel valued for the work I do;” “The people in my team can be relied upon to 
help when things get difficult in my;” “The people in my team are encouraged to come up with new and better 
ways of doing things”. 
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respondent groups (civil servants versus contract-based staff, managers versus employees, etc.). 

An index of team experience was created from these questions, and this index correlates 

positively with motivation, job satisfaction, and job engagement and negatively with a desire to 

leave the public administration (for the index and the correlation, see Table 6 and Figure 302 in 

Appendix 3). Employees scoring low on measures of motivation and job satisfaction 

(“disgruntled” employees) agreed 15 to 20% less to the list of statements on the interpersonal 

aspects of work environment. 

 

87. Focus groups revealed that good managers do indeed motivate their staff by creating 

an amicable work environment. What interviewees mentioned most frequently after feedback, 

public recognition and learning opportunities, was creating a “friendly” work environment. What 

they meant by this was that they could approach the manager to discuss work-related as well as 

personal issues, and freely interact with other civil servants at staff meetings and beyond. This 

environment was reported to be even better where there was socialization outside of work. 

While institutional budgets do not allow for the financing of team-building or other types of 

informal gatherings, other informal opportunities for networking may meet these demands.84  

 

88. While the level of trust between colleagues within an institution seems to be more 

varied, this important aspect of team experience is also highly correlated with employee 

motivation. Respondents were asked the extent to which they trusted employees within their 

institution on a 1 to 4 scale (“not at all” to “a lot”).  Only 36% of respondents stated that they 

trust employees within their institution “a lot”, with substantial variation across institutions: from 

6% of respondents within a given institution to 58%. There is a strong positive relationship 

between these institution-level measures of trust and employee motivation within institutions 

(see Figure 20).  This suggests that employees are more motivated in institutions that are 

successfully able to cultivate a trusting environment between colleagues. 

 
84 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, p. 181. 
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Figure 20: Correlation between institution level trust and motivation 

 
Source: WB survey 

 

 

3.7 Leadership and the quality of management matter for employee motivation 
 

89. International trends in public management have long emphasized the importance of 

leadership for staff attitudes and performance. From the 1980s, New Public Management (NPM) 

approaches to public sector governance have been increasingly looking at private sector 

management practices. Among other features, this means an increased appreciation for 

leadership skills and “letting managers manage” for better staff performance.85 Post-NPM 

approaches continued to emphasize that managers also need so-called soft skills to manage 

teams and motivate staff.86 In this vein, the current trend in Organization for Economic 

Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries is developing “people skills” in line managers.87 

But leadership is not necessarily exercised by formal managers, it can also be manifested through 

actions and situations such as helping others, coordination, providing an example of 

professionalism and integrity, taking initiative, taking on responsibilities, etc. As such, leadership 

can be exercised, for instance, in coordinating working groups, implementing concrete actions, 

or fostering inter-institutional collaboration. 

 
85 Kettl, D. F. (1997). The global revolution in public management: Driving themes, missing links. Journal of Policy 
Analysis and Management: The Journal of the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management, 16(3), 446-
462.   
86 World Bank, “Deliverable 1.1 Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization”, 
May 2019, p. 17 
87 OECD (2016), Engaging Public Employees for a High-Performing Civil Service, OECD Public Governance Reviews, 
OECD Publishing, Paris   
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90. The survey results in Romania confirm that the quality of leadership demonstrated by 

managers is positively correlated with employee motivation and other attitudes. The survey 

asked respondents a number of questions on leadership practices, asking both civil servants 

about their supervisors, as well as supervisors about their own behaviors. Eight questions were 

asked about effectively communicating the institution’s vision and mission, setting good 

examples, making the employee feel proud to be part of the institution, communicating ethical 

standards, keeping promises, supporting career development and caring. As respondents were 

much more likely to respond “often,” the analysis below focuses on responses noting that these 

attitudes happen “very frequently.” Figure 21 shows a strong correlation between the occurrence 

of leadership practices in a particular institution and high levels of motivation. Appendix 3, Table 

6 and Figure 26 also show the correlation with other variables such as job satisfaction, trust, and 

other attitudes and behaviors important for government effectiveness.   

 

Figure 21: Leadership practices and motivation 

 
Source: WB survey 

 

91. Furthermore, the survey revealed some variance in the quality of perceived leadership 

across institutions in the Romanian public administration. Amongst central level institutions, 

most respondents report that their superiors display the above mentioned good leadership 

practices “often” or “very frequently” in the National Agency of Zootechnics, the Ministry of 



 

60 
 

Finance, and in the Court of Accounts (see Figure 22 below). On the other end of the spectrum 

of surveyed central institutions, managers in the Ministry of Water and Forests, the Ministry of 

Economy and the Ministry of National Education display to a more limited degree such best 

leadership practices. Of all of the surveyed institutions considered, city halls and county councils 

report the best leadership practices. 
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Figure 212: Occurrence of leadership practices across central institutions 

 
Source: WB survey 
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92. The survey and qualitative interviews and focus groups further reveal that current 

leadership practices are seen as too hierarchical and insufficiently employee-centered or 

supportive of innovations. Comparing employees’ perception of their manager’s leadership style 

with managers’ self-perception in the survey points at the most important gaps in leadership 

practices. The biggest differences are on 1) managers supporting the career development of their 

staff (68% versus 94%), and 2) managers caring about each of their subordinates (56 versus 90%). 

When asked a series of questions related to their work environment, respondents also agreed to 

a lesser extent with the statements on feeling valued for the work they do, and the 

encouragement of innovation (“people in my team are encouraged to come up with new and 

better ways of doing things”). These survey findings are in line with the way participants of the 

behavioral interviews and focus groups characterized good managers: listening to employees, 

being open to discussion (even proposals of “bad” ideas) and encouraging their work. 

Furthermore, one of the common negative characteristics described in managers was 

hierarchical attitude towards the direct reports, which is at the detriment of trust.88 

 
88 World Bank, “Performance Management in the Romanian Civil Service: A Study of Behaviors and Biases”, 
eMBeD, May 2020, p. 182. 
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

93. The survey provides evidence corroborating the conclusions of earlier qualitative 

diagnostic work, that the Romanian public administration is overly compliance-based and not 

sufficiently results-oriented.89 All the HRM functions assessed in the survey prove to be executed 

in accordance with existing laws and regulations, of which both employees and managers are 

well aware. Still, these HRM functions do not always translate into the desired outcomes, namely 

selecting competent and driven staff and motivating them to deliver results. Moreover, the 

administrative system and organizational culture are shown to be overly legalistic and 

procedural, rather than managerial.  

 

94. In spite of being robust and rigorous, the recruitment process does not necessarily 

achieve its desired outcomes of selecting competent and driven candidates. The survey 

confirms the findings of earlier diagnostic work in Romania on the high level of compliance with 

the complex regulations. Job openings are advertised and both selection stages (written exam 

and interview) take place. However, when looking at the substance and effectiveness of the 

screening process, it does not seem to ensure selecting the most qualified applicants – as per the 

perception of 31% of respondents. This is in part due to the fact that testing is skewed towards 

legal knowledge without sufficiently screening for a wide array of socio-emotional skills. There 

are also issues with competitiveness of the process, as almost one quarter of those having 

participated in formal assessment to gain their current positions say that they were not assessed 

against other candidates. The recruitment system also fails to attract and screen for candidates 

driven by public sector motivation, an important driver of performance in the public 

administration. In general, all these shortcomings emanate from the overall quality of the 

recruitment process, which the survey found to vary across institutions and to be associated with 

important outcomes of the public administration, such as motivation. 

 

95. Similar to recruitment, performance management also proved to be highly compliance-

oriented, and hence not sufficiently motivating staff. Survey results confirm the formal 

adherence to the yearly performance appraisal system with 90% of respondents stating that their 

performance was formally evaluated in the past year. However, beyond ticking the box on what 

is mostly perceived as an administrative duty, the system does not live up to its potential of 

steering, motivating and developing staff. By design, the performance appraisal system is overly 

focused on measuring, rather than managing performance. Yet it does so in a routine and top-

down level, without sufficiently engaging the employee in objective-setting and thus giving 

 
89 For instance, see the main findings and conclusions of the World Bank (2019), Baseline review of the national 
framework for HRM and its institutionalization. 
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him/her ownership of the process. This, together with the ubiquitous high performance scores 

limit even the primarily intended objective system of steering employees and measuring their 

performance. The system is not designed or perceived to be a tool to actively encourage or 

performance. Indeed, only about 28% report that the performance evaluation results were used 

as a motivation tool to encourage them to work harder. 

 

96. Amidst limited formal rewards, the survey points at the potential for leveraging intrinsic 

incentives through informal opportunities. Motivating employees can be achieved through a 

combination of various HRM practices, such as formal performance management, compensation, 

career progression opportunities, as well as informal incentives. The existing performance 

appraisal system falls short of serving this purpose, as it does not ensure accountability or 

variance in performance scores that can feed into HRM decisions, such as promotions or 

monetary rewards. The inherent rigidity of the HRM system also restricts managers in 

encouraging and rewarding performance through monetary incentives or promotions, even 

though the survey shows that individual salary raises and performance related bonuses could 

motivate staff. Yet in the given context, ad-hoc informal rewards remain the only option, 

contingent on mangers’ engagement and skills. The survey finds that more quality performance 

conversations as well as regular informal feedback have an important potential in this respect. 

Public recognition and training and travel opportunities can also contribute to higher motivation. 

Finally, simply creating a trustful and friendly work environment and providing quality leadership 

to teams can make a significant difference in employees attitudes and behaviors. 

 

97. Going beyond the findings of the earlier, mostly qualitative diagnostic, the survey also 

helped to uncover certain nuances in institutions’ standing on the various surveyed measures. 

The survey found no significant differences across different demographic groups of respondents 

(e.g. gender, age) in terms of their major attitudes and behaviors. However, at the institution 

level, significant variation in many aspects was found across the 81 surveyed institutions, which 

points to the need for targeted actions beyond the across-the-board reforms. For instance, there 

was variation in terms of the quality of recruitment and performance management indices, with 

local and territorial institutions generally faring better. Some institutions seem to be more 

satisfied with their salaries and more confident in promotions, which suggests that their 

leadership needs to think about other, non-monetary incentives to motivate higher staff 

performance. 

 

98. These complimentary insights and more granular understanding of the challenges of the 

Romanian public administration provided by the survey point at a set of measures that can be 

taken to improve the selection and motivation of staff. The below action points are built on the 

relevant recommendations of the HRM function-specific analyses of the RAS on recruitment, 
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competency framework and performance management and performance-related pay (for the 

roadmap of reforms recommended in the baseline diagnostic report of the HRM RAS, see 

Appendix 5).90 These recommendations are enriched with further nuances emanating from the 

findings of this report. The detailed recommendations corresponding to each of the main findings 

of the report are presented in Table 1 below. However, beyond these, there are a number of 

overarching recommendations emerging from the survey findings, including:  

 

• To increase the emphasis on staff motivation and competences both in the recruitment 

and performance management systems; 

• To train managers in “people management skills” (labelled “managerial abilities” in the 

new competency framework, which include managing performance and team 

development); 

• To improve the capacity of HR departments to support managers in making HRM 

functions more effective;91 

• To shift from a compliance-based organizational culture towards a results-oriented one, 

and to one which fosters collaboration and inclusion, so that employees feel valued for 

their work and part of their team and institution. Much of the drive for such a change of 

organizational culture comes from senior and mid-level management, for which this 

report recommends training in several areas (see in the below matrix or 

recommendations); regular and consistent communication to employees of the desired 

changes in organizational culture (eg. through townhalls, during unit meetings); 

encouraging and recognizing performance both at the level of individuals and teams; 

investing in the social aspects of the work environment and inter-personal trust in teams. 

• To institute a regular online staff survey in order to monitor changes in staff experience 

and attitudes over time; uncover inefficiencies; and measure impact of introduced 

reforms. It will be important that all the data collected and survey analysis will continue 

disaggregating by the main categories of staff (e.g. contract-based staff vs. civil servants) 

in order to monitor differences and come up with targeted solutions. NACS is already 

receiving WB support on collecting and analyzing such data for the purpose of other 

surveys conducted under this and other RAS in Romania.92 Building on and further 

developing this capacity, and using the questionnaire for this public employee survey as 

 
90 World Bank, “Output 3: Competency Framework. Report on Competencies and Jobs in the Romanian Public 
Administration”, March 2020; World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national contest”, March 
2020; World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020; World Bank, 
“Deliverable 4.1 - Performance-related Pay in the Romanian public administration”, May 2020. 
91 Recommendations on how to improve the capacity of HR departments in the Romanian public administration 
will be made in the upcoming HRM RAS deliverable 2.4 Analysis of the capacity of HR departments to implement 
proposed reforms. 
92 For instance, NACS conducted a survey among HR personnel to support the analysis under the HRM RAS 
deliverable 2.4 Analysis of the capacity of HR departments to implement proposed reforms. 
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a starting point, NACS can make such staff engagement surveys regular. For more details 

on how to conduct regular staff surveys, see Appendix 6; 

• To increase the collection, use and analysis of data for all HRM practices for the purpose 

of improving the efficiency, transparency and integrity in the public administration, as 

well as to enable evidence-based policy making. 

 

99. Most of the recommendations have implications not only for civil servants, but also for 

contract-based staff. The Governments’ current strategic focus of HRM reforms is on civil 

servants and there is.93 For instance, as of now the new recruitment system is only foreseen for 

civil servant positions. Yet there can be a phased approach to the recommendations around 

recruitment starting with civil servants and later potentially expanding some of the measures to 

contract-based staff in the public administration as well. Moreover, most of the other 

recommendations in this report are applicable to both employee categories. For instance, 

strengthening capacity for performance management, improving managers’ “people 

management skills” or diversifying performance incentives with more non-monetary rewards will 

benefit both civil servants and contract-based staff alike. 

 

 
93 Currently there is no overarching HRM policy or strategy for contract-based staff and no central oversight of how 
HRM functions are performed for contract-based staff. The HRM RAS baseline diagnostic proposes ways to address 
this fragmentation of the HRM system and orienting it towards a common strategic vision better integrating HRM 
functions across employment types. For more, see World Bank (2019), Baseline review of the national framework 
for HRM and its institutionalization, p.131-157. 



 

67 
 

Table 1: Matrix of detailed recommendations 

SURVEY FINDINGS RECOMMENDATIONS TIMELINE94 PRIORITY95 

SELECTING THE RIGHT STAFF 

2.1 The screening 

mechanism 

emphasizes 

candidates’ legal 

knowledge rather 

than a broad array of 

competencies 

necessary to perform 

effectively in a job 

• The screening process should have an increased focus on 

competency-based testing. The Government has already approved 

policy reforms for recruitment in the civil service.96 As part of the 

first phase, the national competition creating a pool of eligible 

candidates, the recruitment component of the RAS recommends 

using Assessment Center techniques in order to allow competency-

based testing through a sequence of exercises designed to highlight 

the level of each evaluated competency. As a second-best option, 

or temporary solution until the Assessment Center is established, 

selection panels can be trained to better test core general 

competencies through interviews. 

• Competency-based testing in both phases of the new recruitment 

system should be grounded in the new competency framework for 

the Romanian public administration developed under the HRM 

RAS.97 Beyond the currently tested traditional socio-emotional skills 

such as analytical thinking, team work or communication, the new 

competency framework also includes competencies highly relevant 

for a modern and high-performing public administration, such as 

MT H 

 
94 Short term (ST): 3–12 months; Medium term (MT): 1-3 years; Long-term (LT): 3-5 years. 
95 High (H); Medium (M); Low (L). 
96 The recruitment for central and territorial level vacancies will be organized in two phases: 1) a national  competition, organized by NACS, creating a pool of 
successful candidates; and 2) job based selection for a specific vacancy, organized by each public institution, where only candidates identified in the first phase 
can be invited to participate. For more details on the proposed new recruitment system, see World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national 
contest”, March 2020. 
97 World Bank, “Output 3: Competency Framework. Report on Competencies and Jobs in the Romanian Public Administration”, March 2020. 
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initiative, citizen centricity, the promotion of innovation and 

leadership (for managers), which are competencies also highlighted 

as gaps in this survey.  

• For the competency framework to be an effective tool to draft job 

descriptions and test skills in the job-specific interviews at the 

second stage of the recruitment, it is crucial that all public 

institutions receive central guidance and training in using it. 

2.2 The recruitment 

system is not always 

meritocratic 

• The national competition will be applicable in all open competitions 

targeting candidates from within and from outside the civil 

service.98 As such, through its transparency and predictability it is 

expected to provide safeguards for competitiveness and integrity of 

the process, at least in the first phase of the recruitment. However, 

this is only true if there are no other alternative entry points to the 

civil service to bypass the new national competition. For instance, 

the RAS analysis on recruitment system calls to limit temporary 

appointments to managerial positions and to ensure that all 

appointments are strictly experience and competency-based. 

MT H 

• To ensure the competitiveness and integrity of the second, job-

specific phase of the recruitment, it is important that there are a 

minimum number of candidates (pre-selected through the national 

competition) competing against each other for any given position, 

and that exam and interview questions are not leaked in advance. 

One possible safeguard for this is for NACS to centralize data on the 

second phase of the recruitment process (eg. the name and contact 

details of all candidates for a position). These can serve a 

transparency purpose in itself, and can also allow for conducting ex-

LT M 

 
98 World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for the national contest”, March 2020. 
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post audits. These can be undertaken, for instance, through yearly 

surveys with participants of the recruitments process (both those 

selected and not selected) on procedural aspects of the process, as 

well as the content of the screening questions. 

2.3 The recruitment 

system is not 

attracting and 

selecting people with 

a sense of purpose 

and mission 

• Given the importance of public service motivation for high-

performing employees in the public sector, both the Assessment 

Center (the interview component) and the institution-level job-

specific interviews should specifically test this aspect of the 

candidates’ motivation for the position, rather than just motivation 

in general (which can have many drivers, such as job security). For 

instance, the European Commission has a special 20-minutes 

motivation-interview, which includes questions of the origin of the 

interest in the work, as well as career expectations.99 

MT H 

• Once employees’ performance scores are more differentiated 

and/or there is more data available on staff performance, this 

information can be correlated with data from the hiring process 

(e.g. CV and interview questions and performance). Big data 

analysis and artificial intelligence can then reveal what components 

of a candidate’s profile are the most predictive of retainment and 

future performance in the given organization or job type.100 

LT L 

• Employees’ sense of purpose and mission can be maintained and 

further improved throughout their career by embedding motivation 

aspects with technical skills training, such as presenting role 

MT L 

 
99 Among other things, this involves questions on the origin of the interest to work for the EU, the awareness about and commitment to EU values, the 
understanding of present and future challenges of the EU, the expectations regarding an EU career. Source: World Bank, “Deliverable 4.1 - Defining a model for 
the national contest”, March 2020, p. 215. 
100 A consultancy company called Empirical Hire is already successfully applying this approach to improve recruitment outcomes in various public and private 
sector organizations. 
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models, or setting expectations. Recent experimental evidence 

shows the impact of embedding such motivational aspects in an 

applied productivity and innovation training module on the 

behaviors of civil servants, the quality of management and the 

overall performance orientation of the organizational culture.101 

Furthermore, the sense of purpose can be cultivated by regular 

communication from senior management on the organization’s 

mission and that every individual’s and team’s work contributes 

towards achieving this. 

KEEPING STAFF MOTIVATED 

3.1 While 

performance 

appraisals are 

regularly conducted, 

they do not clearly 

identify staff 

objectives or 

differentiate 

performance in 

achieving these 

objectives 

• Performance management cannot work without more careful 

objective-setting, which is currently the most underused element of 

the process (particularly for contract-based staff). As also argued in 

the HRM RAS analysis on performance management, performance 

indicators and objectives should be tailored to the job and 

established together with the employee, rather than simply lifted 

from the job descriptions.102 This would introduce more ownership 

and accountability in the process, and it would allow for more 

accurate measurement of performance. To this end, managers 

should be trained in setting objectives and in using the new 

competency framework for this exercise. 

ST H 

 
101 The experiment conducted in the Ghana civil service on a productivity training, which in addition to productivity tools, also included a motivational video 
featuring the Head of the Civil Service and other senior officials talking about the importance of innovation and productivity, as well as civil servants sharing 
examples of how they came up with and introduced innovative ideas to improve performance. For more, see: Azulai, M., Rasul, I., Rogger, D., Williams, M. 
(2020). Can Training Improve Organizational Culture? Experimental Evidence from Ghana’s Civil Service, World Bank Working Paper, Washington, DC: World 
Bank. 
102 World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020. 
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• Organizations need to set clear and actionable organizational 

priorities and better link the processes of organizational and 

individual objective setting in order to provide a “clear line of sight” 

to employees – something that is currently missing, as reflected by 

the very low levels of mission alignment. In the ministries where 

Institutional Strategic Plans are already in place, these should be 

better reflected in individual performance objectives. Managers 

should use a combination of tasks from the job descriptions and 

goals derived from yearly organizational objectives to determine 

individual objectives. It is recommended that as a first step, this 

exercise is done for high-level civil servants and senior managers.103 

MT M 

• To allow for more objective, fair and differentiated performance 

assessment, the evidence base for evaluating performance should 

be expanded beyond the managers’ own judgement, and could 

include peer and staff feedback, as a minimum for high-level civil 

servants. Such multi-source feedback can be best provided in a 

transparent, yet discreet manner in a digitalized form, which also 

contributes towards establishing a continuous track record of 

employee performance. 

ST M 

• Another way to better distinguish between different levels of 

performance, especially for top performers and for 

underperformers, is ex-ante frame-of-reference training104 for 

managers on how to rate performance in an organization or for 

MT L 

 
103 Ibidem. 
104 The core idea of frame-of-reference is that, before the annual performance assessment, managers within an organization are provided with guidelines and 
training for how to evaluate different aspects of performance (especially behavioral, qualitative, and other aspects of performance that are difficult to measure 
quantitatively based on administrative data) and to distinguish different levels of performance. 
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specific types of jobs. A further tool is ex-post calibration of ratings, 

where managers meet to discuss ratings and validate them. While 

this is a resource-intensive process, it should be introduced and 

piloted as a minimum for the evaluation of high-level civil 

servants.105 

• Investments in improving and further digitalizing organizational 

Management Information Systems (MIS) at the organizational level 

can facilitate the collection and analysis of data on which individual 

performance appraisals are based. If better differentiated, the 

results of the yearly appraisals should be reported by the 

institutions to NACS for monitor and analysis purposes. 

LT H 

3.2 Performance 

appraisals are used 

only as a formality for 

staff promotions, 

accountability or pay 

• As argued in all the analysis conducted under the HRM RAS, 

performance appraisal should be better embedded with core HRM 

processes, such as career management or compensation. However, 

for this, the career management system needs to be reformed to 

ensure more paths and opportunities for promotion for talented 

and high-performing staff, especially to managerial positions.  

LT H 

• Provided that there are more opportunities for promotions and that 

performance scores become more diversified, these can become 

conditions for promotions (a certain number of years of adequate 

performance and at least one year of above average results). The 

new competency framework could be used in a similar way to 

identify candidates for promotion – e.g. staff have to not only 

demonstrate the competencies necessary for their current grade, 

LT H 

 
105 World Bank, “Deliverable 5.1 Analysis of the performance management system”, May 2020. 
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but also at least a few above average key competencies for 

advancing to the next grade. 

• Apart from promotions, there are also other career development 

opportunities that can be used as a reward based on high 

performance, such as centrally coordinated horizontal mobility 

schemes and staff exchange programs.106 

MT M 

• Regular data collection on staff performance through integrated 

MISs can also allow for using such information as a basis for HR 

decisions. 

LT M 

3.3 Performance 

conversations and 

informal feedback 

motivate staff, and 

there is demand for 

more of it 

• While the vast majority of respondents reports having yearly 

performance conversations, as well as additional informal feedback 

from their manager, there is room for improvement in the 

coverage, nature, content and impact of these interactions. To 

begin with, managers should not discriminate between civil 

servants and contract-based staff in holding performance 

conversations (currently the latter have a lower compliance rate in 

this respect). Moreover, such conversations should be constructive 

and forward-looking, rather than only focused on past 

achievements and mistakes. Staff think that alongside task 

completion, such conversations should also include advice on how 

to improve specific competencies and behaviors, as well as career 

development advice. Furthermore, managers could also use these 

conversations to remind staff of the importance of their work for 

achieving the organization’s mission.  

ST H 

 
106 Ibidem. 
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• For such type of conversations, managers require training, not only 

to provide effective feedback and advice, but also to conduct 

difficult, but fruitful conversations with low performers. 

• As also highlighted in the HRM RAS performance management 

analysis, beyond the current compulsory yearly performance 

conversations, managers should be encouraged to have frequent 

(informal) check-ins throughout the year and even slightly more 

formal mid-term or quarterly performance conversations (which 

have no formal consequence on the final performance rating).107 

This could become part of managers’ own objectives in their 

individual performance evaluation. 

ST M 

3.4 Satisfactory salary 

in itself does not 

motivate staff, but 

individual salary 

raises would do so 

• While currently salary raises are either tenure-related or across the 
board, there should be more flexibility to award individual salary 
raise with due justification related to performance. 

LT M 

3.5 Amidst limited 

incentive 

mechanisms, 

managers recur to 

informal, intrinsic 

motivational tools 

• The survey findings suggest that more attention should be given to 
leveraging intrinsic motivation and offering non-monetary rewards 
and incentives, which are usually low-cost, but high-impact. The use 
of non-monetary rewards could be even more impactful for 
contract-based staff, as they are proved to be more limited in terms 
of monetary incentives/promotions, than their civil servant peers. 

• There are various intrinsic motivational tools, such as social 
recognition initiatives that can be piloted by organizations. 
Examples are congratulations letter signed by ministers for top 
performers or even more public awarding of recognition certificates 
for outstanding performance. Managers can be provided with a 

ST M 

 
107 Ibidem. 
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“cheat sheet” and tips containing such simple intrinsic motivational 
tools. Any such form of recognition should be recorded in the MIS 
and should be taken into consideration for HR decisions. For these 
social recognition tools to function as intended it will be important 
that the number of recipients is limited and that they are carefully 
and transparently selected.108 

• While this survey provided valuable insights on what staff finds 
motivating (e.g. feedback, public recognition in meetings, travel and 
training opportunities), management needs to gain a good 
understanding of the sources of motivation of their own staff. This 
can be assessed through unit-level brainstorming, or as part of 
regular staff engagement surveys. The latter can also serve the basis 
for a sustainable data collection process that provides up to date 
evidence base for HR decisions both at the individual managerial 
level, and at the organizational level. 

MD L 

• Effective managers should also be recognized by and encouraged to 
share experience and best practices with other managers through a 
structured program, e.g. as guest speakers in trainings on 
performance management, or at the annual Civil Service Award 
event organized by the NACS. 

MD M 

3.6 An amicable work 

environment, 

interpersonal 

relations and trust 

foster motivation 

• Recognizing the limitations of formal incentives, managers should 

think of the quality of work environment as an effective 

motivational tool within their control, and something that can 

differentiate them as good managers. They should make conscious 

effort to create a constructive team and working climate by showing 

appreciation, helping those that are facing difficulties, listening to 

staff, showing empathy and building team spirit. This would be also 

important to bridge the existing gaps between civil servants and 

ST H 

 
108 Ibidem. 
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contract-based staff, who often perform very similar roles, yet are 

subject to different HRM regimes. 

• Managers’ effort to actively create an amicable work environment 

should be encouraged and rewarded, for example through 

recognizing outstanding managers. 

• Encouraging and recognizing teams for particular achievements 
would contribute to healthy workplace relations, better team 
performance and a shift towards a more results-oriented 
organizational culture. As currently there is no framework for 
monitoring and recognizing performance at the level of 
organizational units, cooperation at the level of teams could be 
further encouraged by recognizing it in the individual performance 
appraisal, for instance as part of the assessment of managerial 
performance. This could be piloted in a central institution before 
rolling it out more broadly.  

ST M 

3.7 Leadership and 

the quality of 

management matters 

for employees’ 

motivation 

• Both recruitment and promotions to (higher) managerial levels 

should be conditional on proven performance (including in 

managing and motivating staff performance) as well as on relevant 

managerial-level competencies. In the new competency framework 

these include leadership, managing performance, team 

development, creating engagement and the promotion of 

innovation and guiding change.109 

MT M 

• There is also need for an extensive or structured learning program 

for existing managers in “people management”. This should be 

based on the managerial skills outlined in the competency 

framework, and should include training on how to set objectives, 

evaluate competencies and help staff develop them, provide 

MT H 

 
109 World Bank, “Output 3: Competency Framework. Report on Competencies and Jobs in the Romanian Public Administration”, March 2020. 
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feedback to staff, encourage team work, create a more inclusive 

and collaborative organizational culture and making staff feel 

valued for the work they do.  

 • Furthermore, the survey suggests that staff would also welcome a 

shift towards a less hierarchical leadership style. As mentioned 

under recommendations 2.3, it is important that such training 

includes motivation aspects by presenting managers with role 

models and emphasizing the value of individual initiative (in 

contrast to often-hierarchical bureaucratic norms), as well as the 

importance of encouraging and recognizing leadership in non-

formal managerial roles (in the form of taking initiative and 

responsibility for certain tasks and team assignments, setting 

example in professionalism). 

LT L 
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APPENDICES 
 

Appendix 1: Survey design, sampling, implementation and analysis 
 

Survey design 

100. The public employee survey was designed to understand what challenges employees 

face in their daily duties and capture key experiences in the public administration. The survey 

modules broadly followed the main HRM reform priorities of the Romanian government, as 

reflected in the HRM RAS components, such as recruitment, promotion, performance 

management, compensation, as well as employees’ attitudes and perceptions of these HRM 

practices and their general work environment. The survey included questions on a number of 

different thematic areas, as outlined in Table 2 below.  

Table 2: Topics covered in the public employee survey 

Topic Questions asked in survey 

Recruitment Questions covered key aspects of the recruitment 

and hiring processes, including career 

attractiveness in the public administration, 

recruitment and hiring processes, competency 

requirements and selection methods. 

Performance Management Questions covered the implementation of the 

performance appraisal processes, including 

objective setting, formal performance 

conversations, performance scoring, as well as 

informal feedback and incentive mechanisms. 

Other HRM practices (career progression, 

compensation, training, etc.) 

Questions were also asked about other HR 

practices including promotions, dismissals, 

turnover, compensation and leadership practices. 

Work Environment Questions also looked to understand the work 

environment in which employees operate in 

terms of physical environment (office conditions 

and equipment), human and financial resources, 

as well as interpersonal relations (trust, team 

collaboration, etc.). 

Attitudes Questions looking at the behaviors and attitudes 

of employees were embedded throughout the 

modules, looking at themes such as mission 

alignment, motivation, engagement, job 

satisfaction, trust, and ethics. 
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101. The survey design also incorporated innovative methodological approaches to reduce 

potential social desirability bias in responses – providing answers that would be expected by 

management, instead of honest views. All interviews were started with assurances about 

anonymity and confidentiality of responses. Respondents were then randomized in two groups, 

so that several batteries of questions could be asked at an individual level to half of the 

respondents, and at an organizational level to the other. Comparing the results at an individual 

and organizational level can also reveal potential response biases. For example, respondents may 

feel hindered to report more truthfully about their firsthand experience, but are more 

comfortable discussing practices and trends in their wider organization. In order to check if 

respondents were paying attention, in certain instances the framing of questions were changed, 

so that respondents could not pick the same answer option for a set of questions (for instance, 

automatically pick “strongly agree” to all in a list of statements). Finally, one of the main 

innovations in the survey implementation was conducting interviews both face to face as well as 

online within the same organizations (although using a different sample of respondents). This 

methodology allows to test for systematic differences in responses to the same questions in-

person and online including any biases in reporting. For example, in-person responses could be 

slightly different, as the presence of the enumerator can influence the respondent’s confidence 

in the anonymity of responses.  

 

Sampling 

102. The sampling frame was designed to provide a representative picture of the Romanian 

public administration at both the central and the local levels. To achieve this, 19 central-level 

institutions were chosen as part of the sampling frame, including 12 ministries and five randomly 

selected specialized agencies, the NACS and the Court of Accounts (where the World Bank is 

supporting another project). For data collection in local and territorial level institutions, 14 of 

Romania’s 41 counties were selected. From each of Romania’s seven development regions two 

counties were selected randomly. In each of the 14 counties, six types of local/territorial 

institutions were selected: County Councils, City Halls of the main municipality of the given 

county, the Prefecture, Directorate General of Social Assistance and Child Protection (local level 

public service), County Directorate for Agriculture (territorial “deconcentrated” public service of 

the Ministry of Agriculture), Country Directorate for Public Health (territorial “deconcentrated” 

public service of the Ministry of Health). Overall, 19 central-level and 84 local and territorial level 

institutions formed the institutional sampling frame. For a full list of institutions, see Appendix 3. 

 

103. The sample of individual respondents was drawn from the census of employees (civil 

servants and contract-based staff) within each of the institutions. Given the uneven distribution 

of employees across institutions, to provide a representative picture, the sample was drawn as a 

proportion of each category of staff: central-level manager (50%); central-level civil servant 
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(25%); central-level contract-based staff (50%); local-level manager (20%); local-level civil servant 

(20%); and local-level contract-based staff (30%).  To ensure a reasonable number of 

observations within each institution, minimum and maximum constraints were also imposed on 

the sample size within each category of staff.110 The final sampling frame included 6,057 staff 

across 102 institutions. This was evenly split between central (51%) and local-level employees 

(49%); and weighted towards civil servants (81%) relative to contract-based staff (19%), reflecting 

the population distribution of civil servants (86%) relative to contract-based staff.  

 

Implementation 

104. The survey was implemented through two modalities, face-to-face interviews and an 

online questionnaire. Field work was carried out by Metro Media Transilvania on behalf of and 

overviewed by the World Bank and it took place between June 2019 and January 2020. Out of 

the initially targeted 103 institutions in the sample frame, 81 institutions agreed to participate in 

the face-to-face survey and 56 in the online survey (all of which also participated in the face-to-

face modality). Within the pre-selected institutions that agreed to participate in the data 

collection, response rate was 92% (3316/3592) for the face-to-face survey and 24% (2721/11026) 

for the online survey. The sample included both civil servants and contract-based staff across all 

the surveyed institutions.  

 

105. The characteristics of the final sample achieved is shown below in Table 3. Civil servant 

managers constitute nearly 15% of the in-person sample, and contract-based staff is another 13% 

of this sample. About 68% of the in-person sample were female, and the average age of 

participants was 46 years. The average respondents had worked in their current position for over 

7 years, had worked in more than one institution and had been in the Romanian public 

administration for 15 years. While the number of institutions for completed online surveys was 

a bit lower (56 online compared to 81 for face-to-face), respondent characteristics across both 

kinds of survey modalities are similar. 

Table 3: Final Sample for In-person and Online Surveys 

 In-Person Online 

Total number of interview attempts 3,592 11,026 

Total Interviews completed/Percentage 3,316 (92%) 2,721 (24%) 

Number of Civil Servant Non-Managers 2,287  

Number of Civil Servant Managers 491  

Number of Contract-based Staff 438  

 
110 The minima and maxima were set as follows, based on the distribution of staff in each function across 
institutions: central-level managers (minimum=20; no maximum was set); central-level civil servant 
(minimum=100; maximum=250); central-level contract-based staff (minimum=20; maximum=70); local-level 
manager (minimum=4; no maximum was set); local-level civil servant (minimum=20; maximum=50); and local-level 
contract-based staff (minimum=15; maximum=30). 
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Institutions 

Number of Institutions 81 56 

Central - # respondents (# institutions) 1,171  

Local - # respondents (# institutions) 1,324  

Territorial - # respondents (# institutions) 821  

Characteristics 

Age (mean) 46 45 

Female (%) 68 74 

Years in current position 7.3 8 

Worker in (Average # of Institutions) 1.5 1.8 

Years in public administration 15 13 

 

Analysis 

106. The bulk of the analysis in this report was performed on findings from the face-to-face 

survey. The reason is that the in-person instrument contained far more questions and hence 

provided more comprehensive data than the reduced questionnaire disseminated electronically. 

However, the analysis looked for potential deviations in results on the same questions in the two 

modalities and reports on such differences. 

 

107. In the report we analyze and show how responses to questions on recruitment, 

performance management, other HRM practices and related management practices, vary with 

attitudes of the public administration. The survey also captures a range of important attitudes 

or “outcome” measures that are likely to be affected by recruitment, performance management, 

other HRM practices, as well as management practices in general. These include several 

measures of motivation of staff, current satisfaction with job, several measures of engagement 

at work, trust in managers, colleagues in the team and  institution, measures of unethical conduct 

such as accepting gifts, or bending rules, as well as indicators of turnover such as looking for other 

jobs, and intention to quit.  

 

108. The analysis triangulates the survey findings with other qualitative exercises conducted 

in the framework of the HRM RAS. In interpreting the public employee survey findings, the 

report draws on findings of work conducted by the team under other HRM RAS components from 

legal and institutional review, focus groups and qualitative interviews completed with key 

stakeholders including managers and civil servants from several different central institutions. 

These complementary works also include a behavioral diagnostic conducted in collaboration with 

the World Bank's Mind, Behavior, and Development Unit (eMBeD). The report investigated 

behavioral barriers that may come in the way of better management practices, including 

implementation of the current performance appraisal system. 
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Appendix 2: Overview of human resources in the Romanian public 

administration111 

 

109. Civil servants represent the core administrative workforce in the Romanian public 

sector. Civil servants (“funcționari publici” in Romanian) are those that occupy public functions, 

i.e. that exercise “public power prerogatives”.112 Currently only about 11% of staff in the public 

sector are civil servants (173.655 by the end of 2020).113 They are classified into high-level, 

management, or execution (operational) civil servants.114 There is a high imbalance in terms of 

seniority, with a very high share of execution civil servants at the highest level of seniority 

(superior) and a very low share of debutants (entry-level civil servants) (see Figure 23 below). 

Civil servants are overviewed by the National Agency for Civil Servants (NACS). 

Figure 223: Execution civil servants by grade 

 
 
Source: World Bank (2019), Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization 

 
110. The vast majority of staff in the public sector are contract-based. They are employed 

based on the Labor Code (Law 53/2003), which falls under the mandate of the Ministry of Labor 

and Social Justice (MLSJ), and various dedicated normative acts issued by the relevant line 

ministries.115 The Labor Inspectorate (LI), subordinated to the MLSJ, keeps evidence of labor 

contracts both in the public and the private sector, and verifies compliance with labor safety and 

 
111 This Annex is a synthesis based on Chapter 3 of World Bank (2019), Baseline review of the national framework 
for HRM and its institutionalization, which offers a comprehensive overview of human resources in the Romanian 
public administration. 
112 Government Emergency Ordinance nr. 57/2019. 
113 NACS 2020 Annual Activity Report, p. 18. 
114 Government Emergency Ordinance nr. 57/2019   
115 While the Labor Law sets general conditions for contract-based employment in the public and in the private 
sector, line ministries decide on specific employment conditions for contract-based staff in their area of 
specialization (e.g. the Ministry of Education regulates recruitment and career management of teachers).   
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health regulations. However, beyond this, there are no centralized data on contract-based staff, 

there is limited oversight of agencies’ compliance, for example, with recruitment and promotion 

provisions for such staff, and there is no overarching policy or strategy for the management of 

contract-based staff in the public administration. In addition to contract-based staff, magistrates, 

teachers, dignitaries (politically appointed persons) and their staff are also explicitly excluded 

from the Civil Service Law. 

 

111. There is no clear overview of the number of contract-based staff in the public sector or 

the narrower “public administration”. According to estimations based on NACS data, about 

42.4% of positions are civil service positions, while the rest are contract-based. At the local level, 

about 71% of staff in these institutions are contract-based, while the corresponding figure at the 

central and territorial level is only 15%. 

 
112. Overall, it is challenging to distinguish systematically and unambiguously between 

positions which exercise public powers, and thus should be staffed with civil servants, and 

positions which do not, and thus can be staffed with contract-based personnel. Job descriptions 

for contract-based employees and civil servants are sometimes similar, and contract-based 

employees occasionally perform similar activities as civil servants within the same institution. The 

lack of consistent interpretation of public power prerogatives generates a series of challenges in 

terms of transparency and management of the various types of human resources.  
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Appendix 3: Correlation tables 
 

Table 4: Correlation between the link to organizational objectives (index) on outcomes in the 

Public Administration 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES 

motivation

_std 

satisfied

_std 

motivation_ind

ex_std 

trust_index

_std 

overall_engageme

nt_std 

turnover_inde

x_std 

              

target_index_

std 0.103*** 0.312*** 0.148*** 0.274*** 0.288*** -0.251*** 

 (0.0203) (0.0192) (0.0274) (0.0248) (0.0209) (0.0261) 

Controls       

female 0.0417 0.0778* 0.0959*** -0.151*** 0.0561 -0.106** 

 (0.0349) (0.0417) (0.0359) (0.0355) (0.0351) (0.0402) 

education_m

asters 0.0335 -0.0620 0.0525 0.00125 0.00922 0.166*** 

 (0.0413) (0.0376) (0.0377) (0.0371) (0.0371) (0.0450) 

age -0.00499** 0.00336 -0.00351 -0.00345 0.00272 -0.00754*** 

 (0.00227) 

(0.00256

) (0.00269) (0.00258) (0.00252) (0.00260) 

manager 0.0865* 0.0478 0.102** 0.0168 0.0800 -0.0342 

 (0.0510) (0.0401) (0.0482) (0.0442) (0.0482) (0.0616) 

recent_hire -0.00609 0.0577 0.0409 0.0807* 0.0536 -0.126** 

 (0.0476) (0.0492) (0.0556) (0.0482) (0.0367) (0.0557) 

class1 -0.200** 0.0134 -0.124* -0.213*** -0.199*** -0.00359 

 (0.0807) (0.0742) (0.0741) (0.0755) (0.0588) (0.0969) 

class2 0.0598 0.0509 0.0617 0.0331 0.0179 -0.0176 

 (0.101) (0.0568) (0.0818) (0.0804) (0.0689) (0.0939) 

Constant 0.224 -0.220 0.0646 0.305** -0.121 0.367** 

 (0.138) (0.141) (0.150) (0.147) (0.140) (0.150) 

       
Observations 3,153 3,279 3,284 3,271 3,146 2,874 

R-squared 0.027 0.100 0.034 0.095 0.098 0.080 

Robust standard errors in 

parentheses      
*** p<0.01, 

** p<0.05, * 

p<0.1       
 

NOTES: OLS regressions with standard errors clustered at 81 institutions.  

“target_index_std” includes a battery of questions asked on links to organizational objectives 

Motivation is a standardized version of current level of motivation. Job satisfaction is standardized versions of a 

binary = 1 if respondent “strongly agrees” that they are satisfied with their job, Motivation Index is a standardized 

mean index of all questions under AWE2.4 including satisfaction, effort, and interest in job. Trust_index is 

standardized mean of trust in manager, colleagues, and employees in institution. Ethics_index is standardized mean 
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of ethics questions (AWE4_1).Overall_engagement is a standardized mean of all standardized engagement batteries 

asked to respondent. Turnover_index is the standardized index of questions included in HRM1.1 and HRM1.2. 

 

Figure 234: Coefficients of link to organizational objectives (index) on standardized outcomes 

in the Public Administration 

 

Standardized values of (target_index)     

-.4 -.2 0 .2 .4

motivation job_satisfaction

motivation_index trust

engagement turnover
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Table 5: Correlation of discussions (index) on outcomes in the Public Administration 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

VARIABLES motivation_std satisfied_std motivation_index trust_index_std ethics_index_std overall_engagement_std turnover_index_std 

                

discussions_std 0.0992*** 0.181*** 0.0535*** 0.277*** -0.0753*** 0.175*** -0.111*** 

 (0.0227) (0.0224) (0.00967) (0.0200) (0.0154) (0.0223) (0.0227) 

Controls        

female 0.0470 0.0831* 0.0448*** -0.129*** -0.0751* 0.0805** -0.117** 

 (0.0352) (0.0458) (0.0145) (0.0389) (0.0404) (0.0386) (0.0455) 

education_masters 0.0388 -0.0711 0.0181 -0.0136 -0.00391 0.00229 0.177*** 

 (0.0410) (0.0430) (0.0141) (0.0385) (0.0383) (0.0398) (0.0512) 

age -0.00237 0.00857*** 2.87e-05 0.00111 0.000608 0.00683** -0.0103*** 

 (0.00237) (0.00290) (0.000979) (0.00262) (0.00226) (0.00314) (0.00307) 

manager 0.0888 -0.00309 0.0318* -0.0684 -0.115*** 0.0433 -0.0227 

 (0.0573) (0.0434) (0.0185) (0.0434) (0.0356) (0.0464) (0.0624) 

recent_hire -0.0383 0.0392 0.0175 0.0467 -0.157*** 0.0352 -0.106 

 (0.0519) (0.0603) (0.0219) (0.0526) (0.0542) (0.0498) (0.0640) 

class1 -0.247*** -0.0150 -0.0646** -0.279*** 0.0736 -0.248*** 0.0161 

 (0.0799) (0.0897) (0.0284) (0.0759) (0.0910) (0.0704) (0.109) 

class2 0.0475 0.0339 0.0138 -0.00673 0.145 -0.0226 -0.0115 

 (0.103) (0.0724) (0.0328) (0.0871) (0.0890) (0.0851) (0.111) 

Constant 0.133 -0.433** 4.096*** 0.153 -0.0212 -0.283 0.492*** 

 (0.143) (0.168) (0.0551) (0.153) (0.135) (0.173) (0.181) 

        
Observations 2,864 2,967 2,974 2,960 2,976 2,854 2,609 

R-squared 0.030 0.038 0.035 0.100 0.015 0.047 0.029 

Robust standard errors in parentheses       
*** p<0.01, ** 

p<0.05, * p<0.1        
 

NOTES: OLS regressions with standard errors clustered at the 81 institutions.  

Standardized discussions index includes: formal appraisal and informal feedback from manager, usefulness of feedback, if received feedback that was informal or 

public praise from manager, if received feedback from others including HR dept., colleagues, other managers.  
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Motivation is a standardized version of current level of motivation. Job satisfaction is standardized versions of a binary = 1 if respondent “strongly agrees” that 

they are satisfied with their job, Motivation Index is a standardized mean index of all questions under AWE2.4 including satisfaction, effort, and interest in job. 

Trust_index is standardized mean of trust in manager, colleagues, and employees in institution. Ethics_index is standardized mean of ethics questions 

(AWE4_1).Overall_engagement is a standardized mean of all standardized engagement batteries asked to respondent. Turnover_index is the standardized index 

of questions included in HRM1.1 and HRM1.2. 
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Figure 245: Coefficients of discussions (index) on outcomes in the Public Administration 
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Table 6: Correlation of Leadership and Dismissals (due to poor performance) on outcomes in the Public Administration 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

VARIABLES motivation_std satisfied_std motivation_index_std trust_index_std ethics_index_std overall_engagement_std turnover_index_std 

                

dismissal_std 0.0542*** 0.0306 0.0324 0.0364** -0.0205 0.0520*** 0.0266 

 (0.0179) (0.0208) (0.0208) (0.0183) (0.0170) (0.0178) (0.0206) 

leadership_std 0.129*** 0.303*** 0.201*** 0.519*** -0.172*** 0.307*** -0.273*** 

 (0.0275) (0.0196) (0.0253) (0.0208) (0.0192) (0.0215) (0.0256) 

Controls        

female 0.0533 0.0960** 0.107*** -0.119*** -0.101** 0.0704* -0.121*** 

 (0.0353) (0.0430) (0.0360) (0.0312) (0.0406) (0.0354) (0.0383) 

education_masters 0.0404 -0.0388 0.0623* 0.0320 -0.0389 0.0259 0.147*** 

 (0.0407) (0.0400) (0.0350) (0.0315) (0.0365) (0.0378) (0.0428) 

age -0.00381* 0.00667** -0.00180 0.000921 -0.000678 0.00591** -0.0104*** 

 (0.00223) (0.00270) (0.00248) (0.00213) (0.00213) (0.00259) (0.00265) 

manager 0.0896* 0.0508 0.102** 0.00903 -0.108*** 0.0937** -0.0394 

 (0.0515) (0.0372) (0.0468) (0.0366) (0.0377) (0.0440) (0.0572) 

recent_hire -0.0200 0.0266 0.0200 0.0264 -0.127** 0.0186 -0.103* 

 (0.0470) (0.0536) (0.0533) (0.0431) (0.0586) (0.0369) (0.0575) 

class1 -0.175** 0.0574 -0.0926 -0.117** 0.0591 -0.156** -0.0354 

 (0.0787) (0.0814) (0.0715) (0.0486) (0.0878) (0.0594) (0.101) 

class2 0.0177 -0.0244 0.00618 -0.0772 0.172** -0.0685 0.0366 

 (0.0977) (0.0636) (0.0740) (0.0584) (0.0765) (0.0740) (0.0950) 

Constant 0.167 -0.376** -0.0110 0.0885 0.0729 -0.257* 0.507*** 

 (0.133) (0.153) (0.137) (0.115) (0.124) (0.145) (0.150) 

        
Observations 3,148 3,266 3,272 3,262 3,272 3,135 2,865 

R-squared 0.037 0.096 0.054 0.286 0.039 0.112 0.088 

Robust standard errors in parentheses       
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * 

p<0.1        
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Notes: dismissal is a standardized response to if there is dismissal due to poor performance. A battery of questions were asked on leadership, and “leadership_std” 

is a standardized index of all responses to HRM3_1_1 HRM3_1_2 HRM3_1_3 HRM3_1_4 HRM3_1_5 HRM3_1_6 HRM3_1_7 HRM3_1_8. 
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Figure 256: Leadership and Dismissals (due to poor performance) on outcomes in the Public 

Administration 
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Table 7: Correlation of Work Environment and outcomes of the Public Administration 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

VARIABLES motivation_std satisfied_std motivation_index_std trust_index_std ethics_index_std overall_engagement_std turnover_index_std 

                

we_std 0.125*** 0.388*** 0.181*** 0.578*** -0.195*** 0.356*** -0.285*** 

 (0.0206) (0.0225) (0.0233) (0.0177) (0.0216) (0.0271) (0.0237) 

Controls        

female 0.0438 0.0858** 0.0979*** -0.140*** -0.0871** 0.0608* -0.107*** 

 (0.0349) (0.0413) (0.0358) (0.0322) (0.0398) (0.0342) (0.0376) 

education_masters 0.0430 -0.0335 0.0662* 0.0400 -0.0413 0.0369 0.142*** 

 (0.0419) (0.0379) (0.0382) (0.0344) (0.0365) (0.0357) (0.0454) 

age -0.00483** 0.00452* -0.00315 -0.00278 0.000789 0.00368 -0.00796*** 

 (0.00224) (0.00241) (0.00257) (0.00182) (0.00201) (0.00255) (0.00251) 

manager 0.0719 -0.0131 0.0707 -0.0970** -0.0683* 0.0247 -0.00378 

 (0.0510) (0.0364) (0.0458) (0.0402) (0.0378) (0.0452) (0.0562) 

recent_hire -0.00250 0.0521 0.0380 0.0702* -0.133** 0.0465 -0.128** 

 (0.0478) (0.0516) (0.0544) (0.0405) (0.0567) (0.0387) (0.0590) 

class1 -0.211** -0.00216 -0.139* -0.219*** 0.0884 -0.213*** 0.0195 

 (0.0820) (0.0795) (0.0739) (0.0566) (0.0892) (0.0599) (0.103) 

class2 0.0471 0.0257 0.0431 0.0118 0.136* -0.000849 0.00443 

 (0.101) (0.0582) (0.0806) (0.0616) (0.0798) (0.0679) (0.0953) 

Constant 0.221 -0.266* 0.0591 0.279*** -0.00334 -0.157 0.378** 

 (0.137) (0.137) (0.145) (0.101) (0.119) (0.143) (0.146) 

        
Observations 3,150 3,273 3,280 3,269 3,281 3,143 2,869 

R-squared 0.032 0.154 0.044 0.350 0.045 0.143 0.097 

Robust standard errors in parentheses       
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * 

p<0.1        
 

Notes: “we_std” is a standardized index of responses to the following questions: AWE5_3_1 AWE5_3_2 AWE5_3_3 AWE5_3_4 AWE5_3_5 
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Figure 27: Correlation of Work Environment and outcomes of the Public Administration 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 4: List of public institutions surveyed 
 

Ministries 1. Ministry of Public Finance 

 2. Ministry of European Funds 

 3. Ministry of Regional Development and Public Administration 

 4. Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

 5. Ministry of National Education 

 6. Ministry of Waters and Forests 

 7. Ministry of Economy 

 8. Ministry of Justice 

Central government 

agencies 

9. National Agency of Civil Servants 
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 10. National Agency of Fiscal Administration 

 11. National Agency of Zootechnics "Prof. Dr. G. K. Constantinescu" 

 12. Agency for Agriculture Payments and Interventions 

 13. Labour Inspectorate 

 14. Court of Accounts 

Prefectures 15. Prefecture of Bihor County 

 16. Prefecture of Caras-Severin County 

 17. Prefecture of Covasna County 

 18. Prefecture of Dambovita County 

 19. Prefecture of Dolj County 

 20. Prefecture of Galati County 

 21. Prefecture of Iasi County 

 22. Prefecture of Suceava County 

 23. Prefecture of Teleorman County 

 24. Prefecture of Timis County 

 25. Prefecture of Vrancea County 

County Councils 26. Bihor County Council 

 27. Covasna County Council 

 28. Dambovita County Council 

 29. Galati County Council 

 30. Iasi County Council 

 31. Mehedinti County Council 

 32. Suceava County Council 

 33. Teleorman County Council 

 34. Vrancea County Council 

City Halls 35. Alexandria City Hall 

 36. Brasov City Hall 

 37. Cluj-Napoca City Hall 

 38. Craiova City Hall 

 39. Drobeta-Turnu Severin City Hall 

 40. Focsani City Hall 
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 41. Galati City Hall 

 42. Iasi City Hall 

 43. Oradea City Hall 

 44. Sfantu-Gheorghe City Hall 

 45. Targoviste City Hall 

Local public service 46. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection Bihor 

 47. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection Brasov  

 48. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection Caras-

Severin 

 49. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection 

Covasna 

 50. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection 

Dambovita 

 51. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection Dolj 

 52. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection Galati 

 53. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection Iasi 

 54. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection 

Mehedinti 

 55. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection 

Suceava 

 56. General Directorate of Social Assistance and Child Protection 

Teleorman 

Territorial / 

deconcentrated public 

services 

57. Bihor County Public Health Directorate 

 58. Brasov County Public Health Directorate 

 59. Caras-Severin County Public Health Directorate 

 60. Cluj County Public Health Directorate 

 61. Dambovita County Public Health Directorate 

 62. Dolj County Public Health Directorate 

 63. Galati County Public Health Directorate 

 64. Mehedinti County Public Health Directorate 

 65. Suceava County Public Health Directorate 

 66. Teleorman County Public Health Directorate 

 67. Timis County Public Health Directorate 
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 68. Vrancea County Public Health Directorate 

 69. Bihor County Agriculture Directorate 

 70. Brasov County Agriculture Directorate 

 71. Caras-Severin County Agriculture Directorate 

 72. Cluj County Agriculture Directorate 

 73. Covasna County Agriculture Directorate 

 74. Dolj County Agriculture Directorate 

 75. Galati County Agriculture Directorate 

 76. Iasi County Agriculture Directorate 

 77. Mehedinti County Agriculture Directorate 

 78. Suceava County Agriculture Directorate 

 79. Teleorman County Agriculture Directorate 

 80. Timis County Agriculture Directorate 

 81. Vrancea County Agriculture Directorate 
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Appendix 5: Roadmap for the HRM RAS recommendations 

 

Source: World Bank (2019), Baseline review of the national framework for HRM and its institutionalization.  



 

98 
 

Appendix 6: Checklist for conducting regular online staff surveys 
 

Resource and capacity requirements 

• 1 survey coordinator in charge of overseeing the entire survey process, interpreting the results 

and reporting them to senior management 

• 1 data analyst in charge of survey programming and data analysis 

• Continued support from senior management in communicating and disseminating to all staff  

Step-by-step process 

1) Survey planning: 

• Scope 

o Define the scope of the survey (target institutions / units / respondent groups / 

geographical coverage) 

o Define sampling approach (census vs. sample) – see below Table 7. 

Table 8: Sampling approaches 

 Sample Census 

What this means • Including only a subset of officials • Including all officials 

Requirements 
• Staff lists and email addresses of the 

selected sample 

• High level of engagement 

• High level of engagement 

Pros 
• Higher response rates 

• High representativeness 

• Higher statistical power of the 
survey results 

Cons 

• Limited scope of response 

• Potentially subject to sampling error 

• Requires access to individual email 
addresses from the sampled institutions 

• Low levels of representativeness 

• Subject to survey weighting error 

• Easier to implement (one link 
distributed to all public officials) 

 

• Implementation modality 

o Type of link to be used to disseminate the survey: single link for all respondent or 

individual links. This is linked to the sampling approach (see below Table 8). 

Table 94: Options for distributing the survey link 

 Individual General 

What this means 
• Every respondent gets their own survey 

link 
• All respondents use the same 

survey link 

Requirements • Email addresses • Widespread dissemination 

Pros 
• Allows monitoring (response rate, 

representativeness, duplication) 

• Allows for targeted follow up 

• Easier to implement 

Cons 

• More burdensome to distribute and follow 
up (esp. for institutions) 

• Requires access to individual email 
addresses 

• Subject to duplication 

• Prevents monitoring of sample 
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• Questionnaire design 

o Identify key policy questions the survey should address 

o Design modules and questions that directly address those policy questions (the online 

module of the survey conducted by the World Bank in 2019 can be taken as a basis and 

updated as need every time the survey is deployed) 

o Gather feedback on the draft questionnaire from main internal and external 

stakeholders (management, HR departments, development partners engaged in the 

HRM reforms, etc.) 

o The survey should be designed to take a maximum of 15 minutes to complete 

 

2) Survey programming: 

• Select a software to be used for the online survey (purchase license, if needed) 

o Key considerations: data security; limits of number of responses; number of users; data 

formats 

• Once the survey has been electronically programmed into software, conduct extensive testing of 

the link (including skip patterns, empty questions, relevance) 

 

3) Survey piloting: 

• Once the survey has been programmed it is advised to conduct a small number of cognitive 

interviews. Cognitive interviews entails going through the questionnaire completion process 

with a pilot respondent and discussing each question one by one to ensure that: 

i. the survey questions are understandable and not cognitively burdensome (which could 

lead to higher drop-off rates) 

ii. the questions are interpreted as they are intended (to ensure the data analysis and 

interpretation of results is sound) 

iii. the programming layout of the survey is user-friendly and easy to follow (which tends to 

result in higher completion rates) 

iv. the survey does not take more than 15 mins on average to complete (which could lead 

to lower response and completion rates) 

• Piloting (optional, recommended): opening the survey up for responses from a small group of 

pilot respondents to test the survey. 

 

4) Survey implementation: 

• Communicate widely about the launch of the survey to all participants, ideally include: 

o Survey communication materials (banners, videos, inforgraphics) 

o Endorsement by senior management 

o Emphasize confidentiality 

• Circulate at least two rounds of reminders to those who have not responded to the survey (if 

possible, avoid sending reminders to those who have completed the survey to prevent survey 

fatigue) 

• Monitor response rates by institution and employee groups and follow up with the manager of 

the institutions lagging behind 

• Set a minimum response rate by institution to create an incentive and ensure 

representativeness  
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5) Data analysis and follow-up actions: 

• Clean and validate the survey data;  

o Considerations: 

▪ Survey weights 

▪ Quality control 

▪ Patterns in missing data 

• Conduct data analysis, visualize the most important findings and draft a survey report / memo 

o Considerations: 

▪ Variation by staff groups, age, gender, territorial administration 

▪ Factors impacting responses in specific institutions, staff groups, region 

• Present the survey findings to senior management to decide on actions to be taken 

• Report back key survey findings to all staff to increase their ownership of the process and 

motivate participation in future iterations 

• Monitor and regularly communicate to staff progress on the action points 


