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ABSTRACT

Good administration is essential for a functioning state, yet no comprehensive and ac-
cepted conceptualization exists. Scholars and policymakers consequently lack a validated
set of criteria for assessing administrative quality and evaluating the effects of reforms
and interventions. Drawing on literature from jurisprudence, administrative, economic,
and social sciences, we apply Rossiter’s C-OAR-SE approach to ensure content validity.
This approach yielded 30 constructs organized along objects, attributes, and raters, using
constitutive administrative acts as the assessed object. We empirically validated meas-
urement items for these constructs in an online survey with 519 case workers in German
municipal agencies. Principal components analysis identified four components: dili-
gence/mission, efficiency, information, and responsiveness/support. Notably, several cri-
teria prominent in the literature, such as proportionality and fairness, distribute across
multiple components, indicating that they cannot be adequately captured by single-con-
struct measures. These findings carry two key implications. First, objects, attributes, and
raters must be specified appropriately to obtain constructs that enable content-valid
items. Second, the four-component structure provides an empirical basis for designing
parsimonious yet comprehensive assessment instruments. Future research should extend
this approach to other objects of administrative action and to legal systems beyond the
German context examined here.

Keywords - good administration, public values, public service performance, administra-
tive action, content validity, principal component analysis

INTRODUCTION

More than a century ago, Weber ([1921] 1980, 126) wrote “governance in everyday life
is primarily, administration.” The prerequisite for good governance, then, is first and fore-
most good administration. However, what is good administration (GA) and how can this
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construct be measured? Although the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European
Union enshrines the right to good administration in Article 41, a scientifically valid and
comprehensive conceptualization of good administration remains absent in the literature
(Kovač et al. 2016, 136).

Previous approaches have examined isolated components of good administration but
failed to provide an exhaustive framework. The literature on public service performance
attributes this deficit to conflicting goals among different stakeholders (Walker and An-
drews 2015, 104; Andrews et al. 2006, 14). It also points to the lack of clarity in the
concept of performance (Andersen et al. 2016).

Similarly, scholars of public values note the absence of a comprehensive theory or ac-
cepted approach from which to derive values suitable for measuring good administration
(Fukumoto and Bozeman 2019, 641; Bannister and Connolly 2014, 122; Beck Jørgensen
and Bozeman 2007, 359–60). Ebinger and Richter (2016, 293) reasonably conclude that
the reliance on models with limited explanatory power simply reflects the lack of availa-
ble data.

The absence of comprehensive and valid conceptualizations of good administration cre-
ates both theoretical and practical issues:

 As Faulkner and Kaufman (2018) explain, a lack of conceptual clarity hinders
measurement and testing in public values literature. This ultimately leads to the-
oretical stagnation.

 Incomplete conceptualizations can result in ill-suited policy instruments. The
New Public Management (NPM) reforms demonstrate this problem. They failed
to deliver the desired agency performance (Bovaird and Löffler 2003, 315). This
issue is particularly critical during periods of transformation in public admin-
istrations (e.g., digitalization and AI adaptation). During such periods, criteria
for managing change are vital. Consequently, developing a comprehensive and
validated conceptualization of good administration is not merely an academic
exercise. It represents an urgent concern for governments, businesses, and citi-
zens alike.

This paper therefore pursues two aims: to develop a coherent, comprehensive conceptu-
alization of good administration, and to construct and empirically validate a measurement
instrument grounded in that conceptualization. Our research makes four contributions.
First, applying Rossiter's C-OAR-SE procedure, we provide an approach that allows the
formulation of content-valid items for measuring GA which enable the evaluation of ad-
ministrative conditions and reform interventions. Second, we identify the empirical com-
ponent structure of good administration through principal component analysis, providing
a basis for efficient assessment tools. Third, we address the “identification problem” in
public values research described by Fukumoto and Bozeman (2019). Fourth, we advance
interdisciplinary research in public administration by positioning our work within the be-
havioral public administration framework (Grimmelikhuijsen et al. 2017), recognizing
that administrative action ultimately originates in individual behavior.
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LITERATURE ON CONCEPTS OF GA IN EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

Existing research approached the quality of public administrations from various perspec-
tives, without providing a comprehensive framework. Nevertheless, these approaches of-
fer valuable insights into potential criteria for good administration and reveal which con-
cepts have received particular attention in literature. This section reviews key frameworks
and their contributions to understanding good administration, identifying both common-
alities and gaps that inform our conceptualization.

Public management and public service performance

The early 1990s witnessed the emergence of New Public Management (NPM), a reform
movement driven by the need to manage scarce public resources more efficiently (Pollitt
and Bouckaert 2011, 6–9; Blum and Manning 2009). According to a review of
Gębczyńska and Brajer-Marczak (2020), performance measurement literature within this
tradition primarily relies on two general models: the 3Es (economy, efficiency, effective-
ness) and IOO (input, output, outcome). Walker and Andrews (2015, 104) note that both
models stem from business management literature and consequently fail to capture public
administration’s distinctive performance aspects. Recognizing these limitations, Boyne
(2002) initially consolidated these approaches into three dimensions—outputs, effi-
ciency, and service outcomes—before adding responsiveness (measured as citizen satis-
faction) and democratic outcomes. Despite this expansion beyond business indicators,
Andersen et al. (2016) criticize Boyne’s approach for adding these public-specific dimen-
sions in an “ad hoc manner,“ resulting in conceptual imprecision. Moreover, Boyne’s
framework remains incomplete, omitting critical elements such as responsiveness to pol-
itics—a criterion advocated since the 1970s (Blum and Manning 2009, 43).

Good governance

By the early 2000s, it became increasingly evident that the New Public Management
(NPM) paradigm was failing to meet expectations (Osmani 2014; Pollitt and Bouckaert
2011, 214–15; Kuhlmann et al. 2008, 860; Bovaird and Löffler 2003, 314), primarily due
to its overly narrow focus on management techniques and service delivery (Bovaird and
Löffler 2003, 315). This recognition prompted the emergence of GA as a critical compo-
nent within the broader good governance framework—a development that shifted empha-
sis toward comprehensive political goals to which management practices contribute only
partially (Bovaird and Löffler 2003, 318).

The distinctive approach in good governance research is rooted in its fundamental under-
standing that governance principles emerge through a process of “negotiation by all the
stakeholders in an issue (or area) of improved public policy outcomes” (Bovaird and Löf-
fler 2003, 316). This stakeholder-centric perspective allows good governance and admin-
istration to effectively complement performance-oriented indicators from public manage-
ment with “traditional” elements derived from administrative law (Kovač et al. 2016,
136), creating a more balanced and comprehensive framework for public sector operation.
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Public values theory

Public Values Theory has emerged as a branch of research “with distinctly normative foci
and with more concern about identifying and enacting those values qualifying as public
values” (Fukumoto and Bozeman 2019, 635).

As already mentioned, despite its conceptual importance, there exists neither a consensus
on which specific values should be recognized as “public values” nor any widely accepted
methodological approach for their identification. Fukumoto and Bozeman (2019, 641)
consider this “identification problem” to be the most fundamental obstacle.

This fundamental lack of consensus has contributed to considerable fragmentation across
the research landscape (Fukumoto and Bozeman 2019, 635). Numerous studies have pro-
posed diverse sets of potential public values (Rutgers 2008; Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman
2007, 378). This increasing number of values may also have contributed to the lack of
empirical research in this area (Hartley et al. 2017).

Among the limited empirical research in this field, Andersen et al. (2012) conducted a
study identifying seven public values dimensions in Danish agencies based on 18 items
derived from modes of governance by Beck Jørgensen (1993): the public at large, rule
abidance, budget keeping, professionalism, balancing interests, efficient supply, and user
focus. Their findings revealed distinct value prioritization patterns: managers of regula-
tory agencies placed significantly higher emphasis on rule abidance and balancing inter-
ests, while managers in service-providing agencies prioritized user focus and profession-
alism. This differentiation underscores the necessity of separating the assessment of GA
according to specific stakeholders and contexts.

More recent cross-cultural research by van der Wal and Yang (2015) as well as Neo et al.
(2023) provides additional insights into public values across different administrative tra-
ditions. These studies merit attention for two reasons. First, they reveal surprisingly mod-
est differences in value prioritization across cultures. Second, and more significantly, they
document substantial discrepancies between Dutch public servants (van der Wal et al.
2006) and Dutch citizens (Neo et al. 2023). This pronounced mismatch between public
managers’ and citizens’ perspectives has direct practical consequences. When policymak-
ers fail to recognize and address such mismatches, even the most technically sound initi-
atives to reform public administration risk failing to achieve their intended effects.

Street-level bureaucracy and principal agent theory

Despite originating from different disciplines, both approaches address a central question
in public administration: to what extent do bureaucrats exercise discretion under varying
circumstances in alignment with their political principals’ preferences (Lipsky [1980]
2010, 221; Moe 1984, 765–66). The two theoretical approaches differ in their delineation
of study objects and their identification of primary determinants shaping administrative
behavior.

Lipsky ([1980] 2010, 3) explicitly examines street-level bureaucrats (SLBs)—those en-
gaged in direct citizen contact while delivering services and thereby implementing policy,
while possessing substantial discretionary authority. The exercise of this discretion is
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shaped by working conditions in the form of resources, overload, conflicting goals, per-
formance measurement, and client characteristics (Lipsky [1980] 2010, 27–28).

These challenging conditions generate coping strategies that stakeholders may perceive
as either good or bad administration when measured against policy expectations. For in-
stance, Scott (1997) as well as Brodkin and Majmundar (2010) demonstrated how client
characteristics significantly influence citizens’ experiences with public administrations.
Busch and Henriksen (2018) examined the influence of IT use on the choice of coping
strategies. Such strategies may take the form of rules of thumb, creaming, or paternalism
(Winter 2002). Consequently, SLBs often implement policies in ways that deviate from
legislative goals (e.g., May and Winter 2009, 460; Riccucci 2005, 90).

Principal-agent theory emerges from economic analysis of delegating a task from a prin-
cipal to an agent under two critical conditions: information asymmetry favoring the agent
and uncertainty about future states (Meier and Krause 2003, 8; Ross 1973, 134). Initially
popularized through analyses of corporate owner-manager relationships (Jensen and
Meckling 1976), the theory’s analytical power stems from its applicability across various
relationships. These include relationships between politicians and agencies as well as be-
tween supervisors and subordinates within public agencies (Waterman and Meier 1998,
177; Moe 1984, 765–66; Ross 1973, 134). Unless information is costless or agents per-
fectly share principals’ interests, some agency loss is inevitable. For politicians, such
losses manifest in undesired administrative action, whether through agencies implement-
ing their own policy preferences, serving by the book, or shirking by a case worker. Such
a lack of responsiveness is possible and observable, even when agencies as well as their
case workers are quite controllable (e.g., Kerwin and Furlong 2019; Kennedy 2015;
Schorn 2012; Brehm and Gates 1997; B. D. Wood and Waterman 1994).

Red tape and administrative burden

Another way of approaching GA scientifically is through concepts of burdens caused by
public administrations. GA is then expressed as minimizing such burdens. However, not
all compliance costs are undesirable in the same way. For instance, regulatory costs in
health or environmental domains deliberately increase certain consumption expenses as
intentional policy instruments to modify behavior. Therefore, scholarly attention has fo-
cused specifically on concepts capturing undesirable burdens.

Red tape represents one of the most extensively researched manifestations of bureaucratic
dysfunction. Bozeman (2000, 12) provides a frequently cited working definition: “Rules,
regulations, and procedures that remain in force and entail a compliance burden but do
not advance the legitimate purposes the rules were intended to serve.” As an indicator of
GA, red tape primarily manifests as external burdens on citizens through unnecessary
procedural delays or redundant documentation requirements. Comprehensive reviews are
provided by Pandey and Scott (2002) as well as Bozeman and Feeney (2011).

The concept of administrative burden encompasses the learning costs for citizens to com-
plete an administrative procedure, the psychological costs resulting from loss of auton-
omy and stress, and the compliance costs from completing applications, providing docu-
mentation, responding to discretionary demands, etc. (Moynihan et al. 2015, 46). Some
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elements of administrative burden are also the subject of other research, for example on
red tape or street-level bureaucracy (Moynihan et al. 2015, 43). Consequently, adminis-
trative burden leads to administrative exclusion, as observed by Brodkin and Majmundar
(2010, 841), especially for low-income and poorly educated claimants.

Organizational citizenship behavior

The concept of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) originates in psychological
research, describing voluntary, non-contractual behaviors that positively impact an or-
ganization and its members, customers, partners, and clients. Katz and Kahn (1966) were
among the first to recognize that organizational functioning frequently depends on “extra-
role behavior”—actions neither formally prescribed nor contractually required for a po-
sition (Bateman and Organ 1983, 588). In their influential meta-analysis, P. M. Podsakoff
et al. (2000) identified six distinct types of OCB: helping behavior, sportsmanship, or-
ganizational loyalty, organizational compliance, individual initiative, and civic virtue.

For conceptualizing GA, the OCB research provides valuable insights for understanding
behaviors that may be demanded by administrative law or judicial decisions but fall out-
side strict formal requirements. This perspective becomes particularly relevant when ex-
amining informal administrative actions, where discretionary behavior significantly im-
pacts outcomes. Importantly, OCB manifests in both intra-organizational and extra-or-
ganizational dimensions (e.g., Somech and Drach-Zahavy 2017). When assessing admin-
istrative quality from different stakeholder perspectives (as discussed in Part 3), both di-
mensions prove significant—whether through public servants demonstrating helpfulness
toward citizens (extra-organizational OCB) while simultaneously advancing their
agency’s strategic goals (intra-organizational OCB). This dual nature of citizenship be-
haviors offers a nuanced framework for evaluating how informal, discretionary actions
contribute to GA beyond mere compliance with formal requirements.

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

Our approach to assessing GA builds on the C-OAR-SE procedure by Rossiter (2011a,
2002) which requires that constructs be identified in terms of objects (the subject matter
to be assessed), attributes (the assessment criteria) and raters (the assessing individuals
or groups). These parts are combined into constructs that enable the formulation of con-
tent-valid measuring items. This comprehensive framework unfolds across five parts (as
illustrated in Figure 1).

The first part addresses the identification of objects to be assessed. Administrative action
encompasses an extraordinarily diverse range of activities, from garbage collection and
criminal prosecution to the processing of permit applications. Consequently, precise def-
initions of the specific processes under evaluation is essential. Without such clarity, as-
sessment results become compromised as raters may unknowingly evaluate different ob-
jects, producing invalid comparisons and conclusions.

In part two, we develop the attributes used to assess the objects defined in part 1 in a
two-stage process:
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 Step 1: We employ constitutional and general administrative law as the basis to
systematically derive concepts of GA.

 Step 2: We examine how these legally-derived concepts manifest in empirical
research to expand and refine the definition of each concept.

These steps allow for hands-on research. Furthermore, this approach takes advantage of
the fact that directly derived criteria from law are not arbitrary, but a result of a demo-
cratically legitimized legislative process. Hence, building on the idea that the democratic
process can be understood as “negotiation by all the stakeholders in an issue,“ these cri-
teria, although normative, fulfill characteristics of good governance (Bovaird and Löffler
2003, 316).

The third part focuses on identifying raters and merging “multiple subjective realities”
of individuals and groups and thereby their views on GA (Rossiter 2008, 381, 2002). This
stakeholder-centric approach aligns with the literature on both good governance (Bovaird
and Löffler 2003, 323) and public service performance (Andersen et al. 2016; Walker and
Andrews 2015, 104; Andrews et al. 2006, 14), which consistently emphasizes that assess-
ments must incorporate relevant stakeholder viewpoints. To systematically identify ap-
propriate stakeholders, we employ a typology by Mitchell et al. (1997, 874), which cate-
gorizes stakeholders based on three key attributes: power, legitimacy, and urgency. In our
approach, determining the urgencies not only serves for the identification of stakeholders,
but also corresponds with

 firstly, the requirement that evaluations should be based only on assessments of
stakeholders who are interested in the specific issue (Bovaird and Löffler 2003,
325), and,

 secondly, the recommendation regarding perceptual constructs—in our case
“good administration”—to ask the raters about their perception of the compo-
nents of the attribute—in our case “good” or “administrative quality” (Rossiter
2011b, 8).

In the fourth part of our approach, we combine the previously identified objects, attrib-
utes, and raters into precise constructs that enable the development of precisely formu-
lated and tested measurement items to ensure content validity (Rossiter 2008, 387).

The fifth and final part empirically identifies the core components of GA through prin-
cipal component analysis, drawing on data from 519 cases collected through a survey
conducted in municipal agencies in Baden-Wuerttemberg, Germany. This analytical pro-
cess reveals the underlying dimensional structure of GA as conceptualized and experi-
enced within contemporary administrative practice. Figure 1 provides a visual represen-
tation of this integrated methodological framework.

PART I: OBJECTS

We specify administrative actions by referring to classifications of administrative action
based on legal sciences. One possible classification is based on regulatory content, with
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constitutive administrative acts being the most appropriate for this research. These in-
clude, for example, building permits or naturalization (Maurer and Waldhoff 2017; Wal-
lerath 2009). Our selection is supported by three key reasons: First, these administrative
actions are exclusively sovereign functions, clearly distinguishing them from public ser-
vices that might be outsourced to private providers. Second, constitutive administrative

Figure 1: Flow chart of study design
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acts encompass many procedural steps that are required in other types of administrative
acts. Third, constitutive administrative acts also allow us to examine informal adminis-
trative actions that may prepare, supplement, or even replace constitutive administrative
acts, particularly in complex procedures (Oster 2008, 847). Through this approach, de-
spite necessary concretization, we cover administrative action across a broad spectrum.
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However, a constitutive administrative act consists of numerous individual steps that may
be assessed differently by individual raters, necessitating further subdivision into sub-
objects (Rossiter 2008, 382). Consequently, we have developed a reference process based
on business process models prepared by the digitalization labs for various constitutive
administrative acts in the context of implementing the German Online Access Act (OZG):

Figure 2: The reference process of a constitutive administrative act


Advice request received


Application received

X

Reject application

X Request missing or
additional documents

Decision on a status
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Reject a status or refuse
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+X
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jurisdiction and form

Accept application Review completeness
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Complete collection
of documents

Substantive review of the approval of a status
or of the requirements of a permission

Declare a status or
grant a permission

Issue and deliver
the notice

Through this process analysis, we transform the abstract concept of a “constitutive ad-
ministrative act” into specific, evaluable sub-objects represented as procedural steps. For
example, raters might positively assess the “advice and information” provided at the be-
ginning of a procedure while negatively assessing the “receiving of the application” due
to incorrectly recorded data, whether caused by a case manager’s error or a system mal-
function.

PART II: ATTRIBUTES

Step 1: Deriving concepts of GA from law

At the supranational level, principles of GA stem from Article 41 of the Charter of Fun-
damental Rights of the European Union, which explicitly constitutes the right to good
administration. These principles appear in nearly all European constitutions (Venice
Commission 2011), and are similarly reflected in U.S. legislation (Mashaw 2007).

Administrative law is another important legal source of GA criteria. In Germany, for ex-
ample, this is primarily the Administrative Procedure Act (VwVfG).

While we use German law as our reference point to derive GA attributes, it is important
to emphasize that the same or similar criteria can be derived from administrative law in
other European countries or the United States, despite the distinctions in “scope of rights”
and “institutional context” (Mashaw 2007). Instead of national law, the use of a synopsis
of a comparative law analysis could help to generalize our approach. However, such a
comparative analysis was not available for this paper.
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Table 1 presents a comprehensive overview of the GA concepts we have identified in our
analysis, along with their respective legal references in Germany’s constitution
“Grundgesetz” (GG) and general administrative law, mainly the Administrative Proce-
dure Act (VwVfG).

Table 1: Concepts of GA in German law

Concept Legal sources

Accuracy Duty to investigate acc. § 24 VwVfG
Avoidance of errors that lead to nullity acc. § 44 VwVfG

Help and access Right to obtain advice and information acc. § 25 VwVfG
Planning security as objective of advice (German Bundestag 2008, 15)
Duty to provide assistance in accordance with the case law of the Federal
Court of Justice (Maurer and Waldhoff 2017, 551)

Social responsibility and
participation

Public participation acc. § 25 VwVfG
Third party participation acc. § 13 VwVfG

Fairness Right to be heard acc. § 28 VwVfG
Duty to consider all circumstances relevant to the individual case acc. § 24
VwVfG

Equal treatment and impar-
tiality

Principle of equality, prohibition of arbitrariness acc. Art. 3 in conjunction
with Art. 20 GG
Abstention in case of concern of partiality acc. § 21 VwVfG

Accountability Right to inspect files acc. § 29 VwVfG
Right to information acc., e.g., IFG or UIG
Duty for reasoning of a decision acc. § 39 VwVfG
Nullity due to non-cognizable jurisdiction acc. § 44 VwVfG

Rule compliance Rule binding acc. Art. 20 GG
Compliance with rules on formal lawfulness (Maurer and Waldhoff 2017,
274–77)
Special rules, e.g., secrecy acc. § 30 VwVfG or tax secrecy acc. § 30 of the
Fiscal Code

Proportionality Derivation from the principle of the rule of law acc. Art. 20 Abs. 3 GG
(Maurer and Waldhoff 2017, 277; Wallerath 2009, 23) and the constitutional
rights, in particular from Art. 2 (2) (e.g. Bundesverfassungsgericht [BVerfG],
December 15, 1965, Az. 1 BvR 513/65)

Responsiveness Duty to exercise discretion in accordance with the purpose of the authoriza-
tion granted by the legislator acc. § 40 VwVfG
Unlawfulness of an administrative act due to the exercise of discretion in a
manner that does not correspond to the purpose of the authorization granted
by the legislator acc. § 114 VwGO

Processing time Acceleration of procedure acc. § 25 VwVfG and fiction of approval acc. §
42a VwVfG
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Concept Legal sources

Outcomes Duty to exercise discretion in such a way that the agency fulfills its mandate
not only to administer but also to shape things in order to fulfill the purpose
of a law acc. § 114 VwGO (Wolff 2018, 164–166)

Cost reduction Duty of economic management based on Art. 114 (2) and Art. 109 (3) GG as
well as on the Budgetary Principles Act (Schmidt 2009)

Step 2: Expanding and refining concepts of GA by empirical research

Accuracy

Accuracy does not appear as a standard criterion in performance measurement dimen-
sions by Boyne (2002). However, it can be included under outcome quality, service out-
comes, or citizen satisfaction, depending on the study. The Best Value Performance Indi-
cators (BVPIs) provide an example. The Department for Communities and Local Gov-
ernment (2000) used these indicators to measure English local authorities’ performance.
They include accuracy both as a satisfaction-related item and as an indicator for service
delivery outcomes.

Furthermore, accuracy can be understood not only as intra-role behavior in the form of
error-free work, but also as a value or attitude. P. M. Podsakoff et al. (2000) identify pro-
fessionalism as a public value. Accuracy can be subsumed under this category through
the fulfillment of professional standards with professional drive. They assign conscien-
tiousness to the citizenship behavior dimension "individual initiative." Conscientiousness
represents extra-role behavior that exceeds minimum required diligence (Organ 1988).
This behavior consequently correlates with the legal duty to investigate.

Here, we summarize both the existing duty of all public servants to handle cases accu-
rately (intra-role behavior) and the efforts they make on their own initiative (extra-role
behavior). Accuracy therefore includes correctness, completeness, and conscientiousness.

Help and access

Administrative and constitutional law imposes the duty to provide advice and access to
administrative procedures. In practice, however, the willingness to help and go the extra
mile often remains at case workers' discretion. The review of P. M. Podsakoff et al.
(2000) shows that OCB literature studies such extra-role behavior through the dimensions
“helping behavior” and “sportsmanship.“

OCB theory focuses on desirable but not necessarily expected behavior. In contrast,
street-level bureaucracy and administrative burden theories describe help and access in
inverse terms. They examine the burdens that citizens experience when dealing with ad-
ministrative procedures. For example, Brodkin and Majmundar (2010) explain “adminis-
trative exclusion” and Winter (2002) describes “coping behaviors”. Similarly, Moynihan
et al. (2015) examine administrative burdens. These take the form of “learning costs”,
“psychological costs” and “compliance costs.”
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Citizen satisfaction represents another characteristic often mentioned in this context. For
example, Boyne (2002) discusses this in the Public Service Performance literature. How-
ever, Bouckaert and Van de Walle (2003) argue that satisfaction degrees reflect mood
more than quality evaluation. Furthermore, satisfaction answers regarding public services
depend on survey context. More specific questions tend to produce more positive assess-
ments.

Social responsibility and participation

Help and access aim at supporting individual applicants. In contrast, social responsibility
concerns society as a whole or affected parts of it. This view corresponds to the OCB
dimension “civic virtue”. This dimension “represents a macro-level interest in, or com-
mitment to, the organization as a whole” (P. M. Podsakoff et al. 2000, 525). It also aligns
with the public value dimension “the public at large” (Andersen et al. 2012).

Participation can be considered both as part of social responsibility and as an instrument
to achieve it. Hendriks (2014, 566) views participation as a measure of the degree of
governmental responsiveness. For Boyne (2002), participation indicates the dimension
“democratic outcomes.“

The German Administrative Procedure Act's explanatory memorandum considers public
participation an instrument for avoiding conflicts (Deutscher Bundestag 2012, 15). Par-
ticipation can therefore be understood as a means of peacekeeping. OCB theory subsumes
this under helping behavior regarding organization members (P. M. Podsakoff et al. 2000,
516–17).

Fairness

Fairness seems like an obvious criterion for GA, yet empirical studies remain scarce.
Moreover, fairness as an organizational goal proves controversial (Busch and Henriksen
2018, 14).

Some performance studies (e.g., Boyne 2002) and public value studies (e.g., Neo et al.
2023; van der Wal et al. 2006) subsume fairness under concepts like “equity” or “hon-
esty.“ However, they do not explicitly refer to fairness as a criterion in its own right.
Brewer and Selden (2000, 698–699) refer to fairness as an administrative value for meas-
uring organizational performance but combine fairness and equity concepts in a single
item. The same applies to Kim (2004, 257), who additionally uses customer satisfaction
as a fairness indicator. When conceptualizing good urban governance, Hendriks (2014)
similarly subsumes “fair play” as a process value under procedural justice.

We can find fairness elements in administrative law when we understand fairness as act-
ing according to individual circumstances in each case. This includes hearings and the
duty to consider all circumstances favorable to citizens. Under this understanding, fair-
ness appears as a particular type of responsiveness in street-level bureaucracy studies,
e.g., in the form of undesirable coping strategies as an inverse characteristic of fairness
(Winter 2002).
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Equal treatment and impartiality

These two criteria are not identical but separating them proves difficult in practice. Any
taking of sides would inevitably result in discrimination. Unlike fairness, both concepts
are set out in German law in several passages. They also serve as criteria for good gov-
ernance and performance measurements (Hendriks 2014; Boyne 2002). Furthermore, re-
searchers use impartiality for categorizing public values. They define it as “unprejudiced,
unbiased towards or against anyone by self-interest or specific group interests” (Neo et
al. 2023; van der Wal et al. 2006).

Researchers also use these concepts similarly to fairness as characteristics of responsive
behavior (e.g., Brodkin and Majmundar 2010, 841; Scott 1997, 51). Nevertheless, fairness
and equal treatment represent two fundamentally different concepts. Equal treatment is
only fair when the facts, circumstances, and applicants concerned are at least similar.

Accountability

German law bases the control of state power on the right to effective legal protection (e.g.
BVerfG, July 6, 2020, Az. 1 BvR 2843/17). This right reflects in several specific rights.
These include the right to receive reasoning, to inspect files, to obtain information, and
to get the name of a responsible authority. Accountability therefore includes transparency.
Correspondingly, Hendriks (2014, 567) also derives transparency and accountability from
the rule of law.

The definition of accountability derived from legal protection targets individual citizens.
However, researchers sometimes use accountability in the context of society. Boyne
(2002) subsumes accountability under performance indicators in democratic outcomes.
Andersen et al. (2012) place it under “the public at large.“ In our understanding, account-
ability means that citizens, politicians, and other stakeholders can hold public administra-
tion accountable in each individual case. We already covered accountability to society in
the chapter on social responsibility above.

Furthermore, the literature distinguishes between accountability as a mechanism and as a
normative concept (Bovens 2010). Accountability as a mechanism is an independent var-
iable that has an influence on the behavior of an actor and related decisions. Many studies
exist in this field (Aleksovska et al. 2019). However, they do not necessarily focus on
administrative action. The desired behavior varies depending on the object and goal of
the account-holder. Accountability as a normative concept can also be understood as a
virtue (Bovens 2010, 949). However, no general consensus exists on standards for virtu-
ous behavior. These standards differ according to role, institutional context, era, and po-
litical perspective. Nevertheless, Bovens (2010) points out that the two concepts of ac-
countability are more complementary than contradictory. We follow this approach by as-
signing accountability its own value in administrative action. This allows applicants to
hold the administration accountable. At the same time, this ability implies a mechanism
to influence other attributes of good administration.
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Rule compliance

Compliance with rules is central to the idea of the rule of law. Accordingly, empirical
studies find corresponding concepts. These include due process and lawfulness as part of
good governance (Hendriks 2014, 565) and rule abidance as public value (Andersen et al.
2012, 720). Similarly, Neo et al. (2023, 855) use lawfulness in the sense of acting accord-
ing to existing laws and rules for coding public values.

However, legal rules are not the only rules that matter. Organizational rules of the agency
also exist. We subsume organizational rules under this attribute because employees are
equally obliged to comply with them. Even when these rules are not legally binding, com-
pliance with them represents at least a criterion for desirable organizational citizenship
behavior (Borman and Motowidlo 1997, 102; Smith et al. 1983, 662).

The question of how rule compliance and outcome quality correlate positively forms part
of the question of how responsive public servants are toward policy. We address this
question through the attribute responsiveness in the corresponding section below.

Proportionality

Like other values (transparency, impartiality, etc.), proportionality is directly or indirectly
enshrined in almost all European constitutions (Venice Commission 2011). Proportional-
ity is also a generally accepted principle in countries outside Europe, albeit to varying
degrees and in different ways (Mathews 2017; Jackson 2015).

For conceptualization purposes, we use the “standard model of proportionality review”
(Mathews 2017) developed by Germany’s Federal Constitutional Court. The review con-
sists of three steps: First, whether the measure is suitable to achieve the legislator’s ob-
jective. Second, whether the measure is necessary due to the absence of other less intru-
sive means. Third, whether the measure is reasonable, i.e., the benefits and costs of the
intervention are proportionate (Mathews 2017; Maurer and Waldhoff 2017; Wallerath
2009).

German law derives proportionality from the principle of the rule of law (Mathews 2017;
Maurer and Waldhoff 2017; Wallerath 2009). This corresponds to the systematization in
studies on good governance and good administration (e.g., Kovač et al. 2016; Hendriks
2014). When measures are not suitable or necessary, we can also find a link to other
disciplines in red tape research. A rule or measure that does not advance the legitimate
purpose cannot be proportionate.

However, we should exercise caution regarding reasonableness and economic efficiency
as used in public management research. Benefits must be evaluated politically (Bizer
2002) and an encroachment on citizen’s rights cannot simply be evaluated as a cost per
unit. Examining reasonableness requires balancing legally protected rights (Wallerath
2009). Nevertheless, proportionality in the sense of a rational “goal-means relationship”
can provide a viable normative foundation for interdisciplinary cooperation between law
and economics (Bizer 2002).
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Responsiveness

As with proportionality, the criterion of responsiveness is only relevant to administrative
action when public servants have discretion. According to the German Federal Adminis-
trative Court, the administration must use its discretion so that the legislative mandate's
purpose is fulfilled (Wolff 2018). However, public servants can also use discretion con-
trary to the objective pursued by politics. This occurs especially when a law's purpose
cannot be clearly determined concerning the administrative action in question.

As we elaborated earlier in the literature review, especially SLB theory and PA theory
have investigated the extent to which public servants exercise their discretion in line with
politics. To conceptualize GA at the municipal level, we define responsiveness in terms
of fulfilling all relevant legal objectives. This includes objectives not mentioned in the
legal norm on which the administrative act is based. It also includes considering the con-
cerns of municipal representatives. We therefore exceed the scope of responsiveness as
described by the Federal Administrative Court.

Finally, responsiveness complements compliance with rules. Conformity to rules is not
always sufficient as a criterion for GA. As in the case of the bureaucratic virtuoso (Merton
1940), “complete compliance” (Brehm and Gates 1997, 26) does not always meet the
legislator’s intention.

Processing time

Processing time is a frequently used criterion in performance measurement to assess ser-
vice quality (e.g., Andrews et al. 2006; Boyne 2002). German administrative law also
requires a speedy procedure. However, the administration has wide discretionary powers,
probably out of concern that haste could harm diligence. Therefore, “reasonable pro-
cessing time” or “avoiding unnecessary delays” (as in red tape context) better describes
this concept. However, Wenger et al. (2008, 186) identify this trade-off only for very slow
agencies. Speedy agencies become increasingly diligent. For this reason, and because
reasonableness is considered in proportionality evaluation anyway, we include only pro-
cessing time in the assessment for a given specific procedure.

Outcomes

We already explained the duty of public servants to achieve a specific outcome in the
context of responsiveness. However, while responsiveness refers to deviation from a po-
litically desired outcome as a result of exercising discretion, this attribute depends on
whether the legislative goal is achieved. It also depends on whether the agency success-
fully fulfills its mandate, regardless of whether the administration has discretionary
power.

The achievement of politically desired goals also corresponds to evaluating suitability as
part of proportionality. However, it is not enough to move in the right direction. We must
achieve a high degree of goal realization.

The concept of “outcomes” as distinct from “service” used in NPM is central to the as-
sessment of good governance (Bovaird and Löffler 2003, 317). Good governance does
not depend on the quantity and quality of services provided by an agency. It depends on
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whether the agency delivers added value and solves the problems in question. For exam-
ple, it is not decisive whether applicants can call a government hotline at any time. What
matters is whether the information is suitable for ensuring that the application is correctly
decided in the end.

A concept related to outcomes is effectiveness. Many studies use this concept to measure
performance since the 2000s (Andersen et al. 2016). To the extent that it measures the
achievement of societal goals, the concepts are identical.

Cost reduction

The reduction of costs in delivering a given service is one of the first criteria for perfor-
mance measurement (Talbot 2007, 498). It has been the subject of many studies (Ander-
sen et al. 2016). It is anchored in regulations on budgetary discipline, e.g., in Germany in
the Budgetary Principles Act or in the US in the Budget Control Act. Here, primarily from
the perspective of public agencies, costs refer to time and effort spent on processing a
case by public servants.

However, reduction of effort and costs are not limited to those of public administrations.
Administration should also be economical from the citizens’ point of view. This does not
refer to the reasonableness of interference with their rights. It refers only to the efficiency
of the procedure in terms of the lowest possible administrative costs and compliance costs
that exclude them from the procedure (Moynihan et al. 2015; Brodkin and Majmundar
2010). In this respect, cost reduction is an antecedent of the attribute of help and access.

PART III: RATERS

Part three identifies and characterizes stakeholder groups using the criteria power, legiti-
macy, and urgency suggested by Mitchell et al. (1997). We first identify stakeholders
possessing both power and legitimacy. Then we analyze their specific urgencies along
the reference process of constitutive administrative acts (see Figure 2). Five key stake-
holders with both power and legitimacy emerge:

 By law, applicants have the power and legitimacy to submit applications. They
can demand that circumstances favorable to them are considered, even against
the agency's will. They can also appeal against decisions. The numerous court
decisions on administrative acts in favor of citizens show that applicants not
only have the right to defend themselves but also make successful use of it.

 In Germany, third parties (from individuals to larger groups) have the right to
be involved in a procedure if their legal interests could be affected. In addition
to legitimacy, the individuals concerned are also given power analogous to ap-
plicants to assert their interests through the available legal remedies (e.g., ob-
jection). The restriction to legal interests appears expedient for delimiting stake-
holders. Otherwise, everyone could claim to have rights in a procedure. This
would mean citizens would have a say in, for instance, the naturalization of in-
dividual migrants.
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 Public managers have power and legitimacy according to their legal position.
Within the boundaries of the underlying legal norms on which the procedure is
based, as well as public service law, they can instruct employees on all aspects
of a procedure.

 Mayors and heads of department also derive their power and legitimacy from
their legal position as superiors of the administration of a municipality or de-
partments.

 The legitimacy of the legislature is grounded in the constitution, which gives
them the right to regulate procedures. Accordingly, they also have the power to
change procedures if they view the agency’s work unfavorably.

These stakeholders undoubtedly have power and legitimacy pertaining to a constitutive
administrative act. Now, the question remains whether these groups have urgencies and,
if so, where they reside. The urgent concerns of individuals or groups assist in two ways.
First, they help to delimit the stakeholders. Second, they provide indications of the stand-
ards by which each stakeholder assesses public administrations. They also show which
attributes of GA play a role for each stakeholder at which step in the process.

Building on motivational psychology approaches, Steidle et al. (2025) used a multi-
method approach to derive stakeholders’ urgencies in a procedure regarding an constitu-
tive administrative act. The results are as follows:

 Applicants want to realize their project quickly and easily. They want to avoid
mistakes that could endanger their project or risk unnecessary costs. They de-
mand to be kept informed of status changes and do not want to lose time and
money due to additional documentation requests. Cases should be processed
according to individual circumstances. Finally, in case of rejection, the agency
should offer a remedy to solve the problem through cooperation.

 Third parties involved do not want to be presented with a “fait accompli.” They
want to be sure all consequences have been considered in the procedure. They
want to be kept informed of reasons for decisions and need to see their interests
are considered. If necessary, they want at least a chance to mitigate a loss.

 Public managers must issue lawful notices and fulfill the agency's task. They
need to be customer-oriented toward citizens and avoid jeopardizing deadlines.
They must keep costs low and avoid errors in procedures or other weak points
that could lead to contestability. They also need to minimize risks, maintain
clarity, and want to remain in control of procedures. Finally, they should not
make unnecessarily binding promises.

 Mayor or department heads want case workers to issue lawful notices that
meet both individual citizen cases and the municipality's welfare. They want no
procedural delays while avoiding mistakes and keeping within the budget. Ad-
ditionally, they demand responsiveness and transparency from the agency to-
ward municipal politicians. They want to satisfy citizens with the administra-
tion’s service and prevent decisions or mistakes that cost voters’ approval.
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 Representatives of the legislature want to achieve legal objectives without
procedural delays or other unnecessary burdens on citizens. They expect respon-
siveness of the administration to the law's intention. They want to achieve citi-
zen satisfaction and avoid dissatisfaction with the agency's implementation of
the law.

PART IV: DEFINING THE CONSTRUCTS OF GA

Initial Construct Identification

We began by mapping the relationships between raters (stakeholders), attributes (con-
cepts of GA), and objects (procedural steps). This three-dimensional matrix yielded a
maximum of 480 possible constructs (cells). However, due to the results of Steidle et al.
(2025) described in Part III, not all cells were relevant. This was due to the specific ur-
gencies of different stakeholders at various procedural stages.

Refinement process

Based on the initial matrix describing the potential construct universe, our construct de-
velopment followed a four-stage refinement process. Here again, the results from Part III
were helpful.

Stage 1: Concretization

Attributes can contain several components and objects (i.e., procedural steps) several con-
stituents (Rossiter 2008, 2002). In these cases, additional distinction in construct defini-
tion is required. For example:

 The attribute “processing time” rarely needed further specification. However,
“accuracy” encompasses multiple dimensions (correctness, completeness, con-
scientiousness). These require differentiation depending on procedural step and
rater.

 The sub-object “issue and deliver the notice” is already concrete. In contrast,
“accept the application” includes access to the agency as well as the technical
processing. Likewise, “advice and information” can be further differentiated by
channel (e.g., website, conversation, or statement of reasons in the notice) if
necessary.

Stage 1 resulted in 148 distinct constructs. However, such a high number of constructs
complicates the development of a feasible survey instrument. Moreover, some constructs,
though theoretically distinct, reflect the same or similar procedures or services, behaviors
of public servants, or perceptions of stakeholders. Therefore, the next stages consolidate
these constructs.
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Stage 2: Object consolidation

We identified and merged constructs that reflected similar procedures or services within
stakeholder groups. For instance, applicants desire consideration of their individual cir-
cumstances during both document review and substantive review. These constructs could
be combined, decreasing the number to 101 constructs.

Stage 3: Rater consolidation

We identified constructs that represented common interests across different stakeholders,
despite their different motivations. For example, all stakeholders have an interest in en-
suring that the case worker gathers complete information on a matter, albeit for different
reasons. This reduced the number of constructs to 57.

Stage 4: Conceptual consolidation

Finally, we examined whether remaining attributes or objects could be merged without
loss of information. This applied when they represented the same underlying concept or
could be subsumed under higher-level constructs. For example, “complete information
about the procedure” naturally encompasses information about processing time, required
forms, acceleration options, and necessary evidence. These elements are difficult to sep-
arate in practical assessment.

Final construct set

This refinement process yielded 30 distinct constructs of Good Administration organized
in Table 2 by object, attribute, and rater. Each construct in the table represents a specific
aspect of GA that can be operationalized and measured in subsequent research. The final
set of constructs enables the development of content-valid survey instruments. It includes
all relevant objects, attributes, and raters in a procedure relating to a constitutive admin-
istrative act.

PART V: COMPONENTS OF GA

In the final part, we empirically examine the 30 GA constructs developed in Part IV to
identify their underlying component structure. This analysis is crucial for understanding
how the theoretically derived constructs relate to each other empirically. It provides a
foundation for future research and practical applications.

Item formulation

To comprehensively assess GA, we needed to include perspectives from multiple stake-
holders. However, our primary aim was not to evaluate specific public servants or agen-
cies. Instead, we wanted to examine the underlying component structure of GA measures.
This required finding respondents who could report on as many constructs as possible.
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Table 2: Constructs for evaluating GA
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CW = case worker

x  x           x   x  x x x x x x (1) CW completely grasps the facts of the case, including identification of social
conflicts and third-party concerns.

x   x          x         x  x x x (2) The agency informs and advises the applicants via its information channels
or through CW in cooperative, comprehensible and custom-fit manner.

x     x              x x  x x x  x (3) CW prepares the notice in a complete and error-free manner with regard to
form, reasoning, jurisdiction and definiteness.

x x            x         x  x  x (4) The agency informs and advises the applicants comprehensively via its in-
formation channels or through CW regarding options, documents, etc.

x                x  x    x x x x  (5) CW fully reviews the facts and related documents as well as reasons for re-
fusal.

x                x  x    x x x   (6) CW reviews application free from errors due to negligence.

x             x         x  x   (7) The agency and CW provide information to applicants that is free of error
and does not erroneously bind the agency.
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CW = case worker

x              x        x  x x  (8) The agency and CW record all information and documents accurately and
completely.

  x              x  x x    x  x  (9) CW involves all persons or groups affected by the procedure.

      x          x  x    x x x   (10) When making decision CW checks the legal basis, the consistency with
other law, impossibilities, and bounds of discretion without error.

      x        x      x  x  x x  (11) The agency and CW record, process and send the notice in a data-protec-
tion-compliant and tamper-proof manner.

      x         x x  x      x   (12) CW considers jurisdiction and procedural requirements (including on hear-
ings and participation of other agencies).

   x x   x         x  x    x  x  x (13) CW reviews documents and reasons for refusal differentiated according to
the circumstances of the individual case.

 x  x          x   x   x   x x x  x (14) If permission cannot be issued without difficulty, the CW checks alterna-
tive permissions or suggest such alternatives in the reasons for denial.

   x                x   x x  x x (15) Before interfering with the rights of the parties to the procedure, the CW
gives the parties an opportunity to avoid or mitigate the interference.
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CW = case worker

        x  x      x  x        x (16) CW considers in his decision the objectives of the legislator across all laws
touched.

          x      x  x     x x   (17) CW fulfills the agency’s mission in relation to the procedure to a high de-
gree.

 x    x              x   x x x x x (18) CW formulates the reasons for the decision in a comprehensible manner.

     x         x        x  x   (19) Agency provides status information at all stages of the procedure.

     x        x         x  x   (20) CW provides binding information on which the applicant can rely.

        x     x   x  x x      x  (21) CW considers municipal policy objectives through all phases of the proce-
dure.

       x         x  x      x  x (22) CW’s decision does not disproportionately interfere with the rights of the
parties involved.

 x          x  x x   x     x   x  (23) Accessing the procedure and completing and submitting the application
bear only low costs.

 x          x  x x        x x  x  (24) Obtaining information on the procedure requires only a small amount of
time and effort.
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CW = case worker

 x          x   x  x x     x   x  (25) Obtaining the requested documents requires only a small amount of time
and effort.

 x             x  x      x   x  (26) CW forwards incorrectly filed applications and documents or manage to
get missing documents.

         x  x      x x x     x x  (27) CW keeps the effort low that is required to review documents and reasons
for refusal as well as to conduct any necessary hearing.

         x  x   x x  x   x    x x  (28) CW and the agency keep the effort low that is required for recording, for-
mally checking, requesting additional documents, and issuing the notice.

           x  x           x x  (29) CW keeps the burden of advising applicants low.

         x    x         x   x  (30) Agency keeps waiting time for an appointment short.
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We selected case workers as the most suitable respondents because they could compre-
hensively report on the circumstances, standards, consequences, and success of their be-
haviors. While each stakeholder group could reasonably rate only 10-21 constructs (as
shown in Table 2), case workers could provide insight into nearly all aspects of adminis-
trative action. Previous research supports this approach. It shows that self-assessment of
performance yields similar component structures as external ratings (Facteau and Craig
2001).

We formulated items to enable case worker responses while still reflecting stakeholder
perspectives. For example, we could easily measure appointment waiting times or appli-
cation processing duration through case worker reports. The more challenging construct
“fairness toward applicants” was addressed differently. We asked about frequency and
success in managing specific circumstances when reviewing applications. We also asked
about informing applicants whether their application was submitted correctly and sug-
gesting alternatives if the application was likely to be refused.

Only three constructs (23, 24, and 25 in Table 2) concerning the effort of applicants could
not be assessed through case workers. Thus, our component analysis included 27 of the
30 originally identified constructs.

Data collection

We collected data as part of a larger survey on digital administrative work. The survey
underwent rigorous pretesting, including:

 initial item inspection by two public servants,
 pretesting in two agencies,
 expert discussions with representatives from the respective municipal associa-

tions, and
 terminology revision by a senior researcher from the department for intelligibil-

ity of administrative terminology at the Leibniz Institute for German Language.

The final sample consists of 519 case workers.

Data preparation

The items could be summarized into indices according to GA attributes, e.g., for bench-
mark analyses across municipalities. We cannot entirely exclude the possibility of so-
cially desirable responding, but the observed response distributions show no indication
of bias. Skewness ranges in absolute values between 0.005 (fairness) and 0.689 (dili-
gence), falling within the excellent range below 1 (George and Mallery 2016, 114). Sim-
ilarly, the quotient of skewness and standard error yields only absolute values from 0.012
(diligence) to 1.638 (fairness). The same applies to kurtosis. Only the values for respon-
sibility (1.735) and equal treatment (1.698) exceed 1, yet remain within the acceptable
range.

However, such indices may not always be suitable for examining the influence of differ-
ent conditions in local authorities. Poor or negative correlations between items for a single
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attribute might obscure potential effects. Therefore, to conduct impact analyses (e.g., us-
ing structural equation models), we needed item consolidation based on observed corre-
lations. This statistical necessity also allowed us to identify patterns in administrative
action and examine the homogeneity of previously derived attributes.

We first determined whether items were reflective or formative using decision rules by
Jarvis et al. (2003). This was to avoid misspecifications and consequent false conclusions
(Jarvis et al. 2003; Law and Wong 1999). Our analysis indicated all items were formative
indicators, making principal component analysis appropriate for component extraction.

We conducted this analysis using RStudio and the psych package (Revelle 2023). Ini-
tially, all items were included, including those measuring how often case workers suc-
ceeded in specific actions (in addition to items 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 15, and
18). However, we found unexpectedly low correlations (0.4 to 0.6) between respective
item pairs. This may be due to differing procedural complexities across agencies. For
example, two case workers might report being equally successful in considering special
circumstances. However, those handling more complex procedures would encounter pe-
culiarities more frequently. This makes it more difficult to consider all circumstances than
for colleagues processing simpler cases. Ideally, we would control for procedure type
when identifying administrative action patterns. However, our sample size was insuffi-
cient for this purpose, so we excluded the affected items, leaving 36 items for analysis.

Principal component analysis

The overall Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) or Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin criterion
(KMO) is .88. This indicates high data suitability for component extraction (Kaiser and
Rice 1974). To determine the optimal number of components for extraction, we compared
results using multiple methods. Each method has strengths and weaknesses (Revelle
2023; Auerswald and Moshagen 2019):

 Eigenvalue criterion (Kaiser 1960): 8 components
 Very Simple Structure (Revelle and Rocklin 1979): 5 components
 Parallel analysis (Horn 1965): 4 components
 Minimum-Average-Partial criterion (Velicer 1976): 2 components
 Scree test (Cattell 1966): 2 kinks (“elbows”) first at 2 components, second at 4

components.

Since the two-component solution failed to assign nine items, we adopted the four-com-
ponent solution, which was suitable for interpretation with only two cross-loadings higher
than 0.29. Nevertheless, we also considered findings from five- and six-component solu-
tions in our discussion.

RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION

Component 1: Diligence/Mission

The first component consists of two subcomponents: “Diligence” and “Mission.” In a six-
component solution, these subcomponents separate but maintain a correlation of 0.56.
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This suggests that administrative actions involving accuracy and rule-following tend to
align with high mission accomplishment. Interestingly, this component includes items
about agency mission and legal goals as well as binding nature, comprehensibility, and
fairness. This indicates that many public servants consider conscientious behavior toward
applicants and fair treatment of individual cases as core responsibilities.

Component 2: Responsiveness/Support

The second component encompasses tasks beyond “service according to the rules.” Public
servants’ duties also include exploring alternatives, weighing costs and benefits when
assessing proportionality, supporting applicants during case submission, suggesting alter-
native pathways when applications are likely to be rejected (Deutscher Bundestag 1973),
and considering objectives beyond their jurisdiction (Bohne 1984, 351).

This component shows only marginal correlation with “Diligence/Mission” as Table 4
demonstrates. Even though these duties and tasks are mandatory, they do not directly
serve the agency's mission. Calculations using a six-component model confirm this find-
ing. When split into “Responsiveness” and “Support” in the six-component solution, their
correlation with “Mission” remains very low (r = .13 and r = -.04, respectively). This sep-
aration suggests that case workers recognize both components as part of their responsi-
bilities. Yet they perceive a clear distinction between rule-following activities and more
responsive, supportive behaviors that extend beyond the agency’s primary mission.

The analysis reveals another interesting pattern. Assessments of the suitability of refusals
or obligations show no correlation with evaluations of necessity (r = .03) or reasonable-
ness (r = .02). These results suggest that aspects of “Proportionality” (see second step of
Part II) must be evaluated separately, despite stemming from the same legal principle.

Component 3: Efficiency

The third component, “Efficiency,” is perhaps the most straightforward to interpret. The
time required for individual process steps correlates highly with this component. This
finding remains stable regardless of whether two, four, five, or six components are ex-
tracted in the analysis.

Interestingly, “Efficiency” does not correlate with “Diligence,“ confirming the findings
of Wenger et al. (2008) on the nonexistence of a trade-off between timeliness and accu-
racy in decision-making. One explanation may be that well-organized agencies achieve
both greater speed and higher quality outcomes.

Component 4: Information

Finally, the “Information” component indicates that high-quality case processing is not
equivalent to high-quality information provision. Diligence, help, fairness, and account-
ability all require careful attention to communications with applicants. Information qual-
ity therefore represents a distinct component of GA that warrants independent evaluation
and assessment.
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Table 3: PCA results with component loadings

Attribute (Table 2) Diligence/
Mission

Respons./
Support Efficiency Information (No.) Item

Accuracy 0.68  (1) How well can you manage to completely review facts in a “regular” procedure?

Accuracy -0.48  (2) How often do you commit minor careless errors when reviewing an application?

Accuracy 0.59  (3) In a “regular” procedure, how well can you manage to avoid errors in providing infor-
mation before an application is submitted?

Accuracy 0.60  (4) How well can you manage to record all information and documents correctly and com-
pletely?

Accuracy/
Responsibility

0.66  (5) How well can you manage to completely grasp the facts of a “regular” procedure?

Accuracy/
Accountability

0.71  (6) How well can you manage to prepare a completely and error-free notice regarding obliga-
tory information given a “regular” procedure?

Compliance 0.74  (7) How well do you manage to recognize the limits of your discretion in a “regular” proce-
dure?

Compliance 0.59  (8) How well can you manage to consider other relevant regulations or impossibilities in a
“regular” procedure?

Compliance 0.34 0.30 (9) Processing a “regular” application, how well are you able to comply with data protection
and information security requirements?

Compliance 0.68  (10) How well are you able to comply with all rules on jurisdiction and procedure, e.g., hear-
ings or participation of other agencies?

Outcomes 0.66 -0.30 (11) How important is it to you that your decisions are in line with the mission of the
agency?

Outcomes 0.63  (12) In general, how well do you succeed in fulfilling the mission of your agency?

Responsiveness/
Outcomes

0.74 (13) How important is it to you that your decisions are consistent with the goals of the law on
which the procedure is based?
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Attribute (Table 2) Diligence/
Mission

Respons./
Support Efficiency Information (No.) Item

Responsiveness/
Outcomes

0.62  (14) In general, how well are you succeeding in meeting the goals of the law?

Accountability 0.46  (15) How good are you at giving applicants a binding answer when they pose specific ques-
tions?

Help/
Accountability

0.36  (16) How much attention do you pay to clarity in any required statement of reasons in a no-
tice?

Proportionality 0.50  (17) To what extent do you deem the refusal or obligations you have decided to be suitable
for achieving the goal pursued by the law?

Fairness/
Proportionality/
Equality

0.58  (18) How good are you at managing the specific circumstances of a case when reviewing an
application?

Accuracy/
Help

0.56 (19) How well do you or your agency manage to provide applicants with all information be-
fore an application is submitted?

Accuracy/
Help

0.65 (20) How often can you inform applicants of the expected processing time or ways to speed-
up the procedure?

Accuracy/
Fairness

0.39 (21) To what extent (in percent) can you or your agency actually inform applicants in order
for their application to be submitted correctly?

Accountability 0.79 (22) How often can you manage to inform applicants about the status of the procedure with-
out them having to ask extra questions?

Processing time/
Cost reduction

0.74  (23) On average, how much time do you need to review documents and reasons for refusal?

Processing time/
Cost reduction

0.53  (24) How much time do you spend on a hearing?

Processing time/
Cost reduction

0.69  (25) On average, how much time do you need to record and formally review an application?

Processing time/
Cost reduction

0.73  (26) On average, how much time do you need to obtain documents for applicants or demand
from applicants?
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Attribute (Table 2) Diligence/
Mission

Respons./
Support Efficiency Information (No.) Item

Processing time/
Cost reduction

0.57  (27) How much time do you need on average to prepare and send the notice?

Cost reduction 0.64  (28) On average, how much time do you spend counseling applicants?

Responsiveness 0.53  (29) To what extent do you consider municipal policy goals during the course of a proce-
dure?

Responsiveness/
Outcomes

0.56  (30) When deciding, to what extent do you consider whether any goals of other laws outside
your jurisdiction may be affected?

Help 0.39  (31) How often do you procure missing documentation for applicants?

Proportionality 0.56  (32) How often do you consider alternatives to decided refusals or obligations that would be
less detrimental to applicants?

Proportionality 0.48  (33) Given that you decide a refusal or an obligation, how important for you is the ratio of
benefits to society and costs to the applicant?

Help/ Fairness 0.51  (34) In the case of an application that will be likely refused, how often do you consider or
suggest alternative approvals?

Help  (35) How often do you actually forward incorrectly submitted requests addressed to you to
the colleague/s in charge?

Processing time  (36) In cases an appointment is necessary, how long do applicants wait on average from the
day the appointment is made?

Note. All items were measured using a scale from 1 to 5 and z-standardized. Missing values were filled in using multiple imputation (Heymans
and Eekhout 2019; Buuren 2018). PCA using promax rotation; R2 = 38 %; KMO: MSA = .88; Bartlett-test: X2 = 218.27, df = 35;
RMSEA = .051, RMSR = .051; Goodness of Fit: X2/df = 1,710.266/492 = 3.476
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Table 4: Correlations between components

Diligence/
Mission

Responsiveness/
Support Efficiency Information

Diligence/Mission 1.00

Responsiveness/Support 0.13 1.00

Efficiency 0.13 -0.05 1.00

Information 0.35 -0.09 0.28 1.00

DISCUSSION

In the previous chapters, we developed an approach for conceptualizing GA based on
objects, attributes, and raters, and tested the derived items using PCA. The insights gained
led to both potential benefits and challenges, which we discuss below.

Content validity and generalizability

The analysis showed that concepts such as fairness or proportionality are “abstract and
formed” (Rossiter 2002, 314): they consist of multiple components that do not necessarily
correlate highly with one another. Consider a reform aimed at improving the fairness of
administrative procedures: case workers must handle cases diligently, provide applicants
with low-threshold access, and explore alternative solutions when needed, each of which
represents a distinct behavioral demand. The C-OAR-SE approach, by grounding con-
structs in specific objects, attributes, and raters, provided the structure necessary to cap-
ture this complexity and thereby ensure content validity. This finding has consequences
beyond measurement. Legal concepts that appear coherent in jurisprudence fragment into
separable behavioral domains in administrative practice. Theoretical models that aim to
predict, for instance, citizen trust on the basis of fairness must therefore treat its constitu-
ent dimensions as distinct antecedents rather than a unitary construct. However, this ap-
proach's strength comes with certain limitations. The constructs are bound to the chosen
object. To what extent such abstract and formed attributes possess the same components
in other forms of administrative action must be shown by further studies.

Another limitation concerns generalizability across national legal systems. The constructs
derived from German constitutional and administrative law may not be directly transfer-
able to other administrative traditions and legal cultures. In ongoing work, we address
this limitation in three steps. In the first step, we develop a descriptive framework
(Schmidt-Aßmann 2024, 345) drawing on legal-doctrinal systematizations of administra-
tive law across multiple jurisdictions. Beyond legal institutions, contextual factors such
as culture and history must also be taken into account (Napolitano and Parona 2025;
D’Alberti 2021; Sommermann 2019) in order to assess the salience of individual GA
concepts within each legal tradition. In the second step, we analyze legal sources to iden-
tify the provisions that govern the behavior of civil servants toward stakeholders. A suit-
able approach for this purpose is the directed qualitative content analysis following Hsieh
and Shannon (2005), using the GA attributes as the initial coding scheme. In the third
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step, we examine the influence of contextual factors on the salience of the identified at-
tributes.

The independence of GA components: Implications for theory building

The inter-component correlations (Table 4) are predominantly small by Cohen's (1988)
conventional benchmarks: four of six fall below .15 in absolute value. Only the correla-
tion between Diligence/Mission and Information reaches a medium level. This pattern
has direct consequences for theoretical model building in public administration.

Graaf et al. (2016) found that public servants perceive substantial value conflicts, partic-
ularly involving efficiency versus proper and responsive governance. In contrast, Ander-
sen et al. (2012), using importance ratings of public values, found only two weakly neg-
ative correlations between value dimensions, neither of which involved efficiency.

Our results support and extend Andersen et al. (2012) at a different level of analysis: the
independence observed holds for self-reported achievement in practice. The orthogonal-
ity of Efficiency and Diligence/Mission is particularly striking given the prominence of
the efficiency–quality conflict in practitioners' perceptions (Graaf et al. 2016).

Given that the components of GA are largely independent, theoretical models must treat
them as separate outcome variables with potentially distinct antecedents. Aggregate per-
formance indices that pool across dimensions risk obscuring precisely those distinctions
that matter for explanation and intervention.

Information quality as distinct dimension

The emergence of Information as a component that is only moderately related to Dili-
gence/Mission and near-independent of Responsiveness/Support opens avenues for the-
ory building in several directions.

First, the finding resonates with administrative burden theory’s concept of learning costs
(Moynihan et al. 2015). Baekgaard et al. (2025) demonstrate experimentally that bureau-
cratic language amplifies learning costs independently of rule content. Our results com-
plement this by showing that information quality varies independently of casework qual-
ity, suggesting that learning costs have a distinct causal origin rather than being a by-
product of poor case processing.

Second, information provision is not yet modeled as a distinct behavioral dimension in
either street-level bureaucracy or organizational citizenship behavior theory. The coping
typology of Tummers et al. (2015) distinguishes nine coping strategies, none of which
isolates informational behavior as a separate category. Similarly, the seven OCB dimen-
sions consolidated by P. M. Podsakoff et al. (2000) do not include information provision
as an independent construct. In both frameworks, informational behavior is at best im-
plicitly subsumed under adjacent dimensions such as rationing (Tummers et al. 2015) or
helping behavior (P. M. Podsakoff et al. 2000). Our finding that information quality var-
ies independently of both diligent case processing and responsive support behavior sug-
gests that these theories would benefit from incorporating information provision as an
explicit variable in their explanatory models.
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Third, communication sciences offer complementary explanatory resources. For instance,
Eckhard and Friedrich (2024) provide experimental evidence that linguistic features af-
fect citizen satisfaction independently of the service outcome. Integrating such constructs
into models of administrative action could help explain why information quality varies
across agencies and procedures, and how it contributes to citizens' perceptions of good
administration.

Approaching the identification problem

The identification of public values is not equivalent to the conceptualization of GA. Ra-
ther, it represents a prerequisite for defining attributes in the C-OAR-SE procedure. With
this insight, we faced the “most fundamental” problem of not having a generally accepted
approach available for identifying public values (Fukumoto and Bozeman 2019, 641).
We addressed this problem using already recognized methods rather than choosing a fun-
damentally new approach. First, we conducted a legal analysis supplemented by a litera-
ture review (see Part II). Second, we analyzed stakeholder concerns (see Part III) de-
scribed in Steidle et al. (2025). It is important that this analysis was analogous to GA
conceptualization using a case vignette with a constitutive administrative act subdivided
in procedural steps (object) and the mentioned stakeholders (raters). We used the results
from this analysis, as mentioned in Part IV, to formulate the constructs. Furthermore, the
analysis showed that stakeholder concerns are largely congruent with legal requirements
for administrative action (Steidle et al. 2025). This suggests that public values can be
derived from law, at least in a state where laws are democratically legitimized and nego-
tiated among the different stakeholders.

However, we can establish this finding for only one object: procedures for a constitutive
administrative act in the German legal system. This bears limitations. Even if GA princi-
ples are largely found in constitutions at least in European countries, and in part in the
USA (Venice Commission 2011, 16; Mashaw 2007, 99), differences remain. These dif-
ferences are presumably even more pronounced when we include other legal systems with
different cultural backgrounds. Therefore, we cannot generalize the results based on Ger-
man law at this point. This limitation could be addressed by comparing constitutional and
general administrative law across a broad spectrum of countries spanning multiple legal
systems. This would capture different legal and administrative traditions. With insights
from such a comparison, further studies on the match between law and stakeholder con-
cerns across multiple objects could then be undertaken.

Our approach has another limitation. Fukumoto and Bozeman (2019, 642) rightly point
out that public values can be amoral. If the conviction of a broad electorate is racist, laws
will very likely also have racist elements or even goals. This means that administrative
action will inevitably be racist if administrative staff are supposed to act in accordance
with the law. Our approach cannot solve this problem. We depend on the underlying con-
stitutional and administrative law being moral.

A possible way out of this dilemma could be to separate the levels of public values ac-
cording to politics and administration. This would correspond with the C-OAR-SE pro-
cedure. We are aware that this approach could be used as justification for amoral behavior
by public servants. We counter this by stating that the criteria for GA developed in this
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paper are only applicable if the underlying law meets suitable quality criteria, including
moral criteria. Under this condition, the discussion on allowing public servants to ques-
tion the purpose of a law on moral grounds is unnecessary. Besides, granting public serv-
ants the authority to question laws’ purposes would contradict their legal obligation to
exercise discretion in accordance with the law’s purpose (e.g., in German law according
to § 40 VwVfG). This would open Pandora’s box.

Chances and challenges for interdisciplinarity

We have viewed administrative action as the action of individuals. This opens up the
possibility of using research approaches from different disciplines at the micro level to
predict GA. For example, the effects of workplace conditions and interventions (e.g., dig-
ital transformation) on GA can be examined using models from psychology. Another ex-
ample comes from street-level bureaucracy research on avoiding administrative exclusion
resulting from negative coping behaviors, which violate several criteria for GA. Both ju-
risprudence and empirical research benefit from this approach. Jurisprudence gains in-
sights into possible legal consequences and can thus expand its toolkit for better lawmak-
ing. Empirically oriented disciplines receive target variables of high content validity,
thereby increasing the relevance of results and recommendations.

However, our individual-centered approach also brings challenges in data collection. Not
all required data are always available at the micro level. The alternative we chose—col-
lecting information from public servants—is also not without pitfalls. According to our
results and findings from performance evaluation research (Facteau and Craig 2001), such
self-reported performance data can nevertheless be an alternative, provided the required
data are not otherwise available.

CONCLUSIONS

In this article, first, we conceptualized GA through a methodological approach estab-
lished in market research and social sciences, one that yields items whose derivation is
intersubjectively transparent and transferable to other areas of public administration. In
doing so, we chose a different approach compared to previous works on public values or
performance measures by using a constitutive administrative act as object, which provides
concrete sub-objects for each stakeholder group to assess. In contrast, previous studies
identify public values and performance indicators for “ideal public servant” (Neo et al.
2023), for aggregate organizational performance (Boyne 2002), for organizational value
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priorities of public managers (Andersen et al. 2012; van der Wal et al. 2006), or for entire
governance systems (Hendriks 2014). Following C-OAR-SE logic, however, valid con-
struct definition requires specifying the object to which attributes are linked.

Second, PCA identified four components that provide an empirical basis for developing
efficient measuring instruments and examining how variation across components relates
to downstream outcomes such as citizen trust and perceived legitimacy. Furthermore, the
PCA reveals that most attributes, with the exception of rule compliance, processing time,
and cost reduction, distribute across multiple components. Attributes that have served as
criteria in earlier studies may therefore comprise separable dimensions that need to be
captured independently to ensure content validity.

Beyond its theoretical contributions, the framework offers an analytical structure for the
systematic evaluation and comparison of administrative procedures. By making the con-
stituent elements of good administration explicit and measurable, it supports benchmark-
ing, reform monitoring, and the assessment of organizational or technological interven-
tions. The design of such applications depends on the institutional and regulatory context
and constitutes a separate line of inquiry. Accordingly, the framework must accommodate
contextual variation. The archetypal reference processes developed in this paper—such
as the procedure for constitutive administrative acts—capture a substantial range of ad-
ministrative settings, and the underlying method provides guidance for developing suita-
ble measurement items where processes deviate from these archetypes.

Three priorities follow for future research. First, the approach must be applied to other
forms of administrative action to establish robustness of the component structure. Second,
GA attributes must be compared across legal systems with different cultural and political
contexts to identify universal values and homogeneous legal systems. Third, validation
using larger samples that include all stakeholder groups is required. While the present
study relied on public servants as raters, comprehensive validation requires data from all
stakeholder groups. Establishing a standing survey infrastructure—for example, in the
form of panels—would facilitate such multi-perspective assessments in future research.
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