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Prefatory Note

This study was prepured by Alan AL Tait. Deputy Direetor of the Fiscal Affairs
Department, and Peter S, Heller, Chicl of the Special Fiscal Studies Dhivision. Joan
Aghevli. a rescarch assistant m the Fiscul Affaies Departiment, coordinated the
distribution of the guestionnaires and tabubmed the data. Tarja Papavassiliou, also a
research assistant in the Fiscal Alfuirs Departiment, did mech ot the cennputer
analyses.

Many people in many countries took the time and trouble to reply to the
questionnaires, often producing new statistics or recalculating okl statistics into new
torms. [n addition, the paper benefitted from the valuable criticisms of V. Tanzi.
R. Goode, I. Levin, C. Gray. E. Berg, und P. Landell-Mills, Naturalty, the opinions
expressed are those of the authors and do not aceessarily represent the views of other
staft members or of the Fund.

The first edition of this Occasional Paper contained an error relating 1o central
government employment in administration in the United Kingdom. This revised
edition omits from Appendix Tables 30 through 32 the row showing the
functional distribution of central government emplovment in the United King-
doin. The regional averages and the econometric results shown in Tables [3. 14.
15, 17, and 33, with the associated references in the text. have been changed
accordingly.
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I [ntroduction

How many people are emploved by the government?!
How many are employed by the central government
compared with state and local authoritics? Hlow many are
employed in public enterprises? How much are they all
paid’! How much are they paid relavive to cach other, or
relative o the private sector? Such questions interest
people in genersl and cconomists and policymakers in
particular; yet it is remarkable how little information is
readily accessible on these topics.

These topics are interesting at the general level but are
important in more specialized ways as well. Qaly toa
often are assertions made that government wages in a
country sre too high or too low or that total government
employment 15 excessive. The stalistics necessary (o
pravide a cross-country comparative busis for such
assertions simply have not been available. Similarly, in
evaluating the size of the public sector, one often focuses
on the number of government employees in a particular
functional sector (e.g., health, education) on a per capita
basis. again without any clear standard of whether the
statistics for a given country are reasonable or not. While
the experience of other countries ts only an additional
datum for such an apalysis. it is an importanl one.
Similarly. the numbers employed in the public sector and
their conditions of employment can influence the entire
pattern of employer/empioyee relationships within the
economy. including pay scales. tenure, indexation, and
pensions. The size of public sector employment and the
amount paid in wages and salaries is thus potentially a
lever on employment, skill differentials, staffing levels
in the private sector, and. hence, on overall mac-
roeconomic stabilization policy. For instance, if the
government grants substantial wage increases to low-
paid government employees, this may affect the wage
policy for the country as a whole. The way in which such
wages and salaries are financed may in turn affect all
prices and eventually the balance of payments.

This paper represents a beginning in the effort 1o
assemble the statisticos tor a international compirison ol
public sector employment and pay: it sceeks 10 stimulate
discussion by highlighting  some  of the  apparent
anomalies and  differences between existing and  pre-
dicted patterns or norms. [t tocuses on several broad
topics: (1) the size ol central, state and tocul, and
nontinancial public enterprise employment both on a per
cupita basis and as a share ol total nonagricultural
employment: (2) the magnitude of government wages
and salaries at cach level of government and their retative
importance 1n gross domestic product (GIPY, national
income, and totul wages in the cconomy: (3) the relative
levels of public and private sector salaries: (4) the
structure and size of public ecmployment by functional
sector; (3) the degree of inequality observed in the salary
structure o governments; (6) the pattern of wages across
the different occupations commonly found in the govern-
ment sector; and (7) whether there ure any common
factors (e.g.. per capita income, size of population, type
of economic system) that may cxplain the size of public
sector employment, total government wage and salary
expenditure, or the level of government wage rates.
Finally, the paper provides intercountry indices that may
be used in analyzing government wage rates and the level
and structure of government employment. Throughout,
the paper examines cach of these topics in terms of the
patterns observed in the developed and developing world
and tn different regions.

Many methodological questions were encountered
before the analysis of data could begin, and these are
dealt with in the next section. Sections III-VII usc
summary measures of the data to discuss some of the
questions raised at the start of this paper; some provoca-
tive predictions are made in Section VI Statistics on
individual countries are provided in Appendix !, Tables
19-33,



II Conceptual and Methodological Issues in the
Development of the Data Base

Sources of Data

The collection of data on the subject of governiment
cinployment and  wages  proved  extremely  dilficult.
Neither the International Labor Organization (11.O) nor
any ol the other United Nations organizations collects
statistics on cither subject in a standardized way. The
Organization for Economic Cooperalion and  Dewvel-
vpmuent {OECD) has occasionally done work i this area
bul only on a linited basis, including a recent study on
the general magnitude of government employment in the
OECD countries during the 1970s." Over the last 20
years, 4 handful of academic studies have been made on
the subject.”

Given the dearth of studies in the areu, one is forced to
rely almost entirely on data from national sources.
Generally, these are of four kinds: (1) statistical year-
books: {2y data from budget documents; (3) data
provided by personnel ministries, often n such publica-
tions as the establishment register; and (4) occasional
studies and reports relating to the reform of civil service
employment or wage policies within a particular country.
However, o the absence of any standardized interna-
tional effort to collect statistics on government employ-
ment, there 1s no generally accepted set of definitions as
to what data should be collected routinely. or how data
should be defined. As a result, the variance in the
breadth and depth of statistics across individual countries
is extremely large. For some countries, information
could not be collected on the size of government
employment. For other countries where there is a wealth
of information, there is often a problem in interpretation
of the available statistics.

To obtain as comprehensive a picture as possible on
this subject, a letter was sent to atmost all member
countries of the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
asking for any documents or information on the mag-
nitude of government employment, aggregate wage and

'OECD (1982).

*See Berg (19691, Rupprecht (1972). Keesing (1973), Gray ( 1979},
Rose (1980), Mieszkowski and Peterson {1981). Haveman (1932},
Perhaps the most detailed country study available was recently
published in Israel by Zakai (1983).
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salary payments, and on the structure of wages and
salarics in the government. Tuble 19, in Appendix [,
indicates the countrics to which the letters were sent and
the number of countries that responded to the initial
inguiry and/or to the subsequent request.

All things consulered. it is extraordinary how -
poverished the duta buse is. One would think that on a
sutyect of this kind, governments would be able to
provide at least some statistics on the size and distribu-
tion of government employees and saliaries. Yet, it was
quite apparent, even trom the countries that responded to
the request and made an effort to provide this informa-
tion, that only & handful of countries were able (o provide
easily statistics on these employment and wage vari-
abies. Considering the importance of government em-
ployment and wages and salaries in the economies of
almost all member governments, it is evident that this
issuc of paucity of data should be dealt with systematic-
ally and remedied in the future. Considerably greater
resources need to be invested, perhaps by the 1ILO, the
IMF, or the World Bank, to stimulate an improvement in
the statistical data base on government employment and
wages.

The Measurement of Government
Employment

Several conceptual issues arise in the definition of
public sector employment. These may be characterized
in terms of the definition of a unit of government, the
definition of what constitutes a government employee,
and the classification of employees by function.

In principle. the problem of defining the unit of
government is the same for the employment issue as it is
for the definition of public sector expenditure or revenue.
The same institutions or units of government that are
used to define the central government, the state and local
governments, or the nonfinancial public enterprise sector
for financial analyses should also be used for defining
these levels of government in terms of employment. The
same problems of ensuring comparability in these defini-
tions across countries arise in either case. In this study,



the classilication used lor prepaning the Fund's Geonvern-
ment Finarice Stedistios (GEFS) Yearbook has heen used
wherever possible.

The GFS approach requires carcful disaggregation ol
data by insttutions, and somctimes by programs within
institutions, to ensure a consistent detlinition ol govern-
mental wnits and functional program categortes. The
frequent lack of employment data at o sulficienty
disaggregated level may force a study such as this one to
use a ditferent definition of employment for a particular
level of govermment. This is particutarly a problem in
many ol the Latin American countries where the central
government includes large numbers ol decentrulized
dgencies.

Cross-country compartsons are also complicated by
the different ways governments implement comparable
policies. For example, some countries directly operate
and manage the health and medical system through the
government. In other countries, government is heavily
involved in the financing of the medical system (e 2., the
Netherlands) but allows the operation and ownership to
be within the private sector. Yet when the system is a
private one, financed indirectly through government
subsidies and governmeni transfer payments, the em-
ployees are outside the government sector. These institu-
tional altemmatives would imply considerable differences
in the size of measured government employment in
comparing countries where, in 2 meaningful sense, the
employment in both countries may be equally reliant on
government financing.

In many respects, the appropriateness of the definition
depends on the question posed. For comparing size of
government employment, a GFS5-type definition may not
always be sattsfactory, as seen in the above example. For
other policy questions, such as the impact of government
wage rates on the economy, the GFS-type definition may
be quite appropriate. For example, in a country with a
private medical care system, wage rates in the private
sector indeed may be independently determined from the
wage rates that would prevail in a government-run
medical institution. While this analysis used the GFS
definitions of units of government, the problems that this
can pose in some intercountry comparisons should be
acknowledged. Where there was a serious problem or
issue at this level, it has been noted in Appendix I,
which describes the sources of data for the study.

Differences in the structure of government also create
problems in cross-country comparisons of the size of
government employment in total and in certain sectors.
For example, in most federal countries, important educa-
tion, health, police, fire fighting, and administrative
responsibilities are delegated to the state and local
governmental levels. [t is therefore meaningless simply
to compare the size of the central government across

The Measurcinent of Governanent Employnwnt

countrics without taking into account that the central
governmeni in one country may perform aany ol the
tunctions that i another country are performed at the
stite and local governmental level- —this s particularly a
problem when ane s comparing the number o govern-
ment employees in a particular functional sector. In
compartsons of this kind, the number of state and local
government cmployees i the health, education. and
potice sectors it the stute and local governmental fevel
have been added, where possibie. to those at the central
governmental level o produce more accurale measures
of the extent of government tnvolvement in these sectors.

The same problem of functional allocation also ariscs
for many of the functions carried out under the auspices
of nonfinancial public enterprises. The post office and
railroad arc examples of activities that, in some cases,
are operated by the central government and in other cases
by nonfinancial public enterprises. Reliance on the GFS
definition of what constitutes central government and
what constitutes the nonfinancial public enterprise sector
in a country often leads to clear differences in definition
4CTOSS countries.

Turning to the second issuc, thut of defining a
government employee, many guestions arise. Should one
measure the number of employees in terms of man-years
worked (as in the Netherlands), in terms of the total
number of employces, whether full-time or part-time, or
in terms of full-time equivalent employees (as in the
Federal Republic of Germany and the United States)?
How is a full-time equivalent defined in a country? Can
one be certain that the same methodological procedures
are used to convert part-time employees to full-time
equivalent employees? How should the use of consul-
tants as a “backdoor” form of employment be treated.
such as in the defense sector of the United States?
Another issue arises in that some countries have a corps
of regular or permanent employees involved in public
sector capital projects, while in other countries, minis-
trics employ so-called daily paid workers for the im-
plementation of capital projects. In principle, such
workers, hired on 2 daily basis as a function ot the level
of capital expenditure in a given period, are not perma-
nent government employees and do not appear anywhere
in the statistics on government employment. Yet in some
countries, reluctance to lay off such workers renders
them almost the equivalent of permanent employees.
Should these latter employees be included or not in-
cluded in a measure of government? In general, they
have not been included in this analysis. The same
problem arises with respect to contractuzal employees
where, in many cases, payments for contracted services
do not appear in wage and salary budgets, and the
employment implied by such contracting is not defined
as a form of government employment, per se. An

3
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examination ot the scale and importance of such emptoy
ment (eogoan printing and publishiage, health services.
Continuications, transport, construction. road repairs)
vould, and  should, form an anterestung avenae  lor
research,

Another problem that areses in definmge the sizve of (he
sovermment labor force is the treatment ol delense
cmployees. Military  cimployees sue not included  in
estabhishoent regasters, and For secunity reasonis the siec
of the nlitary is generally not public wmitormateon. Yer it
is clewr that the mihitary may constiute o very signilica
portien ol the total work torce i a governiment. Fvery
etfort has been mnade theretore to include the number of
military employees in the employment statistics in this
paper. Where there are no national statistics on the siee
of the milttury force, rehiance was placed on the most
recent pubication on nulitary expenditures of the U5,
Arms Conirol and Disarmament Agency.® A further
problem reluting to detense employment s whether Lo
distinguish between permanent military employees and
draftees. While bothv are clearly government employers,
drattees are paid considerably lower salaries, and inclu-
sion of such employees may lead to an understatement of
the average wage o the central government sector. In
this study, draftees and permancnt military employees
have been included in the defense scetor without any
distinction.

In principle, in deciding what constitutes o “govern-
ment employee.” it would be prelerable to use statisties
on the actual number of employees. on a full-time
cquivalent basis, employed. as of a given date by a
governmental unit. In the absence of any such data.
statistics an the formal establishment in specific minis-
trics have been used. High vacancy rates would obvi-
ously lead to an overstatement of the magnitude of
employment in a given functional sector.

A third issue i3 the ditficulty of classifying govern-
ment employees by function. This problem is, in
principle, no different from that which arises in classify-
ing expenditure on a functional basis. It is well recog-
nized that the traditional institutional division. of respon-
sibilitics may not correspond to a rigorous functional
divisiou, and that given ministrics may provide scrvices
that overlap functional expenditure categories. It is often
difficult in expenditure analysis to separate the different
functional components of a ministry’s operations, and it
proves even more difficult to separate the cmployees of a
ministry by their different functions. Since the division
of functional responsibilities varies widely across coun-
tries, it is often difficult to develop a clear comparable
delineation of employment by function, and the statistics
on employees by function presented here must be

*United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (1982,
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regarded with considerabdy imore counion dan the nun
burs v the ol seee of public sector ctnplovenent. This
v particolacly the case for such broad and nod casily

detined seetors such ax adnnnisiration.
The Measurement of Wages and Salaries

The tirst problem confronting anyone trying 1o micus-
ure the wnount ol wages and salaries at any govern-
mentl level iy the detimtion ol what should be included
i Cwages and salanies " It s common, particularly i
developing countries, for many civel servants 1o receive
tood, car. and housing allowances as part of  therr
condinons of employment. Yet i s exceptionally dit-
ficuit W place a value on these nonwage benelits—
certainly, it is rare to see a financial valuation of such
remunerafion inany  government bacdget  doecument.
Nonsalary benefits ure particularly a problem in coun-
trics with larpe military employment, since traditionally
considerable nonwage services are provided o soldiers.
Also a problem in this respect 15 the treatment of bonus
pieyments. the secrued liabilitics of the government tor
{uture pension payments, and other types of allowances.
Where statistics on bonuses, allowances, or fringe
payments were readily available, an attempt was made to
include such statistics explicitly. Pension payments and
accrued liabilities for pensions for present government
cmployees, are not included.

A second problem that arises is the potential inconsis-
tency between (1) statistics on cmployment that may
include so-called daily paid workers and (2) statistics on
wages that may relate only to permanent civil service
employees and that exclude from the wage and salary
budget any payments to daily paid workers. Daily paid
employees may simply be paid out of capital tunds, and
there may be no statistics on the component of such
capital funds paid out in wages and salaries.

A third issue relates to the availability of actual
expenditure data. Wherever possible, actual wage and
salary expenditure were used; however, there were cases
where the only source of data on wages was a recent
budget document. To ensure that the wage estimates
rclated to comparable employment statistics, budget
estimates had to be used rather than actual wage and
salary payments.

Finaily, the same problems that arose in classifying
ministries on a functional basis for employment purposes
also bedevil the calculation of wage and salary payments
on a functional basis.

Measurement of the Salary of Specific Jobs

The obvious problem that arose in comparing the
salaries of employees in similar employment classifica-



tions within and across countries was 1o ensure thal the
same job detimtion was being used. 1 s, of course,
difficult to know whether a clerical ollicer in one country
is, in fuct, detined in the same way as a clerical otficer in
another cauntry. However, alter revicwing many pov-

erament job definitions, the duties and responsibilities of

i government clerical officer seemed sufficiently compa-
rable to use the starting salary of this grade ax 3

numéraire. It should be kept in mind that the level of

responsibility and required skills may be different trom
those required in another country for a position with the
same nominal title. It was also necessary w define the

Fnmng

desired starting salary for any position, If the starting
sabary  was  unavailable, the average  salary  for the
position was calculated.

Timing

Only one year was tiaken for each country. While the
numbers employed may not change significantly from
une yeir to another, the pay relative o private seolor
cmployees (especially when all prices are changing
rapidly) may change quite sharply !

Trinder (148,



III [ssues in the Analysis of Public Sector Employment and
Wages: Leverage [mplications of Public Employment

A principal motive for analyzing the size of povern-
ment 15 the belict that government employiment and wage
policies have critical implications for wage determina-
tion throughout the economy. The larger the government
share of employment. the more likely it is to dominate
wage rates and awards not only for public sector
employees but for the private sector as well. and thus to
have a sigificant degree of “leverage.” What i1s the
fulcrum point at which government decisions on emplay-
ment and wages atfect cmployment and pay throughout
the economy’?

This sort of guestion is important because in both
industrial and developing countries employees in the
public sector can view their employer as having no limit
to the financial resources available for wages; they start
to view themselves as having access to the muoney
supply.® Their success in claiming wages higher than
their productivity would merit exacerbates the contrast
with the private sector (who, eventually, must finance
the higher public sector pay). Rapid and unexpected
increases in public sector wages have undermined mac-
roeconomic stabilization pelicies and Fund programs,®
and such problems can extend even to queries about
municipal fiscal integrity.’

Measures of the Size of Government
Employment

Most studies on the size of government tend to focus
on the level of government expenditure or revenue and
its relationship to GDP. Another equally germane meas-

SwWarkers could make real gains at the expense of the excess profits
of a group of emplayers who were in open or tacit caombination & hold
wages down. This is no longer the Lypical situation. It is manifestly not
so in the case of a nationalized industry or of public employment. If
the miners obtain a higher wage, then either the government's budget
revenue suffers through the reduced profits or increased losses of the
National Coal Board—in which case it is the general taxpayer or those
whose welfare depends upon govermment expenditures who
suffer . . . Meade (1982), p. 32.

®Reichmann (1978).

"“The more a municipality pays its workers relative 10 other local
governments, the greater the chance that city will experience fiscal
stress,” Hunter (1982), p. 146.
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ure would be the magnitude of government employment.
The absolute employment number provides a measure of
the quantum ot input involved in the provision of public
services, The relationships of these employment num-
bers to both population and measures of the labor lorce
employed in the nonagricultural sector are likely to be
indicative of the impact of public sector wage policics on
wage rates in the economy, the distribution of income,
and the structure of output in the cconomy. As govern-
ments have littie direct influence on agricuttural wage
rates (unless commaon minimum wage rates apply to the
agricultural sector). it is the size of government employ-
ment relative to total nonagricultural employment that
has been taken as the measure of potential leverage.
Public sector employment may occur at the central
government level, state and tocal authority level, and in
the nonfinancial public enterprise sector. General gov-
ernment is defined to include both central government
and state and local government employment; public
sector employment combines central, state, and local
governments, and the nonfinancial public enterprise
(NPE) sector. In Appendix [, Tables 20-22 provide the
complete set of data on the absolute size of government
employment as well as their relationship to employment
in the nonagricultural sector, as reflected in 11O statist-
ics, and to the total population. Table | summarizes the
means of the different variables, classified by region.

[n contrasting the relative importance of government
employment in the industrial OECD countries (Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France,
the Federal Republic of Germany, Iceland, Ireland.
Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands. New Zea-
land, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom, and the United States) and the developing
world, certain patterns emerge clearly. First, central
government is far more significant in nonagricultural

“The ILO data refer to the number of wage eamners and salaried
employees in all divisions of economic activity other than agriculture.,
hunting, forestry, and fishing. In certain cases. the statistics may cover
other status groups, such as employers and self-employed workers.
However, it should be emphasized that national definitions of
employment often differ from the standard international definition.
For a discussion and presentation of the data, see [ILO (1980).



Measuees of the Size of Governmoent Liployiment

by Level of Government and Region: Means and Standard Deviations'

Developing Cowntrics

OBECD Total
Iindusirnl sinple ol [atin
Countrics contries Africa Ast Amerien
(A w share of nonagricudtureal veaplovenent, percent|
Central government (x} 8.7 234 Rl 13.4 20,7
(%) (3.7) {16.2) (15.0) IR 1200
(n) 16 M 13 5 iy
State and local government {x) 1.6 4.0 2 X0 1.2
(s) (ts.10) (7.3) (2.6) (1.7 (5.4}
(n} 16 35 16 3 1t)
General government (x) 19.2 2.4 i 2.2 0.7
{s) (5.9) (13N {15.1} (16.3} (4.0
{n) 2] k)| 13 O 7
Nonfinancial public enterprises  (x) 4.1 139 %7 15.7 35
{s) z.7h {(11.4) (4.1 (8 (4.
(n) 14 18 8 3 s
Pubiic sector employment (x} 142 439 44 36.0 274
(s} {7.8) {(22.1) (2.2 (23.1) {13.2y
(n) 14 23 12 5 3
(As a share of tow! population: per 100 inhabitanis)
Central goverament zi) BN 24 1.8 2.6 26
$) (1.6} {1.5) .y {1.8) (1.
(n} & EA] Lo 3 1+
State and local government {x) 4.6 0.4 0.2 (.4 0.8
5) (3.4h (0.7 (0.2} {0).4} (1.1}
n) 16 31 15 5 7
General government X) 7.2 30 1.9 kN 4.6
) zn (2.0) (1.3) (.3 (2.8)
n) 21 36 17 6 h]
Nonfinancial public enterprises Fi) 1.5 t.] 0.8 2.1 (LY
5} {0.9) (1.2) .7y (2.2) (0.8)
(n) 14 20 I 4 3
Public sector employment x} 9.4} 3.7 2.9 4.6 4.8
8) (3.3 (2.2) (2.1} (2.5} (2.00
n) 14 20 Il 4 4

Sources: Tables 21 and 22.

" = mean; s = standard deviation; n = number of observatians in the sample,

sector employment in the developing countries, averag-
ing 23 percent of such employment in contrast to only 9
percent in the OECD countries. This fact reflects
primarily the small share of nonagricultural sector
employment in the total labor force in developing
countries. In some African countries, the role of the
central government in nonagricultural employment is
striking, reaching up to 42-46 percent in Benin, Tan-
zania, and Zambia. and averaging 31 percent for the
African countries in the sample. By contrast, in the
OECD countries, nonagricultural sector employment is a
much larger percentage of the total labor force, such that
the role of central government employment on employ-
ment in the nonagricultural sector is much less: never-
theless, it is noteworthy that in New Zealand 24 percent
of its nonagricultural sector is employed in the central
government and in Belgium, 18 percent. The lower
figures—3 percent for the Federal Republic of Germany
and Canada, and 4.5 percent for the United States—are
represented by the federal countries, while the more
typical figures for a centrally governed economy in the

OECD might be about 10 percent (the United Kingdom)

or 8 percent (the Netherlands).”

There is considerably larger variance in the ratio of
central government employment to nonagricultural sec-
tor employment in the developing countries than in the
OECD countries. In the developing countries one stand-
ard deviation from the mean of this ratio implies 4 range
from 7 percent to 50 percent. In the OECD countries, the
range would only be 3 percent to 14 percent.

The clear message from these statistics is the signifi-
cant impact that government policy on wages and
salaries is likely to have on the overall remuneration of
employees in the nonagricultural sector in developing
countries. Without even taking into account state, local,

*In passing, it is perhaps worth noting the absolute numbers
emploved by the central government in the United Kingdom
(2,327.000) compared with those employed by the central government
in the United States (4.252.000): on this basis, one central government
civil servant in the United Kingdom serves 24 persons but in the
United States, 53. This emphasizes the importance of detailed analysis
of the specifics of the country situation. The inclusion of the National

Health Service in the U.K. Central Government accounts for a
significant part of the ditference.
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and nonlimmeial public enterprise cmploynwent. central
government decisions on wiges and saliries 1 devel
apng countries are likely toatlect from [5 100 percemn
of the urban labor market, and theretore to hve a
pervisive ettect on domestic unit wige vosis, Clearly, in
et of formal incemes policies or ingeneral wage
bargaining. this i likely o be an importing intluenee.

An alternative  perspective on o central goverament
employment s suggested by an examination of the
aunther of cmployees per capita, This s a rough imcusare
of the magnitade of public services provided at thas level
af sovernment, although it of course. says nehing
about the quality ol the services or the efficiency with
which they wre pravided. Using this meuasure. the number
of central government employees per capiti s con-
siderably higher in industrial countries than in devel-
vping countries: this is so despite the relatively greater
importance of state and local government eriployment in
the OECD countries. For example, as a share ol the
population, central government employment o OECD
countries averages 3.1 percent as opposed 1o 2.4 pereent
in developing countries. with the range ol developing
countries spanning only 1.8 percent for Africa to 2.6
percent for Asia and Latin America. Some ot the
countries with a striking number of central governiment
employees per capita are New Zealand (6.9 per 100
inhabitants), Belgium (4.9), leeland (5.5), Mauritius
(3.4}, and Swaziland (3.4).

Of course, the legitimate point can be made that it is
unreasonable to look only at central government employ-
ment, particularly when federal constitutions are consid-
ered. The influence of local authorities on wage rade
determination in their locality can be pervasive; rates sct
for unskilled labor (for example, garbage collection.
roud maintenance), or for skilled local seevices (for
example, teachers, librarians, and administrators) can set
a standard for local private sector cmployers to match.
The countries with the largest share of state and local
government employees in nonagricuttural sector employ-
ment were the federal countries, principally within the
QECD group, the United States (14.3 percent), Australia
(19.5 percent), and among developing countries. India
(34.2 percent). However, there are some interesting
anomalies particularly within the OECD, where Den-
mark (19.6 percent), Sweden (25.1 percent), and the
United Kingdom (12.6 percent) have: remarkably large
local governments for countries that are often thought to
be dominated by a unified central government.

As a group, state and local government employment
averages almost 12 percent of nonagricultural sector
employment in the OECD countries in contrast to 4
percent in the developing countries. The difference is
even more dramatic if one calculates state and local
government employees as a share of the total population:
4.6 per 100 inhabitants in the OECD countries, in
contrast to 0.4 in the developing countries. Typically,
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the batier are mach more centrialized governments, with
the share of local government m nomigricultural sector
crplovinent raoging from 2 opercent e Africa 1o 8
percent in Asia. The ean employnient share ol the
centeal povernmment in total general government employ-
ment in those countries is approxvimately 85 percent
{Table 2 and Appendix 1, Table 23). This contrasts with
a crtio of anly <3 percent in the OBECD countries. Nt
scems probuble that “leverage™ will be more powerful (or
local authorities in QECD countries than e developing
Countrics.

Aperegating employees ab the central, state, and local
vovernmental levels, the nunber ot general government
cuployees per capita praves to be signilicantly more
impartant m the developed countries: the OECD coun-
tries average more than 7 per 100 inhabitants in contrast
t 3 in the developing countries, Among OECD coun-
tries. it is precisely those countries with the centralized
government combined with a remarkably large local
sovernment component that have the highest number of
general government employees per capita, for example,
Sweden (14.7), Denmark (11.4), and the United King-
dom (9.6} (Appendix 1, Table 213 There also appear to
be some regional variations in the significance of general
government employment, although the comparisons are
more limited given the paucity of data on local authority
cmployment in many countrics. The share of general
government employcees in nonagricultural sector employ-
ment is significantly larger in Africa and Asia than in
Latin America. The reverse relationship holds with
respect to the number of employees on a per capita basis,
averaging 3.1 employees per [00 inhabitants in Asia and
4.6 in Latin America, in contrast to only 1.9 in the
African countries in the sample.

The broadest detinition ot public sector employment
used here embodies central government, state, local, and
nonfinancial public enterprise employment. The employ-
ees of nonfinancial public enterprises loom much larger
in developing countries, averaging 14 percent of nonag-
ricuttural sector employment in contrast to only 4 percent
in the OECD countries. The share of nonfinancial public
enterprise employees appears to be significantly higher
in Africa than in Latin America or, with respect to_the
mean for the developing world as a whole, equaling 19
percent in the African region, although this is clearly
based on a limited sample of countries.

The role of the nonfinancial public enterprise sector in
the public sector is also considerably larger in developing
countries; as a share of total public sector employment, it
averages 29 percent in the developing countries. In the
OECD countries, this ratio equals only 16.5 percent.
with the remaining government employees divided be-
tween the central (35 percent) and state and local (49
percent) government levels. {f one argues that the more
centralized the employment the easier it is to impose a
common wage policy, one would assume that developing
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Table 2. Share of Different Unils of Government in Total Employment of General Government and the Public

Sector, by Level of Government and Region: Means and Standard Deviations'

QOECTH

Industrial

Developiag Countries

Toud

sarmple of

Latin

Counlirics vountres Adrica Asia Amera
(Ax a share aof general government emploveent, in percent)
Central government (X} 2.3 BATES .2 7.3 814
1s) {22.2) {1¥.6) (10.6) {245} (212
Stare and locat povernment 1%) ST 1.6 9.8 0.7 4.6
(s) [RANF (1 (%.2) (24,4} (321
Numbur of cases Lts M i3 3 7
(As a share of public sector cpdoveneni; fi percent)
Central government {x) Mo N7 63 5 413 65.0
i~) (141 (20.7) (15.9) (20.2) {22.8)
State and local government (x) J8.6 12.4 5.5 17.7 15,6
() (22,0 [16.2} (f.5) (20 (200.00)
General goverament (x) w33 7Lt 7.0 61.0 80.6
() [IRY] {15.1) (12.h (224 (12.4)
Nonlinancial public eaterprises (Y) 160.3 RER 290 .0 19.4
{s) (8.4 {15.3) (12.4%) (22.0) (12.4)
Number al cases 14 i 1€l + 4

Source: Table 23

"% = meun; s = standard deviation,

cauntrics have greater leverage on general government
wage policy and somewhat less intluence over wage
rates in the nonfinancial public emerprise sector. Never-
theless, there is evidence that in some of those countries
(for example. Zambia and Zaire) and in some industrial
countries (for example, the United Kingdom and France)
wage awards to workers in public industries are viewed
as crucial for wage determination countrywide. '™

The more striking figures here are that public sector
employees average 44 percent of nonagricultural sector
employment in developing countries and 24 percent for
OECD countries. Among developing countries, the share
of public sector employees in nonagricultural emptoy-
ment in Africa reaches 54.4 percent, in contrast to 27.4
percent in Latin Arnerica and 36.0 percent in Asia. In
some developing countries, the ratio reaches as high as
87 percent—in Benin—followed closely by Ghana (74
percent), Zambia (81 percent). and India (72 percent)
tAppendix [, Table 223, Within the QECD. it is as
noteworthy that, in New Zcaland, 36.5 percent of
nonagricultural sector emplovment is in the public
sector, as it is that this ratio reaches 26.8 percent in
Ireland. 33.8 percent in Sweden. 32.8 percent in Bel-
gium, and 30.8 percent in the United Kingdom. The gap
between the “least governed” cconomy (the public sector
in the United States employs 19.6 percent of nonagricul-
tural sector employed) and the “most governed™ econa-
mies (New Zealand and Sweden) is large.

On a per capita basis. the ratio of public sector
employees tn the QECD countries is almost double that

""For another discussion of these ssues. see [CPE ([982).

observed in this sample of developing countries. The
ratio is higher in Latin America—public sector employ-
ees averaging 4.8 per 100 inhabitants in contrast to 2.9 in
Africa, although again this is based on a limited sample
of countries.

The literature suggests that, whereas the influence of
public sector wage awards is important in many Euro-
pean countries (for cxample, the United Kingdom,
Sweden, France. and Ireland). it is not in the United
States. The crucial “breakpoint™ might be said to be
public sector employment between 20-25 percent of the
nonagricultural sector employed. Over that figure, pubtic
wage awards seem to affect national wage rate determi-
nation; under it, the leverage appears to be less
important. ' ‘

Measures of the Size of Government:
Wagues and Salaries

The impact of government employment on an econ-
omy can alse be examined in terms of the weight of
government wages in total output and value added. There
are several ways of viewing this relationship. Table 3
shows the mean share of wages for central government,
state and local government. and nonfinancial public
enterprises, respectively, in general government and
public sector wages. {See also Appendix I, Table 24.) As

"[Influences in addition to the absolute share of public sector
employment may generalize government awards through the econ-
omy—viz., the centralization of wage award determenation (the
Netherlands) or the automatic indexing of wages (Italy).
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Meuans and Standard Deviations'

Table 3. Share of Different Units of Government in Totat Paye

SECTOR EAPTOYNMENT ANTE WAL S

it of Generat Government and the Public Sector:

Dlevedopine Countres

GLCD Clotal
Todustrtal sample al faaun
Conniterees counlr Asia Amerivi
(oly a shre of geaeral government wages! e pereent)
Central government (x) s a1 e 7 S R04
(s} (210 (e (5 . (2.4
stiele and local government (%} 43 b R . 141
() (220 117.7) (3.4 i) {240
Number ol vises b 21 Y M G
(oAx g shdre of prbiic sector wages! b pereend}
Central povernment ' (x) RN hd Al 759 . 544
[s) 1231 [25.5) (17.71 f...) {284
SLte amd hocal povernment 1x) MY 142 23 o 7
%) (125} (1.2} (3K} [...) (16.3)
Neamnfimamneial ) 3
public eaterprises (x} I7.5 1H 1.7 S Y
(%) e (15.3) (164 (.1 (o
Number ol ciaes 3 Y -+ i 3

Source: Tahle 14

xoomean: ~  sundard deviation,

one would expect, federal governments typreally exhibit
a structure where more than 70 percent of totat govern-
ment wages are paid to state and focal governments (for
example, in the United States, Canada, and the Federal
Republic of Germany). The only countrey in the sample
outside the OECD with a similar government structure
(Brazil) shows a 40-60 split between central and stale
and local povernment wages.

These Ngures are not unexpected, but what is inter-
esting 15 how high the local government wage bl is,
comparcd with that of the central government, in many
countries where government is venerally thought of as
centrally dominated. For instance, it is striking that in
Japan 69 percent of the wage bill s pad o focul
gavernment officials, and almost 70 percent in Denmurk.
[n the Netherdunds, 38 percent 1s paid 1o local govern-
ment and in the United Kingdom, 51 percent: in other
countries (for example, Argentina and Costa Rica) the
percentages paid to local government arc still large (50
perecent and 43 percent, respectively). This situation
emphasizes how important wage settlements are at the
local level in such countries and how important it 15, in
speaking of national wage policy, to appreciate whether
or not.the central government has de facto control over
local government pay and hiring. ' For example, one of
the major confrontations in the last four years in the
United Kingdom has been between the central govern-
ment attempting to enforce its pay policy down to the
local level and local authorities resisting such pressures.

121t may not be appreciated that Adolph Wagner himself thought his
‘law of increasing expunsion of public . aclivities” applied
particularly W those countries where “administration is decentralized
and local government well organized.” See A, Wagner in Musgrave
and Peacock (193%). p. &.
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In terms of the total public sector wage bill, the United
Kingdom is noteworthy for having an almost equal split
of total wage and salury payments between the central
government, local government, and the nonfinancial
public enterprise sector. In other OECD countries, the
nontinanciul public enterprises account for a smaller
share of the total public scctor wages bill. However, n
some developing countries. the wage bill of the nonfi-
nancial public enterprises sector can be as high as 50
percent of the total public sector wage bill (e.g.. in
Brazil) and 45 percent (c.g., in Zambia). Again, it is
clear that in these countries public sector decisions on
payments to employees in public enterprises have mflu-
ence not only on the public sector’s wage bill but also on

“the wage determination process in the country as a

whole. at feast in the nonagricultural sector.

Table 4 shows central government wages as a percent-
age of total wages, national income at market prices, and
GDP. There are intercsting features in these figures; for
instance, the highest proportion is that of Greece (19
percent of national income}. Even countries with an
extremely high proportion of public sector employees
among the nonagriculturally employed do not necessarily
have a particularly large claim on national income, for
example, India at 3.8 percent and New Zealand at 13.3
percent (Appendix I, Table 25).

Central government wages as a share of GDP tend to
hover hetween 4 and & percent of GDP, with a higher
share in the developing countries (7.9 percent) than in
OECD countries (5.2 percent). One major contrast is in
the share of state and local government wages, which
averages 6.4 percent among the OECD countries and
only 0.8 percent in the developing countries. This leads,
not surprisingly, to a significantly higher share of general
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Table 4. Government Wages Relative to Total Wages, National Income, and GDP:
Means and Standard Deviations'

Dueveloping Countries

OBECD Tatal
Industriat sample of Latin
Countrics countries Adrics At Admerici

feAs hrare of total wages [0 the cconomy, in pereent}

Ceatral government (X) 8.7 (L] R 17.2 t4.7
{s) (4.0 (4.9 (¥.5) (L1.9) (7.2)
(n) 20 A5 14 4 13
State amd focal
goavernment {x) LA 36 1.7 L. .2
(%) (6. 7) {4.5) (2.0 (...} (3.4
(n) I 11 3 1 3
General government  (¥) R LD RENS . 17.0
(%) (7.3 {75 4.4 {0 (7.1
{n} 11 11 3 ! b
Nonfinancial public
enterprises (x) 1.6 K.4 H.6 e ¢.7
() (4.0) (5.1) (6.6) (.} (5.1)
(n) hl 11 4 2 4
Public sector (x) bR REX)] L. C L
(%) i7.4) (6.3} (... (.. (.
(n} 5 f 3 | 3
(As share of national income ol marker prices; in pereent)
Central government  (X) 6.4 9.4 11 7.3 H.5
(s} (3.4} {4.3) (4.0} (4. {4.5)
(n) 11 43 L8 f 14
State and local
government (X} 8.2 l.5 .7 S 2.7
(s) (4.7} {2.2) it (... {293
(1) 11 14 & t 6
General government }i] 14.6 1.6 13.5 . 10.6
%) {5.n (3.3 (1.3) (... {3.8)
(n) 1t 14 8 l 6
Monfinancial public
enterprises {x) 3.7 LN 4.1 . 4.0
(s) {(2.9) (3.1 {4.5) (...) {2.3)
{n) a 12 3 2 5
Public sector X) 17.4 16.7 18.5 . 15.4
s) {6.2) (4.3) (5.7 (...) (2.6)
n) 5 8 1 1 4
{As share of GDP; in percent)
Central government  (x) 5.2 7.9 8.3 6.0 7.2
5) (2.60) (34) {3.3) (3.48) (3.4)
n) 21l 37 25 7 18
State and local
government x) 6.4 n.8 0.4 . 1.8
5) (3.6) (1.6) (0.7} (.. (2.2)
n) I 22 9 2 8
General government  (X) 11.5 8.8 9.3 . 9.1
5) (3.7 (2.4) (2.4} (...} 2.3
n) It 22 9 2 8
Nonfinancial public
enterprises x) 2.7 1.8 3.1 .. 2.8
s) (2.2) (2.2) (3.0 () (2.0)
n) 6 13 5 2 6
Public sector X) 13.4 12.4 14.2 .. 1.0
s) {4.8) (3.8) 3.6 (.. (3.6)
n) 5 9 4 1 5

Sources: Tables 25 and 26.

'Y = mean; s = standard deviation; n = number of observations in the sample.
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soverinent winees e GDE mony the YOy conmires,
averacmy approsidely P13 percenl m contrast o onh
S5 percent m o the desefopgswarld Fowerdati exst on
wages 10 the nonhimaneial public vaterprise seetor, but
those svanlable strevest e averaee shine ol wapes i the
OFCTY and aon ot developing commtnes o be cornpara
Ble ut 207 pereent nwd 208 pereeat. respecloely.

Another measure of the potential weirht of dovern-
ment wiiee pobov s e talio ob govermmenl wates o
gt waves i the ceanomy. Amoene developig coun-
Fics, contral povermment wages are 198 pureent ot fatad
wages, with the hishest ratios in the African region atnd
the lowest e batin America Clable 4 and Appendis 1
Table 263, Amany the OBRCTY members, centrad govern-
mwent wages are onby 8.7 percest of the wtsl but b o
also takes account of state wnd focul govermment unys,
totai eeneral government wages reach 2007 pereent i tiwe
OFECD, roughly comparable to the wepht of veneral
sovernmenl  wages  among developmg countries iy
poreaat.

[t is of obvious interest o compare the share ol
government wages in total wages in e ¢conomy fo the
share o government crnployment in total nonagricoltural
ciployient. f§e comparson s a valul one only for
ceonamies where the “compensation ol cmployees™ ut
the national income accounts s derived primarily from
nonagricultural scctor ciployment. 't In making this
companson, important differences emerge between che-
veloped and developiag countries.

In the OFECD. the weights of vencral govermment
wages and employment in total wages and total nonag-
ricultural sector employment are sinular (20.7 pereent
and 19.2 percent {see Tuble 1), respectively): in the
developing countries. the employment share dominates
the wage share (26 percent relative o 20 percent)
suggesting that the averuge wage in the government
sector of the developing countries is less than that in the
nonagricultural private sector (including nontinancial
public enterprises). This {inding suggests that govern-
ment sector employees in those countries are not able to
transhate their strength in numbers into commensurate
strength in their wage rates relative to that of their peers
in the nonagricultural component of the private sector.
{Sce also Section V.) Perhaps this reflects the fact that
the government sector is used in many developing
countries as a vehicle to absorb some ol the unemploy-
ment, and the low productivity of underutilized govern-
ment employees may be reflected in their lower relutive
wage rates. It may also reflect the view stated by the
Malaysian Government. “Experience has shown that any

BThe correspondence breaks down for economics in which the
wage-earning labor force in a plantation sector in agriculture {which is
not considered part of the nonagricultural labor foree) i 4 significant
clement in the category of “compensation of employees™ natiomal
income—Sri Lunka being the most cbvious example of such an
exception.
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pcreise 10 the pray ol CIovermimie it CRecutives as o mesnis
o mwduce e fo reniso e he seeviee waill only beomet
by acerresponsing or greater imercase in the offers made
by the Privale Sectar tor the executives 7

Finaliy, docs the weight ol public scoter wiges n
il come sitlect the ulttonale distributzon ol e
ponal income between Libor and capital? In other words,
tv a high public scotor wage share merely otfser by a
foswer privide seetor witee shace or dogs it hiies the overall
distribution of nwionad income wwird Tabor? A simple
ceonometric test of this hypothesis fas been constructed.
as inchicited e Fable 30 susgesting that an inerease it
sture o central gavernment wiges innational income
Joes Tead Lo an abnost concamnitant nerease in the total
shire ol wiges monational wcome. o tore Tinited
sammpie, the share of state and local govermental wages
in mational income has no ctleet in the overadl wage
share. The higher the per capita income level, the higher

the averull wape share ©

Linkages Between Wage Expenditure
and Total Public Expenditure

En an ecarlier study on public expenditure, the authors
argued that the functional structure of public expenditure
was a key determinant of the magmitude ol pubhic sector
cxpenditure on any ceonomile category ol public expen-
diture, of which wages wund salarics are among the most
central.'® This is atso a factor underlying the relatively
higher importance of wages at the state and local
government level. Whereas in many of the developed
countries a significant share of central government
expenditure relates to social cash transter payments or 18
tor services commissioned outside the public sector (via
outside contracting), local government expenditure is
devoted largely 1o the provision of services. The critical
importance of the functional composition ot expenditure
emerges clearly in the sample of countries in this study.

For example, if one relates the share in GDP of central
government wages to the share 1n GDP of total central
government expenditure, one observes (Table 6) a clear
positive relationship up to a per capita income  of
USS$1.,000 and then a sharp ncgative relationship at
higher per capita income levels. The significance of this
reversal is the increasingly important role played by
government subsidies and transfers as per capita income
rises. If the central government’s wage share in GDP is

¥ Federation of Malaysia (1976).

54 test was made of the hypothesis that the effeet might be
ditferent depending on the per capita income level of the country
concerned. Multiplicative per capita mcome dummies associated with
4 per capita income of more than US$1.000 were tested and found to
be of little significance.

1 Tait and Heller (1982}, p. 20.
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G oF
there s

related to the share n pthhic expenditure

evelusive  of sabsadics, umitarmdy  direet
relationship, revardless o the per capita mcorne level,
Reliting the wage share i GDP o ihe share o GEHP of

central gpovernment expendidure on different Tunctionad

Table 5. Determinants of the Wape Share in National Income

(t-statistics 10 purentheses)

\fndc pe ndent
{l[’i.lhi(‘h

Share ol State
andd Local
Giovernnienl

Share of
Central

Crovernment Fer Caputa

Winzes in Wages 1in [ncame ]
[)cpcndu\ Nationul Natinal Hin thoisarteds R
Varuabkes Facome [ncome of 17N dedlurs) Comstant (n)
Share of total
wiages i
national
INCiime .65 a3 0.0 (51
(t.62 (7.1 (A1 (541
Share of total
wages i
aational
incame {1uy -0 0n.032 1) 45 .52
{1.60) [ 017} (RIS 4) 643y 20

'n = number of obscrvations 1 the sumpie.

have hittle mpact o the wage share,

(Sue

catesories of expenditure also supports this hvpothess,
Fxpenditure on cducation, pablic adimistration, and
defense prove to be wape antensive: exprenditure on
soctal security, health, wnd econemic services prove (o
Fable 6.)

Table 6. Functional Expenditure Determinants of Central GGovernment Wage Expenditure'

(t-statistics 1n parentheses)

Totad
[ndependent Centeul TR,
Variables Totai Guovernment Expn,nduum.on
Central Expenditure Social _ .
Dependent Government  (Excluding  Economic security Pubrlic R-
Variables Expenditure  Subsidies) services  Educaton Health  welfare  Defense administration Constant {n)°
Central
governmenl wWages:
For countries
with per capita
income
= UJSE1.000 .14 ,}.93 (.30
(5.43) (3.08)  (71)
For countries
with per capita
income
> US$1.000 41,47 3.93 0.30
(-2.93) (5.08) (71
Central ) .
government wages 0.25 2.36 0.49
(7.46) (3.42)  (63)
Central
government wages -0.03 0.77 =17 -0.07 0.14 0.34 330 V.46
(—0.43) (330 (—68) (=L13) (L67) 1.64 (3.35)  (53)

'All variabtes are taken as a share of GDP.
n = number of observations in the sample.
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IV Determinants of the Size of Government Employment:
An Alternative View of Wagner’s Law

The literature on the determinunts of  government
cmploynwent is thin.'” Among cmpirical works, only
Martin (19%2) and Lindauer (1980) have attempted any
cconemetric explanation ot the determinants of govern-
ment employment. What is interesting is that such
analyses fit within the framework ot elforts to st the
validity of Wagner's law, which posited the growth of
the government sector over time. Mostiests of Wugner's
law huve focused on the growth of the shure of
government expenditure, in real or nominal terms, as a
share of GI¥P.' Yet, clearly, growth in the size of
government employment as a share of the total labor
foree or population over time might constitute an equally
valid alternative test of this hypothesis. I public sector
wages and salarics are strongly corrclated with the size of
the public sector (and from the discussion on pages 12—
|3 it appears that they are), then government employ-
ment and pay could be a good proxy measure of
Wagner's law. This would be a strong result in the sense
that the growth of the public scctor in terms of expendi-
ture has also occurred in many developed countries by
means of subsidies and transfers or through the contract-
ing out of cmployment and services rather than through
direct employment.

Wagner suggested that numerous “workers”  (hiy
quotes) forming part of the complicated bureaucracy will
have a lower efficiency, and hence their employment and
pay will be an increasing burden on the economy.'”
Studies by Rose (1980) and Martin (1982) focused on
whether the share of government employment in popula-
tion has risen over time, but they focused on OECD
countries. Martin also examined the relative importance
of the ‘level of development (as proxied by per capita
income), demographic structure (as proxied by the
dependency ratio), and the female dependency rate as
determinants of the share of general government employ-
ment in total employment. Lindauer’s study of African
countries sought to explain per capita public employment
over time, primarily as a function of the size of a country

Keesing (1975}, Economic Commission for Europe (1979),
Lindauer (1981}, Rose (1980}, and Martin (1982).

WEor examples of this literature, see Musgrave (1969). Beck
(1979}, and Heller (1981).

19 Wagner in Musgrave and Peacock (1967). p. 2.

14

(as praxicd by its population size) and per capita income.

Lacking time serics observations, the alternative test
here of Wagner's fuw is essentialby a test of whether the
number of cmployees per capita rises with per capita
income. This model also tests (B whether there are
ceonemies or diseconomies of scile in government, in
the scnse of an increasing or decreasing share of
government in total population as total population rises,
and (2} whether the type of economic system-—capitalist,
mixed. or socialist—affects the povernment employment
share. " Government employment was examined both in
its aggregate measures—gencral government and public
sector employment—and in its disaggregated compo-
nents: central government, state and local government,
and nontinancial public enterprises.

In these estimations, four specifications on per capita
income were tested: (1) a direct linear relationship, (2) a
hyperbolic relationship (for example, the inverse of per
capita income), (3) a logarithmic relationship, and (4) a
semilogarithmic relationship. The choice criterion was
primarily the goodness of overall fit. A test was made of
the possibility that the nature of the relationships might
differ according to whether the country was developed or
developing. For each cquation, a test was made of
whether the coefficient of each independent variable was
higher or lower for countries that were above or below a
given per capita income level. The per capita income
cutoff was chosen to optimize the statistical fit of the
relationship.>' An index variable was used to proxy the
type of economic system. The economic system index
variable ranged from a value of one for a capitalist
economy to four for a completely socialist economy.”
Since the index values are arbitrary, only the sign of the

N The economic indices are described tn Bilson (1982).

2 Each regression was estimated using multiplicative dummies
associated with a cuteff per capita income that ranged from US$200 to
US$4,000 (e.p.. for any given regression y = ax + bxDi + ¢ + e,
where Di is 0 if per capita income < i and 1 if 3 i). Simulating across
different i, the i is chosen that minimizes the sum of the squared
errors. Where the multiplicative dummy has been omitied from the
results in Table 7, it means that the multiplicative dummies were
insignificant, regardicss of the cutoff per capita income level.

A yalue of b = a capitalist system, 2 = a capitalist-socialist
system, 3 = a capitalist-statist system, and ¢ = a socialist system,
Bilson (1981,
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Table 7. Determinants of Government Fmployinent
(T-slanshics in [1;u'cut|lcw\)

N Independemt
~ Varnables
"*\\ fogarthm Inverse ot
t af ey Capatae - Per Capitae - Per Capita Lozanithm of Fenneeie I
lncome (PCD Income’ Incame IPopulation I’npnlullun" System Conslant i)

Lyependen

(.Tle'lm'rm’.'a.'.' verrrables ax percettiage af emploveent reonnagrendtaral secior)

Central governmen|

cniployment’ 145 1Y 114 13 a7
(BN {4y (0.1 (rtm (47
State and foeal
gowernment emplovinen
For countrics wilh
PCL - USEL 00 .39 1105 |28 Ih .60
13N (6.2 (L.70) e -+
For countrics with
PCT - ISET, 200 1l 0. 1.26 2.6 [AN3TE
(1.ah (1.a7) {1.70) (rn (4
Nontinancial pubilic
cnterprise cmployment
For courttrics with
PO - USSO00 378 043 7 - had 072
(5.53) (1.3 (2.74) {(—1.47) (3
For countries with
PCT o US$HOH0 141,941 0011 7 ERE ) 0.72
{2.13) {1.26) 12.74) ( 1.47) [RRS)
General government
emplovment
For countrics with
PO = USHL A 395 (.41 355 14.7 (h44
(3.12) (0.5%) (2.61) (53.2) (31
Fore countries with
PCT = USSLA00 -13.2 (.01 355 14.7 1r.49
{-1.%) {11.53) (260 (5.2) (31
Public sector emplovment
For countrics with
PCI = USS600 124 004 10.6 .63 0.40
(1.46) [1.23) (3.3%) (0.75) (A7)
For countrics with
PCL = US$a0 4.7 ~0.02 10.6 3.63 0.40
{1.93) {~0.76) (3.35) (1.75) (37)
{Dependent variables in terms of number of employees per 100 inhabitans)
Central government
employment
For countries with
PCt = US$800 0.10 —{).34 -k 18 5.4 0.57
(0.26) (=319} (—1.22) (5.63) (5
For countrics with
PCl > US$800 0.82 —0.60 =014 5.4 (.57
(1.73) {(— 19 (—-1.22) (5.63) (3
State and local
aovernment employment 0.04 — .40 =192 (.56
(7.23) (0.9 (1.54) (—1.42) (46)
Greneral government
employment 0.44 —(.02 0.02 0.21 0.6:
(9.44) (—t.70 {0.34) (0.53) (30)
Public sector
employment® .35 0.01 — 0.4% 0.62
(6.84) (0.11) {—) (0.68) (34)

'In thousands of U.S. dollars,

“In thousands.

*n = number of observations in the sample.

*The dependent variable is taken in logarithmic terms.
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W DETERMINANTS GF THE SEZL OF GOVERNMUNT FAPLOYAMENT AN AP TERNATIVE VIEW OF WAGKRER'S LAw

coctlicrent ol this vieable s imporiant as o gualitatne
andicator '

The resubts of thie analyss are idicated in Table 7.
The clearest cesull s that government cmployment tends
1 (mcredse O a0 per capitia basis s per capili ncome
rises. While the specitication may depend on the precise
cmployment variables under consideration. the sipn ol
the refationstup is geperally unaftected. Only at the
central govermuent level does the relationship between
cmployment per capitia aid per capita income dilfer
between developed and developing countries. For coun-
trics with per capita incomue that 15 less than USSR,
there is no significant relationship: above that level, there
is o direct relationship between per capita wcome
central government employmient per capita. The relation-
ship between state and local government employment is
strong, leading to o clear welanonship between both
geperal government and public sector employment per
capita and per capita income. No relationship emerged
between nontfinancial public enterprise employment per
capita and per capita income. These results support
Wagner's  hypothesis  that  government  employment
arowth (amd cspecially local government growth), in
terms ol the number of employees per capitu, rises with
per capiti income.

Focusing on the government employment variables as
a share of the nonagriculturatly employed. the sign of the
relationship between the share of government and per
capita income doey differ between developed and devel-
oping countrics. The central government employment
share declines unambiguously as per capita income rises,
with no difference in the magnitude of the relationship by
eroup of countrics. Conversely. the share of state and
local government employment increases, although the
increase s greater for a given change in per capita
income, for the group of less developed countries (with
per capita income of less than US$HE 200). Given these
offsetting effects, one finds that for countries with per

"M is also realized that “tax handles” increase the ability of the state
te expand tuxes and hence expendifure, so that government employ-
ment couid be thought 1o be a function of the taxable capacity. See
Musgrave (1969).
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capita income that s fess than DISSTA000 the general
csovernment employvment share dechnes hyperbolically
ax per capiti income rises, ahove that fevel, the cmploy-
menl share increases with erciaes 10 per Capity o
For the smaller samiple of countries tor winch data on
nanlmancial pubhic criderprise cmployient are available,
the share of such enterprises wmong the nonagnculturally
employed dechines hyperbolically as per capita income
rises. Phe cftect of this tatter relationship s o ensure diat
the share of public sector employment among  the
nonagriculturally  campioved  declines with per capita
imcome, with the rale of dechine greater mnong, countrics
al per capita income levels that are above USS6O0

The scale of a country, ws proxicd by the size of
population, proved o be negdively and sigmificantly
correlated with the share ol central povernment cmploy-
ment in both nonagricettural sector employment and total
population. The turger the population, the lower the
central  government  cmployment  share: the  obvious
coroflury relationship, that the share ol state and local
povernment would increase, was true only vis-i-vis the
share in nonagricultursl sector employment. State and
local government employment per capita is not signili-
cantly intluenced by population size; perhaps as a result,
neither  is  general  government  nor public sector
employment.

The type of cconomic system also proved to be an
mmportant factor in expliining the share of government
employment in nonagricultural sector employment. The
more centralty planned the economy, the higher the share
among the nonagriculturally employed of employees in
the state and locul government, nonfinancial public
enterprise sector, general government, and public sector.
However, on a per capita basis, the type of economic
system does not appear to have a significant impact on
the size of government or public sector employment.

The strength of the overall relationships is remarkable
given the cross-sectional nature of the data base. With
the exception of the equation explaining nonfinanciai
public enterprise employment per capita (where the R*
was insignificant), the R? of the equations exceed 0.40
and range as high as 0.72.



V Are Public Sector Wages Too High?

The obvious question is “high in relation to what™'?
Generally, public sector wages are measured against
private sector wages and are perceived as “too high™ or
“too low™ relative to remuneration for eguivalent sery-
ices performed in the private sector, Indeed, this can be
codified to the point where public sector wages are Fixed
by a comparator tormula that links them to private sector
wage rates and scales.™ The comparison that can be
made from the figures in this sample cannot say whether
public sector wages are oo high or not” in the sense that
Martin Feldstein argued when he cited the large number
of applicants for air tratfic controtler jobs as evidence
that the wages offered in the public sector were 100 high
(his policy recommendation was to reduce wages). >

The base of comparison is obviously central to this
issue. Government wages in an economy with a large
agricultural sector may be low vis-d-vis the private sector
and yet be a signiticant multiple of the average per capita
income of the population as a whole. Central government
wages may be high relative to those prevailing at the
state and local governmental level or in the nonfinanctal
public enterprise sector. Moreover, “any analysis of the
sectoral distribution of pay which solely examines the
public and private sectors in total will mask considerable
heterogeneity within cach sector.”™™ Again, the overall
evidence on pay for any one country shows “that there
are considerable fluctuations in the relative pay of
workers tn the public and private sectors .
Comparisons of pay in single years or even two-or three-
year averages can therefore be particularly misleading
and results can be very sensitive to the benchmarks
chosen.”¥’

Perhaps the most obvious. and most readily calcul-
able, measure of the relative pay of civil servants is the
ratio of the average wage per central government
employee to GDP per capita. (See Table 8 and
Appendix 1, Table 27.) This ratio reflects the average
wage for all employees. including the military. and thus
probably understates the implied ratio of civilian wages
relative to GDP per capita. The range of this ratio is

24 Direct links of this sort exist in Canada. Denmark, France, the
Federal Republic of Germany, [taly. and the United States. See
discussion in fnguiry inie Civil Service Pav (1982].

¥ Eeldstein (1981).

®Trinder (1981), p. 35.

* fhid.

remarkable. Whereas in the OECD countries the govern-
ment average wage is approximately 1.7 times the per
capita income, in the developing countries it is approx-
imately 4.4 times that income. The range of variances iy
equally extreme. Among OECD countries, the variance
is low, with the lowest ratioy at 1.3 in Sweden and
Canada and the highest being 2.5 in [reland. Among
developing countries, the lowest ratio is 1.2 in Singapore,
the highest 15.1 in Burundi. The regional variation is
even wider, with the ratio averaging 6.1 in the African
region and 2.9 in both Asia and Latin America. In Atrica
the ratio is highest in such countries as Benin. Burundi,
and Senegal (ranging from 10 to 13) and is lowest in
Mauritius and South Africa (equaling 2 and 3.8, respec-
tively). In the Asian region. there is a much lower
variance in the ratio. India and Korea have the largest
ratios (4.8) and Singapore the lowest (1.2).

Some of the differences between the developed and
developing countries in terms of this measure may retlect
the high educational requirements associated with public
sector employment and the relative scarcity value of
educated workers. In a developed country, the contrast
between the educational qualifications of public and
private sector employees 15 likely to be considerably less.
In some countries, such as Senegal, reliance on expat-
riates may skew the ratio upward.

A simple model has been developed to explain the
variance in this ratio, assuming it to be a function of per
capita income, the shares of central government employ-
ment, and nonfinancial public enterprise employment in
the nonagriculturally employed. In effect, the latter two
variables are intended 1o provide a measure of the degree
of leverage implied by the relative importance of
govemnment employment in the nonagricultural sector.
Again, a test was made of the hypothesis that the slope of
any relationship to per capita income might shift at a
given level of per capita income.

The results (Table 9) suggest that the ratio of the
average central government salary to GDP per capita
rises with per capita income for countries with a per
capita income that is less than US$600. Beyond that
level, there does not appear to be any statistically
significant relationship between the salary multiple and
per capita income. A high share of central government
employment in nonagricuitural sector employment does
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Voe ARE PUREIC SECTOR WAGLES TOO TERGH?

Table 8. Alterastive Measures of the Level of Government Wages'

Deveboping Courries

OBECT) Total
Inclustentl sample uf

Countries countees Alreea At
Multiple of average central
HOVCTTINE DL wigde 1o
G per capita (<) 1.74 444 fy 015 191 Jud
() ({ran (2.4 (3.27 (1.7h (1.0
{n) 1ty L) Ity 5 h}
Katio ol average central
ruveriment wage 1o
AVCEILEE Wite (n
manudacturing sector  {X] 1.25 L35 |58 216
(s} ORI (i.13) (v.ydy . (1.34
(n) 15 R X 3 o
Ratier of average centrad
goveramenl wige (o
implicd average wage
vulside the central
gavernment (x) AR 1.16 0.80 .18
(%) (0.4 {L91) i1.32) - ({1.35)
(n) 13 17 Y 3 4

Sources: Tables 27 and 28,

'S = mean, s - standard deviation; n = number of observations in the sumple,
‘Including the state und focal government. nonfinancial public enterprese, and provate sectors.

not seem o have any significant effect on this ratio. On
the other hand, in the smaller sample of countries for
which daty on nonfinancial public enterprise enploy-
ment are available, a high share of public scclor
employment among the nonagricultural employed has a
clear. positive impact on the ratio.

The regional variations in the multiple ot safaries to
GDP per capita among low per capita income countries
should be emphasized. Civil servants in Atrica appear 1o
be much hetter off relative to the general population than
their counterparts elsewhere in the world. Where central
government cmployment represents more than 20 per-
cent of the nonagriculturally employed and those govern-
ment servants are paid an average 4.8 times more than
the income per capita (for example. India), the public
sector might seem to be a somewhat privileged group:
even if the central government were only 10 percent of
total urban employment, the fact that their wages are 5.7
times higher than the mean per capita income (for
example, Egypt) must still set them apart.”

There arc several other alternative approaches to
gauging the relative level of public and private sector
wages from this relatively macroeconomic data base. In
the discussion on pages 6-9, it was noted that it is
possible to compare the relative weights of central
government wages and employment in total wages and
nonagriculteral wage employment in the economy, re-
spectively. Implicitly, this yields the ratio of the average
wage in central government to the average wage outside

It is recognized that it is not necessanily true that such civil
servants are paid s0 well but that other workers are so poor. This
statement s not intended to be faceticus. Sociologically. the accept-
able pay is influenced by foreign practices and lingering memaries of
colonial practices. Economically. scarcity valuc and pussible “brain
drain” may be significant influences.
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the central government (for example, in state and local
governments, nonfinancial public enterprises, and the
private nonagricultural wage sectar). The validity of the
ratio is suhject to the qualifications concerning the
coverage of nonagricuitural sector employment and totul
compensation of cmployges in the national income
accounts. The means of these wage relatives are pre-
sented in Table 8 and the individual country statistics in
Appendix I, Table 18.

In most countries for the sample, the coetficient is
above one, showing that central government employ-
meni is better paid on average than is private sector
cmployment. This situation is not necessarily surprising,
as. in poorer countries, the educational requirements of
public sector employment are often much higher than
that of private sector employment. In such countries as
Canada, Japan, Denmark, and the Federal Republic of
Germany, the public sector is at least one-third better
paid than the private sector. However, when the wages
of the state and local governments are added to those of
the central government and are compared with the pay in
the private sector plus the nonfinancial public enter-
prises, the relative advantage of government pay falls,
compared with that of the central government alone for
Japan, Denmark, and the Federal Republic of Germany.
This fact may reflect the capital city wage differential
that central governments must pay.

However, it is interesting to note that for the Nether-
lands (which is unusual in this case), the expansion of the
public sector to include state and local authorities
increases the relative advantage of government pay. In
the United Kingdom, considering the central government
alone. average wage payments are slightly higher than in
the private sector. However, when the central govern-



ment wd Jovat authorties are combinad, the payiient to
the Broader delinmon ol government s aliwost exactly
the ~ane as e private mdusteys but,an this case. when

the pubhic sectar s cxpunded to mclude the pay ol those

e nonlinancial public enterprises, the advantage ot

public sector ciplayment agam increises relitive o
privale sector caployment, This finding sugpests it
criployees in nontinancial puhhic enierprises lave rela-
tivelv better pay than those cmployed inthe [riviite
seltior,

Tuble 8 shows that white those cmployed incentral
vovermnent in developing countriesare, in genwral,
better of 1 on average than the average persan cmployed
in the provate seator, centril government cmployment
does not appear o be any more favored 1o the OECD
countries. The guestionable validhty of the comparisons
s also raised tor some ol the countries considered.,
notably Korca, Egypt. Indiu. wnd  Zambi The cal-
culited ratios would suggest that, in Korea, public sector
daverspe wages are more han four times the size of thase
i the private sector. apparently making this the relu-
tively best paid public sector employment in the sample:
the second best pad public sector employees, camparcd
with the average private wage carners, are in Egypl,
where the average pay appears (o be alimost two und one-
hall times that of the private scetor. Another interesting
anomaly in the developing countrics sample is Zambia,
where central governinent wage payments appear to bu
approximately one third as high as those in the private
seetor.

Another obvious approach to muking a public/private

Are Fublic Sector Wages Too High?

sector comparison is through the use of TLO wage rate
datar, The statistical serwes on wigee eates mnomanafactur-
ing alfords the most comprehensive comprrisen, and
this ofters o difTerent sectorad coverage than s nuplied
from the national income accounis measure above, The
regionab means e Tuble 8 suggest that the average
central povernment wage is higher than that prevatling in
the manufacturing sector, with the murgm considerubly
wider in the developing countries than in the OECD
region. As noted above, the relative central government
wige 1s higher n Latin American countries m the sample
thin m the Atfrican ones.

fo ettect, the differential between African wages i the
povernment and modern manufactuning sectors are Jess
than those that seem to prevail in Latin America: on the
other hand, the dittereatials in Alnca between govern-
ment wages and per capita income are far more stark than
in Latin America or Asia, as has already been indicated.
Also. there is no obvious relationship between  the
ohserved differentials using the nationat income data and
those derived from the ILO data. Is it simply the elfect of
service employment that leads Korea to have a low
average private sector wage and a relatively high average
manufacturing sector wage? Or, are these the coverage
ditficultics alluded to above? The same questions apply
for such countries as Argentinit, India. Mauritius, Swazi-
land. und Zambia. These ambiguities in the results
suggest using extreme ciuution 10 applying these meas-
ures: perhaps the ratio of average centrul government
wages of GDP per capita may be preferred as a measure
of the appropriatencss of the government’s wage level.

Table 9. Determinants of the Ratio of the Average Central Government Wage to GDP Per Capita

(1-statistics o parentheses)

Independent
Variables Per Capita
fncome (PCI)
tIn thousands

Dependent
of U.S. dollars)

Variables

Central Government
Employment
as a Share of
Nonagricultural
Employment

Public Sector

Employment

as a Share of
Monagriculturai

Employment Constant (n)'

Ratio of average central
government wage to GDP
per capita

Countries
with PCE
= UUS3600 0.50

0.02
{1.53) (1.36)

Countries
with PCI
> US$600

Ratio of average central
government wage to GDP
per capita

Countries

with PCI

= US$60 0.76
(3.99)

Countries
with PCI

> US$600 —
(—4.09)

_ 0.02
(-3.72) (1.36)

3.09 0.58
(5.37) (46)

3.09 0.58
(5.37) (46)

0.05 1.05 0.71
(3.02) (1.09) (27)

0.05 1.05 0.72
(3.02) (1.09) 27

() = number of observations in the sample.
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VI The Structure of Government Wages by Level of
Government and by Occupational Groupings

The structure of wages within the government civil
service has heoad implications for nyany important policy
issues. The spread of wages between the battom-puid
and top-paid civil servants is one kind of incentive for
productivity and advancement within the government. ™
In a country with a significant share of government
employment in the modern labor foree, the equity of the
government's salary structure may alsao influcnce the
degree of equality of the overall income distribution. The
wage rates set for particular occupational categories witl
influence the likelihood of government service being
attractive or unattractive relative to private sector alterna-
tives. This section presents data that offer insights on the
relanve pay of government employees across occupa-
tions and levels of government as well us on the degree
of cquality in a country’s civil service salary structurc.

Wage Levels Across Elements of the Public
Sector

There are only limited data on the average salary per
cmployee in different units of the government, and these
are limited primarily to the federal countries of the
OECD and a small number of the developing countries.
{See Table 10 and Appendix I, Table 27.) Two observa-
tions stand out. The average central government em-
ployce is almast uniformly better paid than the average
state or local government employee. However, this fact
may simply reflect differences in the sectoral or occupa-
tional structure of employment at the different levels of
government rather than absolute levels of pay. Second,
although the average salary per cmployee in the nonfi-
nancial public enterprise sector is generally higher than
that paid in the central government, the data suggest
some notable exceptions to this rule (for example, Benin,
Canada, India, ltaly, and Korea).

Salary-Scale Index for Specific Jobs

Another measure of the wage and salary structure was
calculated using the starting salary of different types of

*Power and prestige are also important, not to meation other
unmeasured fringe benefits.
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employees commonly found in the government sector.
These gubs included primary  schoalb and  secondary
schoot wachers, certilicd nurse. doctor, police sergeant,
police corporal. police constable, engineer, mechanic,
road inspector, agricultural officer, agricultural assistant,
animal health ofticer, animal health assistant, meat
inspector, and clerical officer. To give some sense of
relative salaries, all salaries were compared with that of a
clerical officer (whose starting salary took on an index
value of 100, (See Appendix L, Table 29.) The variance
in these indices across positions for a particular country
was caleulated as a measure of the wage spread. The
mean value of the index for any given job across
countries was estimated to give some sense of a norm
salary structure. Both summary measures are presented
in Table 1.

Several observations can be made. First, while it
would be unreasonable to assume that every country
adopts the same ditferential between positions, the scale
of many of the differences is striking. For example, a
starting primary school teacher in Cyprus appears to
make 48 percent of a clerical officer’s salary, while in
New Zealand, 414 percent; for a secondary school
teacher the range is from 56 percent in Cyprus to 461
percent in New Zealand. This contrasts with a mean for
the 24 countries in the sample of 154 for primary school
teachers and 208 for secondary school teachers. (Sec
Table [1.) It is also interesting that most OECD
countries pay their teachers below the mean, whereas
many of the developing countries pay above.

Second, for some of the more specialized positions,
such as doctors and engineers, the cross-country variance
is even wider. For example, in Sweden, a doctor makes
154 percent of the salary of a clerical officer but in
Bahrain, only 115 percent. In some Caribbean countries
{e.g., Trinidad and Tobago} a doctor appears to be paid
10 times that of a clerical officer, in St. Lucia, 4.5 times.
In some of the developed countries, one finds equally
large differentials: in the United States the ratio is 3.7, in
New Zealand, 6.3. Similarly, for a position such as an
engineer, there is considerable variation, ranging from
1.5 times in Singapore to more than 6 times in Trinidad
and Tobago, and to 4.8 times in India, New Zealand, and
St. Lucia.



Distribution of Employeces Across Saliary Runges

Tahle 10. Intergovernmental Wage Differentials: Means and Standard Deviations'

Devetoping Countries

QECD Total
Industrial sample of Litin
Countrics CoOuNIrIes Adrici Asla AMETica
Ratio of average
state and local
government wage 10
the average central
governmen! wige (x) {LRS .50 .60
(5} {1422 (D.46) S (0.44)
{n) T 1) i t 4
Ratio of average
nonfinancial
public enterprise
wige Lo average
central government
wage X) 1.08 0.96 .54 .
Es} ((13%) (0.35) (0. 38y .
(m} 6 10 3 2 3

Source; Tahle 27.

'x = mean; s = standard deviation. n = aumber of observations wa the sampic.

It is also interesting to note the wide variation in the
relative salaries of positions in the same sector. for
example, between primary school and secondary school
teachers. In some countrics, such as El Salvador.
Guatemata, Cyprus, Denmark, and Sweden. the differ-
ential is small—zero to 12 percent. Yet. in uther
countrics such as India or the United Kingdom. the
differential is closer to 50 or 60 percent: in some
countries, such as Kenya. a secondary school teacher
appears to be paid a salary almost three times as large as
a primary school teacher. Similarly, it one contrasts the
salary of a certified nurse with that of a doctor, onc can
find that the ratios differ by as low as 15 percent in
Bahrain to as high as 50 to 70 percent in Sweden or
Cyprus or one that is three to six times as large, as in
Trinidad and Tobago or Kenya. Countries that have the
highest relative payment to doctors (Trinidad and To-
bago and New Zealand) also have the highest payment to
nurses, and it usually follows that those countries with
lower payments to doctors also have lower payments to
nurses.

In looking at the police force, it is not obvious why the
starting salary of a police officer on the beat in the
District of Columbia in the United States or in Trinidad
and Tobago should be double the salary of a clerical
officer. At the same time. in some countries, the police
force is paid salaries equivalent to or close to that of a
clerical officer, for example, in Belgium, Cyprus,
Guatemala, and Singapore.

As might be expected, countries with major depend-
ence upon agriculture tend to reward their agricultural
officers more generously than others; the country with
the highest multiple, Kenya, pays its agriculture officers
5.3 times more than its clerical officers. while New
Zealand pays 4.9 times more. On the other hand.
countries such as El Salvador. the Bahamas. Cyprus. and

Canada pay their agricultural officers a relatively small
multiple of their clerical officer’s wage.

Across positions within countries, the variance also
can be quite extreme. In Kenya, the standard deviation of
the index is 208 relative to a mean index for a clerical
officer of 100. In Trinidad and Tobago, the standard
deviation reaches 247. In other countries, the salary
spread is clearly quite tight: in Sweden and Denmark, the
standard deviation is only |8 and 38, respectively.

Distribution of Employees Across Salary
Ranges

For 14 countries. it also proved possible to estimate
the frequency distribution of government employees by
salary range. This allows the calculation of a “Lorenz”
curve on the government salary structure of a given
country, viz., a cumulative distribution of the number of
employees at different salary levels and the cumulative
level of total salaries paid to employees below a given
salary level. Table 12 provides summary statistics drawn
from these estimates; Chart 1 illustrates the distributions
of four countries; and Charts 2-5 (in Appendix 1)
illustrate the salary distribution in all the countries for
which there were data.

There are significant variations in the degree of
equality in the overall salary structure, Countries such as
Korea, New Zealand, Sweden, and the United Kingdom
indicate a relatively high degree of equality. Others such
as Guaternala, Kenya, and Senegal have relatively
unequal satary structures. At the same time. the United
Kingdom has the largest number of employees in the
lower ranges but one of the more equal distributions; in
this case it seems, rank may speak louder than salary. In
Kenya, the top 10 percent earn 26 percent of the pay
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lahIL II Measures uf lhc Structure of Salaries by ()Lu:p.ltmu

A Mean St wling Saliary of Public Sector Employees
Relatve o that of o Clerical Worker
(Clerical officer — HHY

Primary schoot teacher 154 Mechanmie 122

Secondary school teacher 208 Roud inspector 154

Certified nurse 134 Agricultural officer 263

Doctor o Agricultural assistant j42

Police seegeant 1644 Aonimal health alficer 284

Palice carporal 142 Animal health assistant 1249

Palice constable 106 Meat inspectar 172

Eogincer il Clerival officer o0

13, Standard Deviation Across Oveupational
Positions Within i Given Country
Uinited Kingdom s Kurniya 08 Hahrain 0
Lnited States hh Seychelles 120
Canada 13 Swaziland 14} Hahamas 65
Australia AL Togo 7 Ll Salvador P
New Zealand 163 Ligunda 123 Ciuatemala td
Belgium R Lambul av LETLETI S8
Denmark 38 Panama 132
Sweden ] [ndia 126 51, Lucia 135
Norway 20 Simgapore 47 Trinidad and Tobago 247
Cyprus 12

Sceurce: Table 29,

Chart 1. The Netherlands, Sweden, Kenya, and
Senegal: Lorenz Curve of Government Salary
Structure

Percentage of wages
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packet so that, in contrast to the United Kingdom, to be
important in Kenya rank appears fo require a pay
differential. Korea is another country with an unusual
distribution: the top 10 percent of the government work
force earn only 13 percent of the total salary bill. In
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general, it can be seen that most of the more developed
countries group their employment shightly more in the
fourth and fifth divisions than do the developing coun-
tries. and. similarly. developing countries tend to skew
their employment more into the second division of the
salary range.

The degree of inequality will have a bearing on the
impact of certain policy measures aimed at controlling
expenditures, such as a general or selective freeze on
vacancies. The greater the degree of inequality, the
greater the necessity that the job trecze cover employees
at the upper end of the salary range. Otherwise, the fiscal
impact of the freeze may not be significant. In some
countrics, this may pose significant problems, particu-
farly if the govemment has difficulties in recruiting
higher-level civil servants.

There is no obvious relationship between the degree of
inequality and the preferential wage salary status of
government employees as proxied by the multiple of
average central government salaries to per capita in-
come. The OECD countries appear to have both a high
degree of equality and a low multiple. Among the non-
0il developing countries there is considerable variation;
Kenya and Senegal appear to have a high degree of
inequality and a high multiple; Korea has a high degree
of equality in its salary structure, yet its public servants
are well paid relative to the per capita income level;
Guatemala has a high degree of inequality in its salary
structure, but its employees do not appear well paid vis-
a-vis other components of its labor force.



Distrbuton of Bmplovees Across Saliry Ranges

‘Table 12. Degree of Inequality in Distribution of Salaries

{In pereent)
Percentage ol Saliaries Heceweed by the
o = e Rt o
Bottorn e Tup Avernage Centrad
70 pereent 20 pereent 1 percent Ciovernment Waee toe
ob coployees of emplwvees of cmplovees GO Per Capita

Betpium AR 34 2u i.60
Clamadil AR ) v 131
New Zealind 37 il 17 134
Netherlinds Sh 32 I R
Sweden 1 27 14 |44
Hrted Kingdom 37 Ml 15 1.6
Kenya 17 a1 6 A
Senegal | LV 22 U4
Swaziland 52 RY) 24 .
Korea . L. 13 1.76
Son Lanka 3 RN 22 1.77
Chutemata IH 44 249 273
Parama a1 M 2 304
EL sulvador 57 12 19 46|

Average 34 1 Al J4
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“ II Employment and Wages in Functional Categories

In considering the size of government employment i
a country. it is uselul to examine the functional structure
of that employaent 1o eviluate whether certitin sectors
seemn kurge or small relative w those in ather countries.
One approach is o compare the number ol employees in
a particular sector as i proportion ot population: another
is tor examine the share of total government eoployment
in a given functional sector.

Three key problems arise in making such compari-
sons. First, since some countries defegate much ol the
administrative. education. health, and police tunctions to
governmental units below the central governmwent, the
employees in a given functional sector would have to be
apgregated across all levels of government. In practice.
the absence of state and local employment data on a
functivnal basis in many countrics. particularly devel-
oping countrics, virtually precludes such an analysis. [t
is possible. however, to make estimates of state and local
government employment in three sectors: health, educa-
tion, and police, and the central government employment
statistics used for the analysis in this section of the study
have been adjusted to include such employees. This
adjustment ensures that the degree of federalism does not
significantly distort cross-country comparisons on the
relevance of these functions.” The adjustments were
made primarily for some of the more tederal countries in
the OECD region but also for some developing countries
as well *!

Second, governments may achieve given functional
objectives through various means, including direct em-
ployment contracting with outside consultants, and
through government subsidies to private sector institu-
tions. In the United States and the Netherlands, the
government finances a significant amount of health
services through various social insurance schemes, yet
most of the employees are employed by nongovernmen-
tal institutions. Such employees would not be included in
these employment statistics; thus, in this case, caution is

W This treatment suggests. of course, that there remains some
significant downward bias in some of the other functional employment
shares, particularly with respect to public administration.

 Arpentina, Australia. Brazil, Canada, Denmark. the Federal
Republic of Germany, I[ndia, Ireland. Japan. Korea, the Netherlands,
New Zealand. Sweden, the United Kingdom. and the United States.
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required i comparing the number of health cmployees
per capita.

Third. in some countries, the postal function s
included al the central government level, while in many
others, the postab service s a parastatal or pubhic
corporation. The study uses the definition applicd by the
individual country.

Tables 30 and 31 in Appendix | provide the basic
statistical tables on central governmeat employment by
functional sector. both in terms of number of employces
per 100 inhabitants and as a share of total adjusted
central government employment. Tables 13 and 14
provide the rtegional means of these statistics. Given
comparable data on total wages and salaries paid to the
cmployees in a given functional sector, it is also possible
to estimate the average wage per employee in a given
functional sector. Expressed as a multiple of the average
central government wage (set equal to 100}, the indi-
vidual country statistics are provided in Appendix 1,
Table 32 and the regional means in Table 15.

Administration

Administration is often viewed as one of the major
overheads of central government. The mean number of
administrators per 100 inhabitants for OECD countries
¢0.30) and developing countries (0.29) is remarkably
similar (Table 13). Typically, African countries appear
to have the highest burden of administrative costs {0.29
per 100 inhabitants) and Asian countries the lowest
(0.14).

Within the OECD, for the countries for which data are
available, apparently the countries with the largest
administrative sector are Sweden, New Zealand, lce-
land, and lreland. Indeed, 8.75 percent of the total
adjusted central government employment in Ireland is
represented by administration.

A characteristic of the international comparison of
government employment in administration is that those
countries that have been more influenced by the British
Commonwealth system of government record higher
proportions of central government civil servants in



Administriation

Table 13. Average Number of Adjusted Central Government Employees per 100 inhabitants,

by Functional Sector and Region: Mea

ns and Standard Deviations'

Dreveloping Countries

OLECD Total
Enadastrial siampte of Latim
Countrics countrics Africa Askil Americi
Adranistration: X} 0235 0.2y 029 1.td .22
{s) 1K ES) .32 (0.25) (.07 (0,160
[n) 11 Ay 12 4 Y
Fducation: (X} 02 .79 N.50 .69 .06
(s) 72 0. 4%} (0.34) (0.18) (055
(a) I X0 12 s 1}
Healih: (X} 141 .36 0.23 0,29 0.45
() AT (0.3 (0.22) (0.28) (0.28)
(n) 10 ko) 12 4 v
Defense: (x) D63 0.0 0.27 1.20 0.35
(s) .33 (0. 78%) (0.18) (1.2 (0.34)
(n} 13 26 il 4 7
Police: ('i) N4 0.31 .22 .29 .37
(s) (13 (%) (0.20) (1.13) {0.2(h (0.22)
(n) 1" 4 1 4 9
Finance and
planning: (%) D {1} .08 o 0.1
() . 1:4) {(LOR) (0.07) o {0.07
(n} Y 26 11 3 9
Agriculture: {x 0.1} 16 019 .05 0.17
(s} n.14 {iL17) {1.23) (.05} (0. 13}
{n) 1} I 12 4 9
Manufacturing,
mining, and
copstruction: (X) 011 .12 0.14 L. 12
(s) 0,161 (1. 16 (0.21) (. (0. 10)
(n) 9 27 2 3 4
Utilities: %i) 0.08 0.09 0.05 0,04
5) 0.1 (0.£6) (0.04) (0.08) {...)
(n) 4 16 6 4 3
Transport and
communications:  (x) 0.2] 0.12 0.06 0.15 0.15
s) {0.34 (0.13) {0.07 (0.14) (0.16)
) I 24 9 4 8
Postal: (x) 0.27 0.09 . 0.13
(s) (0.31) (0.07) (... (.. (0.08)
(n) 5 15 g 3 5
Labor and social
security: X) 0.10 0.05 .02 ces 0.06
) (0.0 {0.04) (0.03) (.. (0.04)
nj 1 23 g 3 8
QOther: X) 0.12 .15 0.11 0.08 0.08
s} (0.12) (0.25) (0.26) (0.08) (0.08)
n) G 26 11 4 8

Source: Table 30.

Y = mean; s = standard deviation; n = number of abservations in the sample.

administration than do other countries; for instance.
Kenya (28.8 percent of central government civil servants
in administration), South Africa (19.4 percent),
Zimbabwe (14.4 percent), the Bahamas (10.7 percent).
and Jamaica (11.6 percent). This might be explained by
the fact that the generalist tradition in the British
Commonwealth leads many jobs to be classified as
administrative that in other countries would be thought of
as specialized.

Those employed in the administrative sector of gov-

ernment appear to be paid rather more than the average
for the public service as a whole. In OECD countrics this
ranges from a differential as low as I percent in Canada
to 41 percent in the United States. What is noticeable is
that relative payment to administrative officers in devel-
oping countries appears to be higher than in the QOECD
countries across a wide range of African, Asian, and
Latin American countries. It might be questioned
whether the elitism suggested by these figures is matched
by the (of course, difficult to judge) output.
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Education and Health

Fhe proportion of adpested central povernment em-
playvees invalved e education s driomatically higher in
e OECD countries than in developing countrics: the
e for the OFECH s 388 percent, corpared with 2805
percent in the developing countries. The cauntry willh the
tiehest conumitment i terms ol the share of cmployees
allocated to cducation appears o be Belgium (38 per-
centy and the lowest o OECD uropean countries, Den-
mark 121 percenty, {n developing countries, the fpures
For Asia and Latin America tend to be Tiaher than thase
for Africa. and again encompass wide variations, for es-
ample, 36 percentof the adjusted central government prer-
sonnel in Kenya are cmployed in education but anly 12
percent in Zonhabwe. Argenting devoles almost 50 per-
cent of its central government employment education,

The number of cmployees per capita in the education
weetor of the OECE countrics is almost three times that in

the developing countries: for health, the ratio s lour
tmes larger o the OECD regron. For both sectors,
cmployment is considerably higher ona per capilit bisis
in the Latin Amcercan region than i Alvica or Asia,

Where there are extraomlinarily Tow figures tor public
health emiployment, they muy  represent ather guast-
olticial ways ol providing health cure outside the budpet
payrafl, for example, through insurance (Australiay or
latteries (brelands. Employment in the health sector in
OBECD countries averages 19 pereent of total adjusted
central povernment  cruployment, compared  with 12
percent for the developing countrics. The highest public
personne! conmmitment to health 15 tound in Sweden (46
percenty and lecland (44 pereent)

There s considerable varance 1 the health employ-
ment statistics. owing almost whelly to the stitutional
issue discussed abave. In the OECD region, health
cmploymient per capita ranges  trom less  than one
employee per 1,000 inhabitunts  in Ircland and  the

Table 14. Average Share of Adjusted Central Government Emptoyment in a Functional Scctor,

by Region: Means and Standard Deviations'*

[ln pereent)

Developing Countrics

OECD Tartal
[ndustrial sumple of Latin
Countries cayntrics Africa Asta America
Adrmnistration: (x) 44 Rl 14.2 3.4 7.1
(s) (2.60 (8.9} (9.1} (2.6} {3.3)
Educatin: {x) W9 L 247 8.2 34.6
{s) (10,3 [%.2) (8.0) 9. (10.1)
Health: (X} 151 12.2 10.8 5.8 14.2
(s) (15,41 (4.4 2.9) (5.9 (4.3
Defense: (x) 14.9 2.3 16.8 0.3 10.1
(s) (<44 {19.6} {6.5) (24.8) (7.6}
Palice: {X) 7.2 11.7 11.8 3.8 12.1
(s (RIS} {4.4) (4. 1) (3.2} (4.8)
Finance and
planning: (x) 30 37 4.0 o 39
(s) (2. 2.0 (2.3) (...} (1.8)
Agriculture: X) 2z 6.2 8.3 1.6 6.5
s) 12.2) (5.0} {4.2) (1.9 (6.0)
sanufacturing,
mining, and
construction: %i) 1.4 4.3 3.2 .. 4.2
s} ey 3.7 (4.6) (.. 2.8)
Utilities: %i) 2.6 35 09
) (.0 (3.2) (3.1 {1.0) .
Transport and
communications:  (X) 24 4.8 31 8.2 5.5
(s) (2.6) {6.2) (3.6) (11.1} (6.8)
Postal: X) 7.6 3.0 l.& . 3.8
s} (8.2) (2.6) (1.5} (...} 2.0)
Labor and social
security: X} 1.8 1.7 1.1 2.6
5) 1.6 {1.6) (0.6) (.. (2.4)
Other: ?E) 2.0 4.7 53 2.6 2.4
8) (2.0 7.1 (9.8} 2.7) (1.8)

Source: Table 31.

"The functional shares in a Tegion may not add to 100 because there may be differences in the number of countries for which data are

available in a given category.

=

2

% = mean; s = standard deviation. The number of observations in the sample are indicated in Table 13.



Pducation and Health

lahlc Iq lndlu-s ul '\Ee AN ‘ml.:ru-s hv |‘lllll(|(llld| 'wuur Rd-lll\rl.‘ to ~\wr.u,c ( entral (,uwrnmcnl anc

Meuns and Standard Deviations'!
1tH1)

( Averiage wage

e u!nme Countrics

OEch In! il
Inclusirit snnple ol [ithin
i ( nunluu\ ummru.a Alnici ALCnci
\dmmlalr‘ntmn (%) 17 12 T T R 124
() 121 {30 158) (M)
{n) 5 22 4 3
IS ducation: {x) 11} 113 (R LK)
%) (15) (27} 132) {14y
i) 5 23 U 8
Flealth: (Xt 152 w2 Ui R
{s}) SEND [RIB) 130 (o
(n) v 23 4 b
[efense: (x) RS R LA N
[ L 118 (524 (15
(ni 4 16 7 3
Pulice: (x) bt O ) 83
(s) My (2N (23} (18}
(n) 4 21 8
Finance and
planning: {x) 120 I-41 RE 126
{s) (33} 1 {56) (%)
() 4 22 h b
Agriculture: (x) 112 ) IS 90y
3] (1Y) (42} 156) (37
{n) 5 23 9 N
Mining, manufucturing,
and construction: (X {12 Oh us %)
{s) (14) (33) (32} (3N
(n} N 22 4 ]
Utilities: (x) . 143 g1
(s) (... (1) (79} (..}
(n) 3 14 ¢ 3
Transport und
communications: }i) 7 89 73 d6
5) (39) (40) {35) (22)
(m) 3 21 7 h
Labur and soctal
security: (X) S Lo1 117 17
() (34) (38} (32) (2
(n) 3 20 7
Other: Ei) 13 118 133 134
) (8} {64 (74} (63}
(n) 4 21 8 7
bource Table 32.
X = mean: s = standard deviation: = number of observations in the sample.

Netherlands. to 33 and 42 employees per 1,000 inhabit-
ants in Denmark and Sweden. respectively. Yet the
ditference in employment in the ttal health sector of
these countries is far less marked.

Payments to those employed in public sector education
appear near the average for the OECD countries, but it is
striking how payments to educators in the public service
in Africa and Asia are markedly above the average. for
example, Zambia (146}, Korea {222), and Sri Lanka
(148). In Latin American countries, the range is closer to
that in Europe. These figures conceal the actual responsi-
bility for paying the salaries of teachers or health
workers, [n some countries. especially those associated
with the French systerm of government. teachers are

hired. fired. and paid by the central government. In other
.g.. the United States, the United Kingdom,
the teachers are emptoyed by local

countrics (e
and Kenya),
authoritics.
On the whole. public administration theory would
suppart the idea of tocal influence over the provision of
locatly concerned public services: in practice. as local
authorities usuably rely on the central government for
substantial transfers of revenue, their ability (even where
they have the authority) to determine their own salary
scates and hiring practices is limited. The outcome is
often the worst of both worlds with localities telling
teachers how they woultd like to pay more but how they
are frustrated by their central government's constraints.
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white the central gavermment talks abuut the rrespons
bilety of ocal authorities and their paor appreciation ol
the requircinents of broader national macrocconamic
policy. Noomatter how the supposed responsihibity for
cducation and lwalth wage decisions s altocated, the
public sector commitment to education and health can be
cructal Tor serting wage patterns, particularly difteren-
tals, in the urban fabor market. Todeed. an 1982 1he
British Government tought the longest strshe i the
history at UL K. public sector labor relations over the pay
ol warkers in the stute health service precisely because it
considercd it had e hold down wige awards o contain
intlation.

Defense and Police

Betense and police torces should probably be taken
together, as the distinction between the two in a cross-
country comparison 15 likely to be of guestionable
validity. " The share ol government employment in both
defense and police s higher for the developing countrics
than tar QECD countries. In the former, 21 percent off
the central government labor force is likely o be
committed to defense and 12 pereent o police, whereas
the similar figures tor OECD countries are |5 percent
und 7 percent, respectively. The country with the highest
percentage of its population commutted to defense in the
QECD countries is the United States (1.4 defense
personnel per 100 inhabitants and 0.4 policej. The
country with the highest defense and police commitment
is Cyprus (2.8 defense personne] per 100 poputation and
(1.6 police).

Initially, it appears that there is httle difference
between the number of defense employees per capita in
the OECD and developing countries. However, if one
adjusts for the effects of Singapore, Korea, and Cyprus,
the contrast between the developed and the developing
countries in the number of defense employees per capita
becomes clearer, with the developing countries em-
ploying twice as many defense personnel per capita. The
variance in the aumber of defense personnel in those
countries is quite stark. One wonders why Swaziland
requires 6.9 mititary per 1,000 inhabitants and Kenya
only (.8 (when their police forces are comparable). In
contrast, the number of police per capita does not appear
comparable in the developing countries and in the OECD
region. Latin American countries appear to employ more

3 Sratistics on the numbers of military personnel are often unavail-
able from country sources. Reliance was placed on estimates of the
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (1982).
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potice than do countrics in Asstand Afnca. Fhe viranee
amonye OFRCTY connteies e the nimbes ol police s quite
sl

Fow the countrics for whicl defense data are available,
there 15 no systeneatie pattern that defense coaployees are
paid markedly lower salaries than those i the other
functional sectors. This Tinding may sunply reflect the
weight ol civibiun cmployees i the defense sector. but
only mopart. Lxamimng specilic countries,  delense
forces o osome OBECD countries appear 1o e paicd
substantiably below the norm (e, Japan, 81 poereent),
wlile some developing countrics pay their detense forees
substantially higher amounts than the average tor the
pubhic service as o wholer for example, Kenya, 130
percent. Zambia, 134 pereent, amd Argennma, 140
percent.

I defense torees should he considered in comjunction
with the pohiee foree. then, on average, the police and
defense torces recerve comparsible pay in the sample of
developing countries: in the ORCI), police are better
paid, although this fact probably reflects the effect of
lower salaries for drattees in the defense forces of QECD
countrics. In many developing countries. the police
forces appear to huve an average wage that is much lower
than the average wage of the military. for instance, in Sri
Lanka, Argentina, the Buhamas, Ecuador. Zambia, and
Jamaica. However. there are examples of the opposite
relationship, notably in Swaziland and Korca. It is
difficult to appreciate why the pay of the police force
should be markedly different from that ol the military;
many of the duties appear comparable and while some of
the skills needed by the military may justity higher pay
{for example, pilots), the day-to-day dutics and respon-
sibilities of police work might seem to justify a some-
what higher rate of pay in gencral.

Other Sectors

In terms of the number of employees per capita in
finance and planning, there is almost no difference
between developed and developing countries. There does
not appear to be much difference in the mean number of
employees in agriculture per capita between developed
and developing countries, but again there is a wide
variation between regions, with the mean for Africa
being approximately .19 per 100 inhabitants, the mean
for Asia 0.03, and that for Latin America 0.17. The
ratios of central government employees in mining,
manufacturing, and commerce or in transportation and
communication do not reveal many significant differ-
ences between developed and developing countries,
There is, however, as might be expected, a significantly



Bigher number of central governmient cmployees sn the
aren of lehor and socil seeurity i the OLRCD remon.

Finally, & much hngher fraction ob central governiment
caployees in the developimg countrivs are cgaged in
econonttic services, linanee and planmoy, agriculngre,

(Other Scotons

mining and manuGetering, and ransport and conanuii
cations. Approxinately 19 percent of emplovees o the
centril governient are i these sectors ne developrag
countrics, as opposed o approximately 9 peccent me the

OECT) countries,
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i’ III Possible Policy Applications: Calculation of
[ntercountry Indices for Analyzing the Level and
Structure of Government Employment and Wages

Employment: By Level of Government

Section [V preseats an ceonometric analysis ol the
determinants of government employment. The estimited
equations can be used to caleulate un [nternatioml
Government Employment Index (hereinalter reterred to
as the IGEM index), which woubd indicate whether a
country employs more or fewer employees than one
would have predicted, given its per capiti income.
population, type of ccopomic system, and the patterns
observed in other countries. It must be emphasized tha
these indices are likely to be strongly intluenced by the
quality of the data and the hmited number of observa-
tions in the sample.

Tuble 16 indicates two results for cach cmiployment
measure: the predicted absolute level of employment
and, for countrics where actual employment data are

available, the IGEM index. which equals the ratio of

actual cmployment to the predicted level (multiphied by
100y, The former number allows a country o deter-
mine how its employment compares with what was
predicted.

The IGEM indices tor general government employ-
ment for the OECD countries range from 61 to 189
percent. Some countries, for example, Belgium. Ireland.
and ltaly, appear to employ in general government just
the number that would have been predicted, although,
again, this says nothing about whether the government
revenue of any of these countries is sufficient to afford
this level of employment. Some are considerably higher.
notably the Scandinavian countries, the United King-
dom. Australia, and New Zealand. Among Adfrican
countries. Uganda, Swaziland, Kenya, and Mauritius
appear to have considerably more government employ-
ges than would have been predicted. Others. such as
Cameroon. Burundi. Madagascar, and Senegat. appear
to have lower than predicted levels.

The policy implications of such results cannot and
should not be drawn without analyzing many other

My those few cascs where the denominator of the ratto—the

predicted level—is very small or negative. the index is assumed 10
equal 400.
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Eactors, such as wage rate policy or the allocation of
purticular functions as hetween the public and private
sectors. For example, a lower than predicted governiment
cmployment level in a country does not argue, prima
fucie. for expanded employment in the absence of other
policy measures or further policy analyses. Senegal and
Burundi arc obvious examples. Their employment indi-
ces of 30 and 42, respectively, suggest a o general
government sector that is lower, in ciployment lerins,
than would have been expected. Yet, in unother study by
the authors, estimites of the predicted versus actual share
of total central government wage and salary expenditure
in GDP in Senegal suppested that it was spending more
than would have been cxpected on such wages and
salaries. ™ One possible source of reconciliation of these
two results could derive from the levels of Sencgal’s
central government wage rates, as shown in Appendix I,
Table 27. The ratio of the average central government
wage to per capita income in both Senegal and Burundi is
higher than for any other country in this sample. Clearly,
this ratio suggests high wages and low levels of employ-
ment, although these results do not themselves suggest
the desired level of remunerition or employment.
However, there is one additional cautionary note. The
interesting unalogue to the Senegal and Burundi cases is
Japan. which afse has a lower than expected employment
level and a higher than expected average central govern-
ment wage rate relative to per capita income. Are its
wages excessive and its employment in the government
too low? Is it a matter of productivity? Is one paying for a
highty productive, elite corps of civil servants through a
high wage rate incentive? Or, is one paying an economic
rent o those civil servants lucky enough to get public
employment but whose productivity does not warrant
high wage rates? Do other factors contribute to the
observed indices. such as the significance of an expat-
riate labor force in the government civil service? The
IGEM indices only suggest the existence of an imbalance

*“gae Tait and Heller (1982).
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Austei 1474 104 177 I 4495 656
Helgium TUR0 133 134 Uy ol 9 o2
Canada 19!l 7 754 l |.6T0 LR 2,273
Denmark 191 X 11 Lf R 147 136
Fundand 1a79 . 1 120 121 . 304
France LR . A0 4] 1,572 . R
Ciermany., Fed. Rep. of 1981 S0 | a7 hh 4,220 20 3 RUN
Tow laned 1Ry U5 13 un 6 al 19
[retand [974 7 114 a7 154 107 I8
Laly 1480 L0 1.26 12 2995 11 4.326
lapan 1980 Sl 2389 i 7.7 3 10,3495
Luxeinbourg 1979 S R nl 18 o RE|
Netherlands 14950 R2 424 77 | 4%12 6l 1292
New Zealand 1981 171 124 |3 LAY 131 245
Norway 1979 bR 156 17 303 C 378
Spain 1479 .. 424 Hl 1.839 L. 1.646
Sweden 1979 73 241 189 [ R 167 Ru7
Switzerland 1979 S 265 34 S04 L 035
United Kingdom [9K0 LYK 1.173 145 1,620 151 4, U08
United States 1981 106 3995 121 14,591 H6 21,331
Benin 1979 45 56 52 57 62 Wi
Botswana 1979 76 24 121 2 L. 28
Burundi 1978 20 H8 42 51 42 #3
Cameraun 1981 34 i) w0 190 o 291
Central African Rep. 1979 o 52 S 36 o 55
Congo 1478 15 33 o is e 14
Ethiopia 1977 o 218 . 3 . 3
Ghana 1979 S 1481 .. 277 L 413
Kenya 1980 128 27 125 292 49 170
Liberia 1982 a7 51 113 44 L) 63
Madagascar 1980 o 130 as 143 349 221
Malawi 1979 . 116 .. 43 . 133
Mauritius 1980 |77 25 121 25 213 35
Moraceo 1979 . 214 B 462 . 720
Senegal 1976 52 1) 30 92 16 139
Sierra Leone 1979 L 75 L. 54 . 84
South Africa 1982 12 482 24 1,138 o |,649
Sudan L978 S 219 57 322 L. 498
Swaziland 1982 99 19 120 5 94 A
Tanzania 1978 139 174 92 172 1o 423
Togo 1480 77 52 43 44 S 7L
Tunisia 1978 .. 96 166 S 237
Uganda 1982 64 213 149 129 121 224
Zaire 1978 . 324 S 36l . o0l
Zambia 1980 143 1m 114 133 142 194
Zimbabwe 1979 84 126 490 141 . 214
Korea 1981 197 517 134 761 113 1,236
Malaysia 1980 S 240 c. 404 o 602
Pakistan 1979 639 . 1,123 . 1.913
Philippines 1979 133 399 10 939 130 1,558
Singapore 1981 143 29 48 131 . 169
Sri Lanka 1980 166 241 208 214 342 352
Thailand 1979 591 148 923 o 1,505
Cyprus 1940 T6 7 75 28 N 36
Greece 1978 . 252 .. 399 S 564
Portugal 1977 Ve 163 20 318 L. 449
Turkey 1979 s 363 . 1,278 e 1,948
Bahrain 1980 17 19 87 16 .. 3
Egypt 1979 150 382 217 757 185 1,200
Israel 1979 . 108 L. 170 . 223
Jordan 1979 . 73 s T4 e 109
Oman 1980 104 37 74 52 ce 64
Argentina 1981 125 458 121 1,053 104 1,523
Bahamas 1978 o8 11 98 11 91 14
Barbados 1981 . 12 2126 12 L 15
Belize 1981 69 5 C — e 1
Brazil 1979 o 164 e 3,201 . 5,061
Chile 1979 e 224 .. 355 - 522
Colombia 1980 - 304 e 720 .. 1,116
Costa Rica 1978 . 63 . 70 L 98
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Table 16 (concltuded). IGEM In

(#redicted vimplovment w thousands ol cinployees)

Central Coweernowent

dices and Predicted Level of Government Employment: By Level of Government

Creneral Govenmmgnt Pultlic Secror

1G1M tredicted e PPredicted 1GEM Predicied
Cauntey Yo wdex cmplovoweni maex cmployinent inalex cimployment
{ewador U0 98 (T84} 243 . nl
1 salvador 1482 7 1K . 1o S 168
Crsatemila 19K 1 17 137 i 14 45 200
Cruyuni L9749 o 21 H o RA
Flonduras 1981 R i . bl . L2
Jamaici LOs0 124 3t IH2 af o L]
Mexivo 1974 o STh 2,278 C 3,458
Nicaraguil 1476 e 2l . 34 o Kl
Panann 1979 121 Al I8 ol 132 hE)
SLLuck LYK ] 106 + L9 4 S 5
Trinichad and Totago LOHO S ALl 65 . 83
Uruguay 14749 .. k) Itl L 149

and provoke the obvious questions. The sourees and sig-
nificance of imbalanees can be determined only through
more detailed analyses ol i country™s particular situation,

Another illustration of this ¢an be seen in the ndices
tar Asix. [0 this region, most countries tend to cmploy
more civil servants than would have been predicted: none
cmploys less. Yetin the Tait-Heller (19820 study . almiost
all these countries appeur to spend, in aggregate terms.,
fess than would have been predicted on aggregite wages
and salaries. Relative o per capita income, the average
central government wage of Asian public cmployees is
less than halt that in African countries, although still
higher than most of the OECD countrics. Should there be
a cuthack in employment and an increase in sabaries?

Employment: By Function

Analysts of public employment in a country are often

confronicd by the need to evaluate not only the size of

the government sector but also the sectors where public
employment should be frozen or even cut back. There 13

no substitute for a detailed analysis of the efficacy of

programs  within a sector as a basis for such an
evaluation. As an input to such analyses. cross-country
comparisons may serve a useful role. Using a model
analogous to the one used in Section IV to predict total
government employment, it is possible 1o examine the
aggregate determinants of functional employment in the
central government on a per capita basis. ™ As mentioned
earlier, the employment variables are assumed to be a
function of (1) per capita income. (2} population, and (3)
the type of economic system. The econometric results
are indicated in Table [7.

Several facets of the results should be noted. First, the
level of development as proxied by per capita income
proves a significant positive determinant of employment
per capita in some key sectors—notably, education,
health, potice. finance and planning, and labor and social

*The central govemment employment numbers have again been
adjusted o take account of the importance of education, health, and
police functions in governmental units below the central government
level. See Section VI
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security. Interestingly, defense employment per capita
tdeclines wt higher per capita income devels. Other
sectors, steh as administration, mining, manufacturing,
and construction,  prove insensitive 1o the level of
development. Sceond, certain sectors appeir to reecive
Jess public employment on a per capita basis in the
countries with higher populations, notably in agricalture.
administration. police, finance and planning, mining,
manulacturing and construction, and utilitics. With the
cxception of police, this negative relationship may
reflect the relatively greater importance of the state and
local government sectors in providing services in these
sectors. Finally, the type of economic system does not
prove very important as a determinant of the magnitude
of sectoral employment. Only adjusted central govern-
ment employment per capita in the health sector appeurs
to be correlated directly with the degree of central
planning tn the economy.

The preceding equations may be used to predict the
level of sectoral employment in a given country, given
its per capita income. population, and type of economic
system. This also requires the strong assumption that it
follows the pattern of experience of other countries with
like characteristics and subject to the important caveat
that the statistical significance of these results is not as
robust as in the equations estimating aggregate govern-
ment employment. As above, both the IGEM index—the
ratio of the actual employment in a sector to the predicted
level—and the absolute number of employees that one
would have predicted for a sector have been indicated.
(See Appendix [, Table 33.) Again, these results should
not be construed as norms but can serve only as a starting
place for further inguiries as to why a government’s
employment in a sector is high or low.

An Approach for Analyzing the Level of
Government Salaries

Section V presented the results of an econometric
analysis explaining the ratio of the average central
government wage to GDP per capita. As before, the
estimating equation may be used to predict the average
central government salary level that would be compatible



willl oo couniry s por capita meome, alwl st of povern:
ment seetar, prven the patlerns ostibbsshed by ather
caundrics. As above, one could then compare the
predicted silary with the actual salary prevadhng ot thit
e and estimate the extent o which the salary was
above or helow the anticipated level mothe yvear ol ths
observadion, An index value, cqualing the ratio of actual

An Approach Tor Analyzing the Level of Government Salarics

1o predicted salary, hus been caleubuted and s indated
incolumn X oot Table 1X, along with the predicted salary
for that vear in LS
prevailing in thit year have been amed. The degree to
which a country’s currency was particularly strong o
weitk at that tme will obviously affect the relutive salary

dollars. The exchange rates

of a country s civil servants vis-i-vis others,

(1-statistics 1 parentheses)

Table 17. Determinants of Functional Employment Per Capita

Independent
Variables

[nverse of Lagarithme of

Dependent Per Clapita Per Capata Togurichm of Economie R’
Variables' [neome” Income” Population’ System Constant (n)*
Admunsstration (.25 -0.016 0.4 .42 0.20
IR (- 2.00) (0.13) (322 (37)
Education 1. 41 R [IRLY (.67 0.5%
{681 {0.1h (LD {1.44) (N
Health {34 —AL.1¥ .24 .51 .26
(2.86) ( ~1.66) (14D (1).56) (3N
Police 1.6 1102 {02 5l 0.24
(2.92) {-1.59) ({162} (3 .4Y9) (33
Defense ~1.09 — 003 0.76 INN!
(—1.700 (0,03 (0.32} (2.92) (41)
Finance and
planning 3.03 —0.02 — ().28) 0.31
(2.37) (—2.71) (-0.2%) %3.29) (34)
Agriculture -0.01 -0.04 =04k 5().49) .21
(-0.56) [—2.87) (0.3 360 (37
Mining, manufactueing,
and construction — -{.03 =002 142 15
(0.24) (—2.31) (—~0.67) {3.0h (33)
Utilitics 0,03 —1.04 -0.02 0.44 0.38
{1.44) {—2.31 (—0.45) (2.46) (20)
Labor and
soctal security (102 — — —(0.05 0.19
{2.58) (—=0.06) (0.23) (0.72) (35

'Measured in number of employees per 100 inhabitants.
n thousaads of U.S. dollars.

‘In thousands.

‘n = number of observations in the sample.

Table 18. IGEM Indices and Predicted Level of Central Government Wages

(Wages expressed in local currency units)

Actual Wage

Predicted Wage of Central
of Central Government
Gavernment Employees
Country Year IGEM lndex Employces Average Wage (in U.5. dollars)
Australia 1980 72.8 13,382 9,744 11,504
Austria 1979 61.6 211,152 130,083 10,464
Belgium 1980 99.2 590,421 585,548 18,575
Canada 1981 123.9 17.099 21,183 17,862
Denmark 1981 132.8 116.462 154,669 21,115
Germany, Fed. Rep. of 1980 184.9 27.523 50,899 15982
Iceland 1980 89,3 108,428 97.073 15,559
[reland 1978 91.1 3,270 4,803 9.771
Italy 1980 81.8 13,643,062 11,165,593 12,000
Japan 1980 139.5 3,080,668 4,296,364 21,164
Netherlands 1980 154.7 34,569 53,488 25,123
New Zealand 1981 65.§ 22.302 14,679 12,102
Norway 1979 110.5 77.978 86,185 17,496
Sweden 1979 147.1 55,963 82,347 19,859
United Kingdom 1980 0t.5 7.043 6,443 15,366
United States 1981 122.3 15,160 18,540 18,540
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Tahle 18 (concluded). [GE

{Wages expressed in Jocad currency amitsg

M Indices and Predicted Level of Central Governmeat Wages

Predicted Wage

af ('cmruT

of Central Governmem
Government Employees
Country Yeur 1GEM Index Employees Average Wage (in U.S dollars)
Henmin 19749 176.7 321,423 Sag 031 IR0
Botswanit 1979 124K 2205 1 8hA 1,630
Burundi 1978 Wy, 7 S0,08 IS ER 2176
Cameroon 14y%1 I8 b L1 1,481 KNI 3,156
Congo 1978 I8M7 326,101 TR1.665 3,745
Kenyan 1981} 5.7 w7 F{ N 1856
Lilweria 1982 76.7 q4,134% ENLY| 1191
Mawritius 1950 4.0 28,402 15,324 1o
Sencgal 1976 174.5 S, 7T HNT 952 3,573
Sauth Africa 1982 135.5 7.6 10,320 10,523
Swstland 1942 7.6 1041 1826 2,773
Tanrania [47H 8.9 10,401 10 3at 1,400
Tuge Rt UK.5 ARG 517 480 TUn 212y
Uganda 1982 8.6 10 957 33627 KAL)
Zambii 198+ 11K).7 2086 210 1615
Zimbabwe 1979 1401 2174 2,99 3.560)
[ndia 1977 1171 457 64916 K43
Kuorea 1941 76.1 2,333,532 14929 403 2,754
Philippines 1979 6l.1 L3 4% 9,463 1,276
Singapore 19481 64 R S 13,19 6,445
Sri Lanka 1950 373 21,362 7976 443
Cyprus 1980 10H).6 3554 357 9,804
Bahrun 1980 (9.4 6,945 4,422 12,825
Erypt 1979 3.2 68 1.734 2477
Oman 19840 a3y 3,607 3577 10,414
Argentina 1981 68.3 57,4950 671 39,560,593 3,458
Bahamas 1978 70.8 11,934 3,464 #.464
Belize 198§ . — 6.647 3,348
Ecuadar 198() 72.6 108,579 78,996 3,160
El Salvadar 1982 97.1 #.333 8,114 3,246
Guatemala 1981 830 31555 2,951 2951
Jamaica 1984 130.6 7070 v.236 5,185
Panama 1979 922 4,981 4,590 4,590
St. Lucia 1981 72.6 10,544 7.632 2,834
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IX Some Broad Conclusions

The detailed information arising from this work s
emhodicd in the tables and text, but attention might be
drawn to i number of principal conclusions amd results.

I It s surprising and depressing how Littke informa-
tion is readily avatlable on public sector cmplayment and
pay. Perhaps the Fund, the 1LO. or the World Bank
should devote some of their resources, proporttonate (o
the importance of the public sector in mast ot their
metnber countries, to collecting and publishing consis-
tent time-scries data on this subject,

2. Centrul  government  decisions on - wages  and
salaries in developing countries are hkely 1o attect 13 to
40 percent of cmployed workers in the urban labor
market and therefore huve a pervasive “leverage™ elfect
on domestic unit wage costs. In terms of formal incomes
policies or in formal wage bargaining, this is hkely to be
an important influence.

3. General government (central, state, and locul}
employees average 7 per 100 inhabitants for OECD
countrics and only 3 for developing countries. Among
OFECD countries. Sweden (14.7), Denmark (11.4). and
the United Kingdom (9.6) combine large local govern-
ments with large central governments 1o create these high
percentages for general government. The mean cmploy-
ment share of the central government in total generul
government employment in developing countries s
approximately 85 percent. This figure contrasts with a
ratio of only 42 percent in the OECD countries. As
result, leverage is likely to be more powertul in local
authorities in OECD countries than in developing
countries.

4. Employees of nontinancial public enterprises are
quantitatively more significant in developing countries,
averaging |4 percent in nonagricultural sector employ-
ment, in contrast to only 4 percent in the OECD
countries.

5. Public sector employees average 44 percent of
nonagricultural sector employment in developing coun-
tries compared with 24 percent for the OECD countries.
In some developing countries, the ratio can reach as high
as 72 percent (India) or 87 percent (Benin}. In the
OECD, the public sector’s percentage of the total
nonagriculturally employed is highest: 36 percent {(New
Zealand), 34 percent (Sweden), 33 percent (Belgium),
and 31 percent (United Kingdom). Broadly speaking,
most OECD countries can expect to have one fifth to one

tourth of their tetal active labor force employed 1o the
public sector.

. The total share of wages in national income s
positively correlated  with the share of the central
government wage bill in GDP: the share of the state and
local savernment wage bill has no etfect on the overall
wage bill.

7. The tunctional structure of public expenditure is o
key determinant of the magnitude of public sector wage
and safary expenditure. The relatively higher importance
of wages at the state and local government level rellects
the lesser importance of cash transfers or services
commissioned outside the public scctor.

%. Total govermment employment per capita tends to
increase as per capita income rises. thus supportung the
validity of the alternative test of Wagner’s law presented
in this study. This is a particularly strong resuit when one
considers that the expansion of the public sector in some
developed countries has taken the form of transfers and
the contracting out of services rather than through the
provision of direct employment. The relationship is
particularly strong for countries with a per capita income
in excess of US$B00. State and local government
employment per capita is not significantly intluenced by
population size. and neither is general government nor
public sector employment. On the other hand, the share
of central government employment in total nonagricul-
tural employment declines with per capita income; for
countries with a per capita income of less than
US%1.,400, the share of total general government em-
ployment declines; above that income level, it increases.
Public sector employment as a share of nonagricultural
employment declines with per capita income.

9. The more centrally planned the economy, the
higher the share in the nonagriculturaily employed of
employees in state and local government, nonfinancial
public enterprises, and the public sector.

10. It is striking how high the state and local
government wage bill is compared with that of central
government in many couniries where govermment is
typically thought of as centrally dominated; for example,
in Japan, 69 percent of the wage bill is paid to local
government officials, and almost 70 percent in Denmark.
This emphasizes the importance of wage settlements at
the local government level, in speaking of national wage
policy, there must be an appreciation of whether or not
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IX + SOME BROAD CONCLUSIONS

the central povernment has de facto control over local
goverinient pay aed biring,

[T I some developing countries, the wage bili of

nontinancial public enterprises can be as high as 530
percert ot the total public sector wage Wbl e, in
Brazil).

12 Central gavernment wages in develaping coun-
tries wre. on average, 20 percent of total compensation of
emiployees i the cconomy, with the nghest watio in the
African region and the lowest in Latn America.

L3 In developing countries, the average wage in the
povernment sector appears w0 be less than that e the
nonagricultural private sector, suggesting that govern-
nient sector emipleayees in these countrics may not be able
tor translate their numerical strength into commensurate
strength in their wage rates relative to their peers in the
modern component of the private sector (but see point
{14 for remuneration in industrial countriest.

t4. In the OECD countries, the average central
government wage is approximately 1.7 times per capita
mceme; in the developing countries, it is approximitely
4.4 times per capita income. The highest ratio within the
OECD is for Ireland (2.5), and in the developing
countries the ratio averages 6.1 in Africa and 2.9 in Asia
and Latin America. In Benin, Burundi, and Sencgal, the
rativ is over 9.9, The difference between industrial and
developing countries in this ratio may retlect differences
in the educational requirements ol government cmploy-
ment relative to that required of the labor force outside
govemnment.

15, Taking observations (13) and (14) together sug-
gests that the average private modern sector wage must
be a much greater multiple of per capita income in
developing countries than in OECD countries, which in
turn is likely 1o be related to the small relative size of the
modern sector in developing countries.

16. The multiple of average central government sal-
ary to per capita income is positively related to per capita
income for countries with a per capita income of less
than US$600; at higher per capita income levels, there is
no obvious statistical relationship. A high share of the
public sector in nonagricultural sector employment has a
clear positive impact on the ratio. The regtonal variations
in the multiple of salaries to GDP per capita among low
per capita income countries should be emphasized; there
seems to be a general practice for civil servants in Africa
to be much better off relative to the general population
than their counterparts elsewhere in the world.

i7. Central government employment appears to be
better paid on average than private sector employment,
although of course, it must be kept in mind that the mix
of jobs in the two sectors is likely to be quite different. In
countries such as Canada, Japan, Denmark, and the
Federal Republic of Germany, the public sector appears
to be paid almost one-third more than the private sector.

18. On average, central government employees are
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alrmost unitorindy betier pard than the average conploycee
al the state or local povernment levels this may reflect the
higher cost ol hiving in capital cities. ICmay also retlect o
higher cducational content required in the jobs of central
zovernment employment relutive o those at the state and
tocal govermment tevel,

19, Although the average satary per employee i the
nontinanciad pubhic enterprise sector is generally higher
than that paud in the central government, the daty suggest
some notiable cxceptions to this patiern.

200 While no one would argue that relative salaries
across occupations should bear an identical relationship
in every country, the discrepancies in some cases are
targe enough o raise questions about the rationale. It is
also interesting to note the wide vagiation in the refarive
salaries of positions in the same sector, for example,
between primury schoob and secondary school teachers.,

21 Across positions within countries, the variance of
sitlary scales can be guite extreme; in Kenya the standard
deviation of the index is 208, relative to a mean index for
a clerical offtcer of 100, In Trinidad and Tobago, the
standard deviation reached 247. In other countries the
salury spread is quite tight; tor instance, in Denmark and
Sweden. the standard deviation is only 38 uand |,
respectively.

22_ For some countries in the sample, significant
vartations are apparent in the degree of inequality in the
overall public sector salary structure. Countries such as
Korea, the United Kingdom, Sweden, and New Zealand
show 4 relatively high degree of equality, while others,
such as Guatemala, Kenva. and Senegal, have relatively
unequal salary structures.

23. The mean number of personnet employed in
central government administration per 100 inhabitants
for OECD and non-oil developing countries is remark-
ably similar; typically, African countries have the high-
est level of administrative employment (0.29 per 100
inhabitants), and Asian countries the lowest (0.14).
Those employed in the administrative sector of govern-
ment appear to be paid rather more than the average for
the public service.

24, Payments to educators in the public service in
Africa and Asia are markedly above the average for
government employee pay scales in these regions.

25. Employment of defense forces and police is
higher in the developing couantries than in OECD
countries. However, the country with the highest per-
centage of its population committed to defense in the
OECD is the United States. The variance in the number
of defense personnel per capita in developing countries is
wide. Swaziland requires 6.9 military per 1,000 inhabit-
ants, and Kenya only 0.8. [n Europe, police forces tend
to be paid approximately the same as those in the defense
services. In many developing countries, the police forces
appear to have an average wage that is much lower than
the average wage in the defense forces. This fact may be



5

explained, w part, by special allowances ind other lringe

henefits.

26, The cconometrie analysis of the determenimts of
sovernment cmployment can be used 10 estimde an
1GEM index w0 indicate whether a country cruploys tmore
or fewer employees than would have heen predicied.
given s per capita ncome, population, and type ol
ceonomic system, Belgium, freland, and [aly appear Lo
cmploy a total general govermment, which is just s
would be predicted, Some countries employ more than
might have been predicted. tor example, nutably the
Scandmavian countries, the United Kingdom, and New
Zealand, ‘The mdices can suggest the existence of an
imbalance. The sources of the imbadance can be deter-
mined only through a more detaled anatysis of the

Sonie Browd Conclusions

cowntry’s situation, For instance, the high devel of the
index for the United Kingdonn might reflect the inclusion
of the Nutional Health Service employees e central
government employment, [noanother case. Japan has
fower than expected employment Jevels aic achigher than
expectud averige central government wage rate relative
to per capita income. [Uis not possible frony these resully
to determine whether ats wiages are exeessive and s
employinent in government low, or whether the Japanese
are paying [or a highly productive, clite corps ol civil
servanls through a high wage incenive. However, the
results do provoke such questions.

Finally, much work remains to be done on most of
these issucs, This paper will have achieved its purpose if
attention has been drawn to these issues and iF the need
tor better data has been recognized.
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Appendix |
Statistical Tables and Charts

Table 19, Data Reguested From 134 Countries'

](L‘\l'lt HisL

Spuectally
prepared dili

Country letier

Ladustrial countries

Austrabia X X X
Belgium X X X
Cunada X X N
Denmark X X

[celand X X X
[reland X X

Ltuty X X

Japan ¥ X

Netherlands % X

Netherlands Antilbes X 3

New Zealand X b3 X
Narway X X

Sweden X X

Umited Kigdom X b X
United States X X

Developing countries

Oil exporting countrics

[ndonesia X

Bouwuit X X

Omian X X

Naon-uil developing countries

Africa

Cameroon X . X
Ethiopia X

Kenya X X b
Liberia X
Mauritius X X X
Senegal X

Sierra Leone X

South Africa X

Tanzania X X
Togo X X X
Uganda X X
Zambia X X
Asla

India X X

Korea X X
Philippines X X

Singapore X X

Solomon [slands X

Sri Lanka X x

Thailand b X
Europe

Cyprus X X b
Portugal X

Middle East

Bahrain X X X
Egypt X X

Western Hemisphere

Argentina X X

Bahamas X X

Ecuador X X
El Salvador X X
Guatemala X X X
Guyana X X
Jamaica X X

Panama X X

St. Lucia X X

'Countries not mentioned did not respond.
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Tahle 20, Employees by Level «

{10 Thousands of Persoas)

o Government

State and Nonlinancial

Central local Publiv General Public
Country Year Crovernment Craveriment Fnterprises Crovernmein Sector
Aastralia 1980 02 4 1,135 160 1} 14374 1.0k}
Austrit 1974 28y VAL o 15 AL L
Helgium 1980 Wl LH-b.1h ELK U Ko 4
Canada B4 RICIR [IREAY LRI F.50a0.1 1 8RY.5
Denmark LUKl 1315 Ja15 AL 3 8100 6413
Finkind 14979 RETND
France (Bt o . o 7R.N .
Cicemany, Fed. Rep. of TOR NN RURY B 1 (6 9 LI 1,739,
Teeliand TORE 12.4 21 2K [4.5 17.3
Treland 14974 76.1) 730 730 14501 o
Traly [ H) 16927 1,288 ERURI J 060 JK5.0
Japan 1480 1, 2180 30003 HOK.A 4,808 3. 188.8
Lixembourg 7Y o S S 17.0 o
Netherlands 190 RREN Ji84 6.4t 7721 s18.1
New Zealand 19K 2127 47,1 ) 4 159 K 3207
Norwiy 1974 130.0 2284 158.0
Spain 1979 o - S 1.485.0 S
Sweden 1979 MR 1044 136.1 1,215.7 1351 .8
Switzerland 1979 . . . 300341 ..
United Kingdom | 9Hl) 232740 V270 2.030.0 53,3540 7.390.4
Linited Stales [9R1 $.252.0 13,4450 oK. 0 17.697.0 18,365.40)
Benin {974 5.4 4.0 21.9 294 5.3
Botswani 1974 17.8 AN S 24.0 oL
Burundi 14978 18.0 RN 13.7 26 353
Cameroan 1981 hlim! — S 561 o
Congo 1978 7 . S S o
Kenva 1980 3R 0.0 1K) 1 3650 465.1
[ibena [YR2 4u.2 6.4 F4.2 35.6
Madagascar 1Y o . . Y35 131.0
Mauritius 1980 4.1 5.4 20,0 34.5 74.5
Senegal 1976 43.9 C 18.0 45.9 63.9
South Africa 1942 204.7 70.0 . 27147
Sudan 1978 S N L 275.0 o
Swaziland 1982 5.4 — 1.3 18.4 19.9
Tanzania (978 2492 — 7.7 249.2 420.9
Togo 1980 02 — . 40.2 o
Uganda 1982 137.2 54.0 B0 191.2 271.2
Zambia 1980 143.9 1.4 124.0 151.5 3755
Zimbabwe 1979 105.7 2.0 .. 127.7 .
India 1977 4,186.0 7,119.0 36750 11,305.0 14,980.0
Korea 1981 1.015.7 160.4 220.2 1,176.0 1.396.2
Philippines 1979 798.5 161.7 1.066.7 96(0.2 2.026.9
Singapore 1981 128.8 — . 128.8 S
Sri Lanka 1980 106 13.0 7574 445.6 1,203.5
Thailand 1979 .. . .. 1,370.0 ..
Cyprus 1980 20.3 6 0.9
Portugal 1977 . .. 254.0
Bahrain 1980 22.5 0.5 . 23.0 ..
Egypt 1979 3726 1,.067.7 575.4 1.640.3 22157
Oman 1980 38.8 — . 38.8 ..
Argentina 1981 573.5 703.0 3138 1,276.5 1,590.3
Bahamas 1978 11.2 — 1.8 12 13.0
Barbados 1981 s 27.0 ..
Belize 1981 33 — .. 3.3
Ecuador 1980 163.3 .. .-
El Salvador 1982 111.5 e 13.9 e ..
Guatemala 1981 145.0 18.8 7.3 [23.8 131.1
Honduras 1981 270 .. e S ...
Jamaica 1980 63.2 437 .. 106.9 .
Panama 1979 63.7 4.1 38.5 71.7 110.2
St. Lucia 1981 4.6 0.4 ce. 5.0
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Sttshical Pabves
Table 21, Government Employees Per Capila
:, SNimmber of craploness per bowdied mibabilaseo
H SEe wnd Nonhioeal
: Central Fawal PPublic Gieneral Pt
B Countey Yot Crowerneent Cionvernmeet Lnterprises Chovgrnmen? Seglar
; Ausiradia [RAT oy ra 114 YN a7
H Austrn IR RN i8S A0 . ERUD )
; Belyimm 19RO 48N 1 57 rn 675 877
i i 115 (i Pid [ .22 180
1 Byenimark 1] a7 KOTH [ 1n 1] 33 12,34
[STILHTI 1u7u . . Mol
France IR . . . 5,71 .
Germany, Fed. Hepo ot |9ty | 4.0 1.3 1. 006y Tm
leelamd (R 549 IR R 042 7.08
Irelivnd 1978 R 2.2 221 M) 0.71
Ity 480 U7 2 .17 AR 0ot
Fapim R |4 273 (.64 375 444
[uxemboury w7 . o . JooR o
Metherbands LURD 2ab 26 1.3 530 ST
New Zcaland (R 0 Ry 1.32 | .96 83K 10,35
Norway LU v 5l . 380
Span |07 . . . FRy )] o
Sweden |u7 2RA [ |.4d 14,00 16,31
Swirserland 1979 . . o 1.76 L
‘ United Kingdom 19841 410 Al Jod @57 13,21
United States 19N 187 A0 .24 1.7 8.7
Benin 1979 076 .12 .66 {188 1.54
Botswiani 1479 AN {Lhs L 304 ..
Hurundi 1978 042 [IRE (.32 351 (S
Camcraon 1981 .66 — L 166
Coungu 1978 2an S A o .
Kenyi Ih 20 0n24 {.61 213 2.8
Liberia 1982 24 - .31 24 A E
Madagascar 1980 L o . 1.07 1.530
Mauritins 1980 S 1,534 2.0 3.99 R L
Seacgal 1976 0.40 — 0.35 (0.4t 1.25
South Adrica 1982 070 1213 o .44
Sudun 178 . L o | .61 .
Swagiland 1Yy82 335 — 0.27 3.35 362
Tanzunia 1978 .43 — 11.9% .43 2.4
Togo 198U 1.33 — . 1.53 o
Uganda 1982 1.0] 0.40 1}, 5y 1.1} .49
Zambia 1984 247 0418 213 2.6l 1.73
Zimbubwe 1979 1.33 0.32 . .43 .
India 1977 .67 1.14 .54 (BN 139
Korea 1981 2.66 0432 .38 3.08 1.63
Philippines 1979 171 033 2.29 2.06 135
Singapore 1941 5.3 — L 5.3¢ .
Sri Lanka 19K} 272 0.31 a4 32 g.i6
Thailund [y7v 247 .
Cyprus 1981 3.25 1) o 3.34
Portugal 1977 oL L. s 2.61
Bahrain 1980 6.35 {14 Co 6.39 .
Egypt 1979 140 261 140 44000 341
Oman 1980 4.36 —_ Lo 4.36 ..
Argentina 1981 212 .60 .16 4.72 5.8%
Bahamaus 1978 4.48 — 0.80 4,98 3.78
Barbados 1981 ... . 10,71
Belize 1951 i.94 — 1.94
Ecuador 1980 1.96 S
El Salvador 1982 232 L. 0.29 L o
Guatcmala 1981 1.43 0.26 0.10 1.71 1.81
Handuras 19¥1 0.73 . AN S o
Jamaica 1980 2.89 2.00 4.88
Panama 1979 3.9 0.22 145 351 5.86
St. Lucia 1981 3.85 0.33 4,18
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Table 22. Government Employees as Share of Nonagricultural Sector Employment

{Eu pereent}

State sl Nantinangtal
Central Lol IPubiic Ciengral Pubhe
Yiar GCiovernment Cioverament Lnterprses Giovernmenl Secter
31 (Rt 7 149,14 Joad 2ol 270
Asirn F74 [t ] [FERR - 21LRe
Helgium {980 18,28 74H 753 1528 R
Canada 19K1 A3 Yas R R 1307 11,40
flemnark (B 373 19,60 AN ARTRE] 2707
Finliand 1974 o MU
fFrancy IR hig! L - . 17 66 .
Germany. Fed. Rep. ol 19RO 37 1235 L4 15,72 I
Teelieex! {980 12,28 ARIR 17 1436 1713
lretand 1978 u.17 .81 .81 17.97 2078
Fapan 1ast) 2.2 (IR 1.0 hIWA 10,37
Italy LUKl .62 1 Kby Rap i 17.30 | & Kt
Luxemboury 179 o S o 17.41 .
MNetherbamds 1980 5.2 .70 1.7 17.492 15\
New Zealand 1981 2420 RPRL IR AU RIS
Norway [4749 R.25 1147 . 2272 L
Spain 1979 s S . 15.63 .
Swuden 19749 3.9 250 A4 AHL43 13,84
Switzerland 1979 L . S 11405 S
United Kingdom 1980 G 12,62 €49 123 .80
United Stales 1981 4.33 14.31 Nn.71 1843 10 33
Benin 1479 4305 078 R 49,53 "6, 95
Hotswana 1u79 5.7 718 S 33,50 Ca
Cameroon {4H1 N.46 — 8346 .
Cuntral African Rep. 1974 S 29,90
Crhana 1979 s S Co. o 73,90
Kenya 1OR0 2845 136 .40 30,65 3905
Liburia 1982 32.90 — .88 5290 59.78
Mulawi 1979 s S S S 39.20
Mauritius {OR0 14,82 183 14,18 IR.65 3284
Senegal 1976 279 12,86 32.79 45.04
South Adrica 1982 444 1.52 e .46 o
Swaziland 19%2 12,44 .83 22.44 24.27
Tanzania 1978 46.23 — 3186 46,2} 7809
Togo 1980 42.95 — S £2.95 .
Uganda 1982 ... . . o 42.20
Zambia 1980 42.32 1 24 36.47 44,56 81.03
Zimbabwe 1979 16.31 140 o 19.71 L
India 1977 13 34.23 17.67 34.35 72412
Kored 1981 11.57 .83 251 13.40) 1591
Philippines 1979 10,44 22 13.45 12.56 2051
Singapore 1981 12,17 — . 12.17
Sri Lanka 1986 15.17 1.70 28.71 16.48 45,59
Thailand 1979 . e L 23.95 20.10
Cyprus 198U 15.13 0.43 15.60
Portugal 1977 o . 9.49
Bahrain 1980 16.92 (.38 . 17.29 S
Egypt 1979 10.29 19.19 10.34 29.49 39.83
Oman 1980 25.87 — o 25.87
Argentina 1981 219 10.04 4,48 18.24 22.72
Bahamas 1978 16.00 — 2.37 16.00 18.57
Barbados 1981 e . REWY
Ecuador 1980 11.59 . . S ..
El Salvador 1982 74.83 Ce 9.33 A 49.30
Guatemala [u81 (3.46 241 (.94 15.87 16.81
Honduras 1981 325 .. ..
Jamaica 1980 13.83 9.56 L. 23.39 ..
Panama 1979 17.12 1.10 104,35 19.27 29.62
St. Lucia 1981 25.99 2.26 Ce. 28.25
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Table 23. Distribution of Guyernment Employees by Level of Government

(In percent)

Ceatral
Cronvc e nt
Fanplovees in

Ceonieral

State amd Foval

Cioverame it
Eniplovees i
Cicneed

Ceatral
Crovernment
Fanployees

State wnd Loval
Crovernment
Linplovees in

Creneral
Croverment
Prgplayees in

Statesteead Tables

Nonluuial
Pubiie
lnterprise
Fiplovees

Country Yoar Crwvernment Crovernmient IPublic Sector Public Sector Pubic Sector Pulslic Sedtor
Austealta LR M1 RO 18,83 IR 5965 14035
Austrul i V7 8D 3273 . ) ) }
Helgium uRtt 723 27T AR RATRS 7705 21Ul
Curada (KPR BT IR 14 {ih olh6a T 71 MU
Dennirk 1axt 2263 77.37 MAl 0 O% RS g
Germumy, Fed Repo ol s 1.5 LA 16,59 Ol 86 73 s
Teeland [ R332 [ERE T1.68 1214 Risl [t Ix
Treland [U78 A0l PR 1323 KR n7. 1 A2NS
Italy 1980 38T Wt 41,57 Aot R7.40 1200
fapan 1ysD 2762 7282 R TR ORI ] M43 15.57
Netherbands 180 43,86 S04 1328 RANEY) 44,38 302
New Zealund 1981 <187 IEAR Ot 31 14,64 #1001 15.9v
Nurwiy 1479 W M al.al o - L L
Sweden 1979 L7.3m 41.62 15.63 74304 RY.43 .17
United Kingdom 19RO 1346 36.54 JE49 HY A 7145 2755
Lnited States 1981 2343 7507 2308 73.21 DI e Yod
Benin 197 %6, 39 13.61 4451 780 57.31 1204
Botswana 1979 747 2125 .. o L. o
Burundi [u7s AR 16, Tit S0.94 11,21 6115 LI
Cameroon [y HEIREY - - L L S
Kenya Lysl) w47 1096 74.13 N6t To 48 2132
Liberia 1482 1000 - B 49 — Rt 11,31
Madagascar 1980 C. . .. L 71.37 .
Mauntius 1980 910y .91 65.41 7.35 7313 26.45
Senegal 1976 100.00 — T1R3 — 71.83 28.17
South Africa L9862 74.52 2548 C S .
Swanland 1982 100,00 — 92,46 — 4236 7.54
Tanzania 1978 1) .(H) — 4.1 — a9 30,79
Tugo 1 95H) HH).AH) — . Lo C S
Ugandi 1942 71.76 28,24 30.59 1991 T 50 295
Zambia 1950 94,48 2 51.23 164 5494 45.01
Zimbabwe 1979 82.77 17.23 o
India 1977 37.03 6197 27.4u4 17.52 75.47 2453
Karea 1U81 #6.37 13.64 72.75 1149 w4.23 15.77
Philippincs 1979 83. 16 16.84 Al 7.48 47.37 52.63
Singapaore 9Bl 100,00 — . s Cs C.
Sri Lanka [980 89.90 11U 3324 374 37.03 62.97
Cyprus 19350 y7.13 .87

Bahrain 1980 U783 217 s . L. s
Egypt 197y 34.91 65.09 25.84 15.19 74.03 25.97
Oman 1980 L0400 e .

Argentina 1981 44,93 535.07 36.06 44,24 ¥(h.27 19.73
Bahamas 1978 100.00 — B6.15 — 86.15 13.85
Belize 1981 100.00 — L. . .. L.
Guatemala 1981 84.81 13.15 80.09 14.31 94.43 3.57
Jamaica 1980 59.12 40).88 e o S S
Panama 1979 88.84 3.72 37.80 372 65.06 34.94
St. Luaia 1981 92.00 3.400 . o
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Table 24. Distribution of Government Wages by Level ol Government

(b pereent]

Cunteal State el L ogald Nontoancnl
Lamernmonl Cravernment Cuntrad Stivie e Cowal Cronerat IPubhie
Fplovees m Banplovees i Cawvermment Coonernmont Cravernient Enterprise
) Cienerad Gieneral I miplovees in Fplovees Eiploveds i Bmpovees i
Countiy Yuoar Grovermment Cronerimment Frublie Sector Pubkbic Sector Pubibic Sector Pablic Sector
Cartda Tos) 1) ax A s W a1 s
ek [BLY A ay
Irinee (BRI Ty 12 BRI
Crermany, Fod Hepo ol 1986 Rl I3 o
laly 14041 278 AL [ ME A R UREN 0N
Fapan 1441 RIS O\ ig
Netheriamds [NAT [ S hhRR] .
New Aot [RAY AR 15 14 N3G 19,20 5t 76 Ity 24
Norwiy (TR RN a3 Y R . .
Lonited Kingdom 1423461 R Y74 KRsh LiNH a6 7 13
Linited Stiles [RA 26l RURY) 2704 1.2 A7 Sl
Hotswana [N %374 1. 20
Cumneroun [RAT 100 () - . L o L.
Ky 199801 ERNT 11t 2 il 7.us 7790 RANIE
Libseria [ HEINY .} Rh - 4875 11.25
Senel 1476 1(H)IK) e o o L
Swaziland 1082 100D LK} - w23 G123 8.77
Tanzama 14978 1(HE(H) . .
Topo IER JELIRE1 — C S C
Zambia 14980 u7.02 2 303 1.5 S5 M) 4.7
Singapore 1981 TORE LMY —
Sei Lanka TUR() 1{HI1H)
Cyprus 1980 {(H).IN) —
Ruhrain 1980 [RETREY] —
Oman 1980 LUKAX) e
Argentina 1451 19,76 S024 i7.73 I8.09 7582 2418
Buhamas 1978 110 6)) —_ S L L o
Bulize [us1 LX).00 — . e S ..
Brazl 14749 39,32 O 3K 19.82 30,43 ML27 14.73
Costa Raca 1478 5718 4152 A8 13 3604 2417 15,83
El salvador 1952 LU0, () —_ 4543 c N8 b3 11.57
Guatenmida 1Ys1 84 .83 15,17 7742 13.93 Ul.83 815
Panuma 1979 Y653 34 . - S
St. Lucta 1441 100.60 -
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Stanstcal Tables

Table 25, Share of Government Wages in Nattonal bncome at Markel Prices

tin pereent)

State ol Semhianeiat
[ TET! Fowal Caencral IPali [RITAIR

C ool Year Ciovwettnenl Coimveriaiont Cronvetmneny Faterposes Sectol
Nustralen (R BRLE

st 14 2

Helum 1950 NS R

Canindis bS] RS} Gl |2 AT L s 5
Denmark | T (I |

Iinkand [ur [}

France 1R Tt MRE v

Cicrmany, Fed Rep ol 141 Pyl Kb (R} .

Tew b [RhiE Tinl V7S

freliod 1978 tr 8 . ..

[taly JRE] T Ay Wiy (1,45 Hy 03
[RTET IRAU] 2R 624 FRIE

Luxcmbaury R N.=0 .

Netherbands A 7R wosy 1608 -
MNew Zoeatand [RhY [IRE Ul 16,17 LA 19,32
NUrway Uty [ 1.7 17.497

S 1974 FIR1!

Sweden 1979 4.2

Swilzeriand 1479 .54 o .

Linited Kingdaom 19x01 5.0 5.02 [7.57 N.7A 632
Uineled States 14N i Q001 1274 (.70 1356
Eonin Y] X548 o . 1

Haolswiti {Y74 oAl AIRR] 13.74

Burundi 1478 H s . L

Gilvng 1974 anl . L. .
Kunva 1930 112 1.26 12.3 Lan 15,88
[aberia 1n2 1512 512 (IR 17.03
Maliws 147 163

Maurias 1980 13,41

Muoroceo 79 1288

Sierra Leane v 880

Suuth Africa 1452 A57

Sudan 7% 247 .. o o .
Swazilioil 1982 1240 — 1311 .25 14.25
Togo 1uxi) 1154 — 174 .

Tunisia 1978 1184

Ziare 78 14,68 L. oo . ..
Zambia RO 15,44 .14 [-h.88 12,03 26,491
Zimhahwe 979 1163 . o S S
India 1477 3.8l 20

Korea 1981 15.62 2.8

Mualayaia 1ys6 1045 o e .

Philippines 1474 +4.24 o .

Sri Lunka 1980 394 — 3.94
Thuiland 19749 4.6 L
Cyprus 1980 113 — 11,15
Oreece (478 I18.63 S .
Turkey 1479 .24

Eaypt 19749 9.30

Iscael 1979 13.27

Argenting 1981 4.61 4.66 9.27 2.95 12.22
Belize 1981 544 — 344 S .
Brazil 1979 100 .64 7.60 7.52 13,12
Chile 1979 11.27 . L. 3417
Colombia 1950 3 n S . .. o
Costa Rica 1978 K.86 f.63 15.49 2.91 18.41
Ecuador 1Y80 306 L L. L C
El Salvador 1982 1236 — 12.4a 1.63 14.09
Guvana 1979 16.13 - S
Jamaica 1980 15.50
Mexicao 1979 373
Nicaragua 1976 6.72 . .
Panama 1979 1202 0.47 13.49
Uruguay 1979 7 B .
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Table 26. Share of Government Wages in Total Wiges in the Economy

(In pereent)

Nonfiangel

Centrdd Lacal Creneral Public Puldic
Coantry Year Clovernmeng Ciovesniuent Crhovernment fnterpriscy Seetar
Aantralia 1980 421
Aunstri o KB
Helgium [RAU 1403 - - . S
Canadn 14K au 133 16,3 4o BN
Denmirk 198 ] 167 11AA 1523
Finland 1974 .84 o ..
France [Rh .76 L2 b4 03
Cicrmany, Fed. Repoof sty 40 13w3 IX.31
Treliml 1978 in v . .. . ..
Ttady JURD Y &S 2RT 12.72 1.39 14,10
Tupan ML +4.20 4.3 L3560 ..
Fuxembourg 974 1184 o ..
Netherbiands 1Us0 w77 13161 RASLAY o L
New Zealand [UKI] 79 W 24407 1.69 RET. (3
Narway 974 HIER 231w RTIR{AS .
Spain 179 14,05 . o
Sweden 1974 348
Switzertand |U79 2.2 o o L
Linited Kingdom [980 1.l 121 MR tins XN
Linated States [UR1 4.2 L1648 164l (AR 17.64)
Benin 1974 2970 o o 3.4
Botswana 1974 23.20 1.50 27.70 .
Burundi 1978 WS .. S . .
Kenva [uk0 27.62 L] 30.76 q3.69 M43
Maliawi 1974 16.94 . S .
Mauritius 1950 26,57
Moroceo 474 RS
Sierra Leune 1979 27.87
South Africa 1982 513
Sudan 1478 4.26
Swaziland 1952 2318 — 2308 223 25,41
Toge 1480 20,65 — X).65 c. o
Lambin [UH} 2147 1).63 2182 17.64 39.46
Zimbihwe (979 1%.66 S L L C
[ndia 1477 854 4.69
Korea 1981 3159 . C 615
Sr1 Lunka 1980 10.38 — 103,38
Thailand 1979 15.34 o ..
Creece 1978 41.28
Turkey 1979 3231
Epypt 1979 2178
Is%glgl 1979 22.69
Argenting 1981 9.66 9.76 1442 6. 149 25.61
Belize 1981 6.07 — 6.07 S .
Brazil 1979 6,27 9.63 15.90 153.73 3l.e3
Chile 1979 26.44 . . 11.88 o
Colombia 1980 7.39 s . S S
Custa Rica 1478 14.7% 11.111 23.72 4.84 30.56
Ecuador 1980 12.78 e S e o
Guyana 1979 26.80
Jamaica 1980 22.40
Mexico 1979 12.09
Nicaragua 1976 10.24 - ..
Panama 1979 17.43 .63 18.06
Uruguay . 1979 18.72 o o
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Table 27, Measures of the Level of Government Wages

Averaue
Woage ol Centrald
Cravernmmnent
Impleyvees

Central government
WU Wit tiy

[t of

Avenigy
stile aml el
wosernome
wale o ceniral

Sttishicad Tables

Average

nontimeral pabbic

t'l!lL‘l'[H‘l‘\l‘ LB IYe

3] average ventral

Couantry Yo On 4PN dnflisrs) per eapiti meanne LOVCRTINC Nl wige ROVCTHIMCNn wape
Austealia 1980 11,504 (IR

Ansiri 17 i ded 1.0y

Helgium 1981 18,373 L.y

Caninela 1K1 (AN [ 047 b1
[Yenmack 1451 MEEN S IR

Germany, bed. Rep al 149%1) 25 UK2 T 1.8

Teelnd 140541 15,850 L.l 1.5
Treland LO78 w3t 2o . .
Italy fonil 12000 1,88 04l (54
Japun [URO 20,10 2O 1} K3

Nuetherbnds YR 25,123 2K PR .
New Aealand 1us] 12,142 1A Lon 1 R3
Nurway w7 17190 | 4K [.Uf

Sweden 1v7v 14 K50 [ .44 o o
United Kurgdont 1350 153606 .60 .7 L la
Linited States 1u51 |8 540 1.3 .75 [H
Hemn 1974 220 B L. (.23
Hotswana 1974 3633 4 44 .08

Burunds 1978 2170 1511

Cimeroon 1981 150 T W

Congo 1978 3,745 S04l o .
Kenva FING |, 830 .44 [TRY1 .08
L.iberia 182 1,191 332 0,97
Mauritius 1980 2,020 2

Sencgad 1976 3,571 Y Ut

South Afnca 1452 10,323 RIPA .
Swaziland 1482 2773 272 118
Tanzania 1978 1,400 542

Tupo DI 20124 NS

Liganda Jux2 3w 140 . L.
Zanita 195} 2.6l $.405 1.1 0.97
Zinhabwe 1979 RN .73 L
India 1977 843 4.8 {.63
Kureu 198t 2754 1.7 {hR2
Philippines 1979 1,276 201

Singapore 191 6,445 .16 ..

Sri Lanka {90 143 1.77 —_

Cyprus 19%0) U Rt 244 —

Bahriin 1980 12.823 1.27 —

Egypt 1979 2477 5.70

Oman 1980 11414 1.75

Argenting 1981 5,458 .96 .82 1.7
Bahamas 1978 5.464 1.Y8

Belize 1981 3.348 e

Ecuador 1980 3. 160 L) o
El Salvador 1982 3.24n 4.al S 1.05
Guatemalu 1981 2,951 2.73 .00 .50
Jlamaica 1980 3.183 4.28 o

Panama 1979 4.5t4) 304 (.56

St. Lucia 1981 1,834 254 —
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AMENDIX L= SEAVTISTIOAL PABLES ANIE CFIANR TS

Table 28. (her Measures of Public/Private Sectar Yage Dilferentials

At al

Averaee conlrad Average wenerat Average puble Average central
SOVUTRING AL wage o povernmont wage to sevlar wage o wovernment
averiee wage ol s wipe o avenIge wilee of Wi e
cmpiovees oulside cpluovecs autside cinplovees SVCTIARC Wase 1n
Coundry Yo central government venctl government privale sector nutatacturing
Aoustrabig 151 181 S . [N
st 1479 1,32 (IR
Helgnm (Rl 073 . . 124
Canada PHsd 1.4 R (TR 111
[enuiirk 1R 1.0 .00 . 1,23
France Fanit i 70 .
Gormany, Fed Rep ol [Rall] 142 Lo 1.5t
frelnd 1978 L2 . . [RLE
fraly i) 1.013 .70 .07 [
Lapan [RA] 1.7 i.hi L l.46
Metherlands Tt 1.21 oY o (Bt
Now Aealod [B5Y 0.7 70 071 113
Narway 1974 (RN K] ) 113
Sweden 1974 | tH . S 1.1
Umited Kimpdom (PR 1.1 MR 112 .38
Ulnited States [Rh 1. 186 [{h 1.1
Hemin 1974 .56 ..
Hotswin 1974 140 [{Rrh L
Burwndi 1978 . 284
Camerann 19X S .. o 2.38
kKenva 19 194 1.01 [ [ERYA]
Maurtius 1950 0.68 256
South Adrsca 14942 .16 . S 1.74
Swaziband 19R2 [IR4E] 1.04 1.0y .53
l'oga 1980 N_33 .35 L. L
Zambia It 0.7 (.35 0.15 0.96
Zimhabwe 1979 1.1% s o .38
[ndia 1977 13.37 . L 1.23
Koren 1981 4.1 L L (91
Sribanka 1930 .63 .37 o 111
Cyprus 1980 . . ... 211
Egypt 1979 243 o o 3.54
Chman 1980 . s oo (.60
Argenting 1481 1.2 .08 1.17 5.31
Bahamas 1978 . S . 1.49
Ecuador 1980 1.12 L Ce .34
El Salvador 1982 o . .. 144
Gualermala 1981 1.71
Jamaica 1980 1.80 o L. L.
Punamau 1979 1.02 (.92 . 1.64

'‘Includes employees in the private sector, state and focal povernment sector, and nonlinancial public enterprise sector.
Includes employees in the private sector and nonfinancial public enterpeise sector.
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APPENDIEX | ¢ STATISTICAL TARLES AND CHARTS

Tabie 30. Central Government Employees by Functional Sector per F00 Inhabitants'

Finance and

Country Yeur Admuistration Lducatian Flealth Defense I*olice Planning
Austrin 1974 .. . o .16 . )
Belgium 1URD .29 i 14 .32 .73 0.33 [Tt
Canada [usl 0,27 .51 (.24 0 .45

Eyenmark 1981 1325 274 5.35 (L6l 0.37

Finland 1979 . . L (.69 .

France LU0 - . o (.57 S S
Germany, Fed. Rep. ol (49RO 0.3 132 (05 (.72 0.44 007
Teelandd TURD 15 I .68 243 S 0.27 0.27
Treland 1974 .34 .36 LX)} 0.42 0,28 0.l
Italy (R .. . L .94 L S
Figpan YR (I 112 AL (1.0 Nn.2% 0.2
Netherlunds (DL 013 1,74 [{RIX} 1.15 017 0.7
New Zealand [Ux] 047 e S (.52 L. 0.02
Spain 1979 o - S (.28 . o
Swieden 1979 048 192 4.25 (.54 136 IR
United States 1981 0.07 28 (1L.h7 L8 .36 .06
Benin 1979 .. .. 0.12 o
Camereon 181 .07 [tR R} 0.1 0n17 N 0.2
Congo V78 1,38 [Hd] {1, 40) .. . .11
Kenya 1980 (.61 0. 7e 018 008 0.25 L
Liberia 1982 13,80 th49 (.25 0.34 0.7 011
Mauritius 1980 .34 1.21 (L85 o .55 .23
Senegal 1976 .03 .13 (1L 0.15 013 0.07
South Alrica 1982 14 16 (.07 . 0.4 .03
Swaziland 1982 .31 073 (.24 0.09 0.27 0.11
Tanzania 1973 S o . 0.36 . .
Topu 1980 .06 (163 0.14 0.21 .t 0.bl
Uganda 1982 13 (19 0.1 0.2 w12 .01
Zambia 1980 (.2} (.54 0.29 0.34 0.3l 0.07
Zimbabwe 1974 .22 (h18 0.14 .35 .25 0.01
India 1977 108 (145 0.1l 0.18 0.10 oo
Korea 1YB1 ni7 17 0.02 1.69 (L34 0.01
Philippines 1979 . .54 o S . o
Singapore 1981 L1y .40 0.6d4 254 .53 (.31
51 Lanka 1980 h22 0.143 .38 0.14 0.15 (.06
Cyprus 1980 .18 0.485 0.34 Ry (.59 0.18
Porwugal 1977 o . o .90 o S
Bahraia 1980 .. 1.75 .30 0.56 o 0.1l
Oman 1980 1.60 1.07 .52 2.13 . (.64
Argentina 1981 0.09 1.83 .36 0.43 (.72 0.07
Bahamas 1978 .53 1.82 L1l 0.04 .62 0.18
Belize 1981 D18 0.24 .35 (.29 0.12
Brazil 1979 o 0.96 o
Ecuador 1980 0.06 0.74 .19 0.43 (.20 0.06
El Salvador 1982 0.11 D.64 0.34 0.23 ¢.07 0.09
Guatemala 1981 0.08 .54 .17 0.19 .15 0.07
Jamaica 1980 0.33 0.94 (.52 .10 .34 0.03
Panama 1979 0.26 1.38 0.50 S 0.60 0.14
St. Lucia 1981 0.33 1.51 0.30 . 0.33 0.25
Uruguay 1979 o 1.03 . .
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Table M) (con

cluded). Central Goverm

nent Employee

Statisthicad Tables

s hy Functional Sector per 100 Inhkabitants'

Minmg, Fabor and

Manutacturing, Fransparrt amd Social
Counlry Yoar Agricuiiture and Canstruehion Lhalities Communicalicnm Posts sSeaurily {Nher
Helgium 1GKL) noi . .. .10 0.2 .0 0]
Canada 14K 0nar 0.1l 1o .10 (.26 RN 0.2
renmark [usl .. S 120 .-
Crermany, Fed. Repoof - T9RD 0.1t ((RH]] U3 -— -— (ERV
[eeland FUsl) {18 [{REY] fl3 . o4 {11
freland 1475 .29 114 1304 1177 011 .
Japun 1980 007 .02 .04 0.27 0.012 0no3
MNetherlands 19R( 108 1[4 L 018 0,21 0,14
New Zealand [BLY} 0 df 0.51 k20 0.15 .21 .35
Sweden Lu74 &/ .10 (.10 ik 20 iLUR
United States 1981 005 [1AN 27 .21 [INE
Cameroon 1yl 0.03 0.01 0.03 . - 041}
Congu 1973 018 0.04 S . 0L 0.0} (.89
Kenya 1980 1116 i 0 .42 .02 S . S
Libecna 1942 .06 i 21 . 0.02 0.0t .05
Maurttius 1GRI) .87 1074 0.19 0.5 0.1 .02
Senegal 1976 308 0.035 . 041 . 103
Suuth Africa 1442 .07 .. [1AL] (.41 0.0l —
Swaziland 1UH2 0.24 .04 th13 S .. 0.05
Toga J9K1 0.2 043 — - (1.6 0.01 .08
Uganda 1982 0.1% 0418 0.03 101 L 0.01 0415
Zamba L9RG 0.27 .32 . (HL0O8 0452 0.0
Zimbabwe 1979 0.03 .07 0053 .18 0.n2 0.01
Endia 1977 - u.0? 0.31 0.1t . .02
Korea 1981 0.03 n.m — — S (h.01 0.0l
Singapore 1981 .06 S 0.12 IR .07 0.05 .10
Sri Lanka 1981} 0.12 0.07 .03 .21 120 0.03 0.18
Cyprus 1480 0.11 .45 0.03 .03 (.05 0.06 0.40
Bahrain L1980 0,11 .33 0.67 022 0.06 0.11( 1.00
Oman 1980 0.21 (L07 0.20 0.28 0.04 .10 .22
Argentina 1981 .03 00?7 (.0 0407 .. .05 Ut
Bahamas 1978 0.09 (0.22 ... (.13 .08 0.04 0.18
Behize 1681 0.41 0.12 S .06 06 0.02 0.12
Ecuador 1980 .10 0.41 0.01 .11 o 0.03 L
El Salvador 1982 0.11 0.03 ... 0.30 0.16 .01
Guatemala 1981 0.05 0.8 L. ce 0.09 0.01
Jamaica 1980 0.21 .18 — 0.01 u.ls 0.04 0.03
Panama 1979 0.18 (111 (.08 0.08 .07 0.09
St. Lucia 1981 (333 (.08 0.25 0.25 .- 0.08

"The number of employees in the police, health, and education sectors have been augmented by the number of such employees at the s

and local government levels.

tate

51



AFPENDIX L STATISTIOAL TABLES AND UHARTS

Table X1, Central Goverament Employees by Functional Scctor as a Share of
Total Central Gavernment Employment’

{In percenl}

Finanee amd

Counlry Yuar Addnunistratun Eslueation Heaith Delense fPulice Flamng
Ausiri 1474 415 . o
Bebnum IR AIY] 125 37R7Y A7 130 a5 T4
Cananda 1ust 700 17.71 0 3% 1205 177 .
Denmark 19%1 142 RIRH| R 4.n2 163 .
Ciermany, Fed. Rep. ol 19R0 1075 LI LR 19,84 13.25 147
{oelamd [Rhill e A0S 4435 A 4R 484
Erchimd 1978 N7 Vb [T 141, fsH 712 0.9
Faly 1983 . . .6l . A
l;gp;u\ [RERAN Luy 1570 7 80 ) 360 1.3t (1.4
Netherlamds (R RIE) 414 el 20,70 UK 6.6
Sweden 1474 <.27 At.8s 46041 SHT7 R (.50
United States [RAT! [.26 4158 12411 2472 0.8 1413
Benin 19749 o S .. 13,75 S oL
Camceroan 14941 14.70) 2 .80 25K} L 374
Congo 1975 1451 RIK: 13.30 . . 1,02
Kenyi [Rhil) 2580 35,499 it R 11.56 S
Liberia Lus2 KRR 20012 VY 14.23 T 1.67
Muturitius TUR0 11.(0) 2240 L5.68 . .18 4.28
Sencgal 1076 370 2614 L1 9% 1656 14,16 X.28
South Alrica 1u82 19,39 2118 B9l . 1435 4.25
Swianziland [9K2 v.24 MIVE! T.07 265 S 13 126
Tanzarua (978 S S L 15,28 . o
Topgo YR 173 41,54 445 13.93 6.22 7.21
Upanca [UX2 13.27 4.2 .55 12.34 12.24 | .19
Zambia 1480 8.13 2203 11,61 13,541 12.58 271
Zimbabwe Y74 14,38 LW Y6 1289 1618 0.66
India IR 6.06 34.76 H.66 13,600 7.42 .
Karca 14981 3.54 22.62 (.52 54.68 12.76 0.18
Philippines 1974 S 34,64 . .. o .
Stogapore 1981 186 1483 11.46 47.90 D78 5.75
Sri Lanka 19Kt 519 3412 13.93 kR{¥} 3.37 2.32
Cyprus 198 542 201t 10.34 85.22 18.23 5,42
Bahruin 1980 L. REAES) 0Ky .59 1.78
Oman 198} 16,64} REW 1 11.86 4897 1.03
Argentina 1981 2.4 47.80 w.a2 11.25 18.74 L.75
Bahamas 1978 .71 3o.6l1 22.32 ).Re 12.50 357
Belize 1681 9. 12.12 18,18 . 1513 6.06
Ecuador 1980 3.18 37.66 u.74 22.23 10.29 3.00
El Salvador 1982 1.75 27.44 14.80 0.87 3.4 4.04
Guatemala 1981 5.71 37.52 11.81 13.33 1.57 4.86
Jamaica 1980 11.55 3244 17.88 3.32 11.71 L.11
Panama 1979 7.69 .66 14.76 S 17.74 424
St. Lucia 1981 870 39.13 13.04 .. 8.70 6.52
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Statestecal Tadsles

‘Fable M (concluded)r. Central Government Employees by Functional Sector as a Share of
Total Central Government Employment’'

1 poerventy

Ny, 1 abwy anul
Sanulacturing, Iransport il Socil

Conntry Yom Aprwuliare wnd Constoocnion Litihities Cosnuoacation Prein Seuriy Cithet
Hebaum (Rl 1o (A 039 0oy e
Camnla LON1] 1wl (1IN A 270 VK A ¢ 587
[¥enmark IRhT| i 1

Ciermany, Fed Hepoot o 1480 0o 0 s 0 1
[ovhivmd 14=0 RIAE 1.l . Tl L i1 [
frefand {uis s Lk . [ERTR 1881 271

lapan [+450) 242 1) 58 [ 1AM tHun el
Netherbhimds (R b7 RIR| L 475 Lo
Sweden O30 043 1l . 113 ‘ Y 11 86
Linted States 191 1y 5y Ny [RED 4.x1 . L7 L7
Cameroon [OR] s7 |43 428 0. M RIUN
Cunga 978 fr Ry ] . (.53 [N (Bl
enva Tuxd 7.03 RR1R) ] nol ) » o
Liberia TN T 5.5 . A 0.4 1oy
Maurtias 1980 10y, (1 1303 . R 1.2 P8t .41
Senepal 197 hITR S8R .. (L o 344
Sueulh Adtica 1R 10,26 (.04 b3 200 200 (Los
Swaziland 1982 ran 14w ARG .. L . 1.6
Tupea [ 4RA 77 1.om 0.l 1,23 373 075 ETR
Uganda 1482 14,63 5.0 RAUS .51 o 1ot S0
Lambu [URL: 10 84 1286 . RIS o 147 1.3
FALYILHATY 979 2.8 4.4 AR 1183 S [ .U
[nelia u7? .18 a7 AL 22 537 .72
Rarei U] (. Ry 03l .03 ol . (.14 .40
Singapore [UN1 1.0v S 27 L6 124 101 .74
S Lanka 195D 442 2.7 bols 158 74y 1.12 6.0
Cyprus 1980 343 LA (T (A BT 197 12.32
Bahram [ ) 17X 5.3 a7 156 1hsY 178 16.08)
Crman 1980 1.0 1.535 4404 44 Ik 232 5015
Argontina 1981 13,80 1.72 (IR 1.73 L 1.3l 280
Balamas 1478 1.79 4.46 . 268 P79 (h8Y 1.537
Belize T8 21.21 h.% . 103 303 1.21 6.06
Ecuador [9H0) 3T {L6] 073 5 K8 .35 L.
El Sulvador 182 454 R o 21.61 682 .30
Guatemala tosl .62 5.62 o . . 6.10 .67
Jamaica 1980 7.12 633 .16 0.47 5.2 .42 111
Panama 1979 508 DA S 233 233 24 251
St. Luia 1951 R.70 207 L 6.532 (.32 . 217

"Both the total number of central government employees and the number of emplovees in the pulice, health, and education sectors have
been augmented by the number of emplovees in these three sectors at the state and local government levels.
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APPENDIX 1 = STATISTICAL TARLES ANDY CHARTS

-mptoyee in Different Functional Sectors Relative to

Table 32, Index of Average Salary per b
Average Central Government Wage

Country
Standard

Finance and

Cuuntry Year Devintion Administration Education tleulth Defense PPolice Planming
Canaslia 1ug1 8.1 (TN} 7 4 1OHE | 4y, K. 6 S
leehand YORU 172 1264 977 w7 . 185.0 N2
Japan 198} 208 1264 142t 1Al ss K5 .7
MNew Zealand 19%1 155 q9.7 [LLER] I35 {lal 1160 1.1
Sweden 1974 o . o RN .. o L
Unatest States 1981 188 1411 1370 1328 Ku.7 1204
Kenva [Rh) 258 1202 a7 135.2 14 1427 L
1.iberia [9K2 RANL ab, | (AR 13112 96.3 78.8 117.2
Nwritius [Bhit) 105.5 HLER 2.2 1163 Do 143.7 1548
South Africa [u¥2 21.5 75.3 34 0.5 S of). 3 o8, |
Swaziland 1982 LY 1624 1i9.4 114.3 42 8 B ] 141.5
Togu [4K0 495 M7 78.3 110, Y.t Hid 122.0
Uganda 1982 6.0 1239 1464 534 1524 ho .S 2488
Zambia 1980 AR5 124.9 145.9 2.0 1344} ol.2 79.3
Zimbubwe L4749 536 145.0 147.5 8.4 4.6 g4.7 [RI
Endna 1977 . 113.7
Korea 19Kl 42.2 162.7 2221 170.9 52.2 {697 136.8
Singapare 1481 48.2 | 8.6 1d5.6 2.1 S 01.6 123.1
Sri Lanka [4R(0 4l 141 4) 148.3 [RERL 114 43 10749 1169
Cyprus He 42.5 162.7 114.2 4.0 97.5 122.0
Bahrain 19341 1093 o 31.1 ELA! . 3940
Oman 19841 220 9.9 . | 9.6 671 132.8
Arpuntina 1981 na.l L41.1 6.7 81.4 1398 106.2 128.5
Bahamus 1978 20.5 13549 96.5 &A1 118.1 92.0 67.9
Belize 1981 189 11345 [12.0 4.6 o %0.6 126.9
Ecuador 1980 24 131.4 [14.9 B6.2 L04.6 50.7 92.6
El Salvador 1982 24.4 139.3 1241 100.2 104.2 930 12£.3
Jamaica 198(} fl.2 75.60 97.0 722 1.3 9.4 250.6
Panama 1979 3R.6 [ dd b 93.6 9.1 . 70.6 102.5
St. Lucta 1981 26.4 117.6 103.8 108.9 98.0 117.6
Mining, Labor and
Manufacturing, Transport and Social

Agriculture  and Construction Utilities ~ Communication Posts Security Other
Canada 1981 105.7 104.9 12403 106.3 .. 86.2 108.3
[celand 1980 120.8 125.2 o 979 . 38.1 .
Japan 1980 131.2 1¥7.4 S 58.2 95.4 117.0 108.2
Wew Zealand 981 831 953 75.5 105.6 - 74.7 119.7
United States 1981 119.9 126.7 1348 168.0 123.6 124.8
Kenya 1980 100.7 1465 {75.3 146.6 . . .
Liberia 1982 177.6 111.2 o O 87.7 141.0 153.6
Mauritius 1980 43.8 65.0 .. 28.8 377.2 131.2 296.9
South Africa 1982 44,6 103.5 3.5 290 . 654 92.0
Swaziland 1982 152.4 123.8 192.1 .. e .. 153.3
Togo 1980 105.8 116.0 98.8 69.9 95.1 101.0 123.0
Uganda 1982 6L.7 58.5 1.1 153.8 e 52.5 64.5
Zambia 1980 68.3 59.2 ... 25.8 122.4 69.5
Zimbabwe 1979 188.5 T3 46.4 28.3 208.4 112.5
Karea 1981 131.4 i47.3 .. 153.4 L. 150.5 109.0
Singapore 1981 34 .4 . 2452 124.8 82.9 113.6 117.3
Sri Lanka 1980 101.3 116.5 2429 114.4 10L.5 103.4 77.5
Cyprus 1980 95.9 130.5 93.2 125.8 839 97.9 81.6
Bahrain 1980 98.5 41.5 121.0 93.3 Ca 674 31.7
Oman 1980 64.7 978 69.9 60.4 69.9 62.1 51.7
Argentina 1981 184.3 96.6 389.5 110.7 Ce. 133.8 100.4
Bahamas 1978 94.5 108.7 A 110.3 94.5 70.9 124.1
Belize 1981 832 89.6 S 104.5 39.7 74.7 97.1
Ecuador 1980 94.6 115.6 1132 77.8 . 82.2 .
El Salvador 1982 101.3 72.4 ce 60.4 e 90.8 132.5
Jamaica 1980 45.7 18.4 184.1 36.6 4.9 75.8 65.0
Panama 1979 80.5 75.5 . 50.8 58.1 82.1 261.4
St. Lucia 1981 75.1 143.8 32.8 C . 156.8

54



(Predicied cimplovment poer lnmdued mbabaiants)

Convintry

Avastralia
Austrn
Belewum
il
[wenemirk
Flinwd
France

Gicrmany | Fed. Rep ot

Lo laand
[relingd

ltaly

Japan
Luxemboury
Netherlhuuds
New Zealand
Norway
Spuun
Sweden
Switzerland
Umited Kingdom
Unuted States

Benin
Botswana
Burundi
Cameraon
Central Afncan Rep.
Canga
Ethtopia
Crhana
Kenya
Liheria
Madagascar
Malawi
Mauritius
Morocco
Senegal
Sierra Leone
South Africa
Sudan
Swaziland
Tanzania
Togo
Tunisia
Uganda
Zaire
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Bangladesh
India
Korea
Malaysia
Pakistan
Philippines
Singapore
Sri Lanka
Thailand

Cyprus
Greece
Portugal
Turkey

Bahrain
Egypt
Israel
Jordan
Oman

Year

Tl

1479
144L)
(R
jrsl
1479
1450
1Ux1)
[RAE
1978
198103
IR
1974
1450
19K 1
JU79
14749
10749
1974
F9IRN
19Kt

O]
1979
L1978
(AT
1979
1978
1977
1979
1980
1982
1984
1979
1480
1979
1976
1979
1982
1978
1982
1978
1980
1978
1982
1978
1980
1979

1979
1977
1981
1980
1979
1979
1981
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1979

1980
1978
1977
1979

1980
1979
1979
1979
1980

400
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Table 33 continuedi. [GEM Indices and Predicted Level of Employment by Key Functioral Sector

(Predicted complovinent per hndred thabitanis)

Eclucitwn He

Predicted

Avdirmstraton
Prodicied P'redicted

Country Year TG nduex ciployimcin IGENME dex citploysnent TGEM nudex cmployment
Argenlina 181 I8 (1 ju 137 13 R 0.7
Babumas 1078 s 131 13 .39 1 093
arbados UKt 1,50 . boa - (03
Bcliee 1981 My iy Rl {174 Ph 1h45
Braed IR . (L Al 1.0 [ERh
Chule ta7y ‘ a0 . 1.00 ‘ (.30
Colonha [RAi8] i in L .87 } 1Yy
Closta Rica NN LIIRE" oL 1012 L (.47
Fewadar [RAY 248 [T s ([N SH [EIRR]
El Salvindor 14982 42 n27 B 1h67 251 014
Cuatenala 14N1 AR 25 6 1,83 1 0,26
Cruvana 1970 . [EMRE o 0.77 . a7
FEondurias 1981 . 1.2y L .83 . 002
Lamaea 14nth IR [SIRN hht 1.a7 Nl (.85
Moexico INFD] L 2 . 119 o .56
MNicaraguil 14970 . (32 o .73 - .23
Fananma 147% 74 [ 120 ] a7 72 1,649
St Lucia [UN1] 02 .33 127 119 34 .47
Trimdad and Tobags 1UsD S 1141 S |55 S 045
Uruguay [T L nw S 1.33 S 1.0
Duelense Paolice Finunce and Planning
Predicled Predicted Predicted
1GEM ndex emplovment IGEM index employment 1GEM index emplovment
Australea {980 L 073 L (.30 L 12
Austria 1979 2A (.75 L .42 . .13
Betgium 1980 DH 0175 7 (.42 RV 13
Canada 1l i3] (.75 111 0.4 L 011
Denmark 1981 T 0.1l b5 (1,39 S 0.15
Finland 1979 85 (.81 L .39 . 0.15
Fraonce 1980 75 .75 R {1.38 L 0.09
Germany, Fed. Rep. of 1984 96 Q7S 126 {r.38 79 0.09
Teeland 1980 S (.35 33 M) 123 .22
Ireland 1978 57 .73 72 39 12 0.13
[taly 1980 126 .74 L. {35 L 008
Japan 1980 M (75 T8 .36 33 0407
Luxembourg 1979 . (L75 - 1,30 S 0.2t
Metherlands 198(} 141 .82 46 0,38 Ratl] 0.13
MNew Zealand 1981 70 0.74 L 0.42 11 0.15
Morway 14974 o 082 - .41 . .16
Spain 1974 I8 0.74 L. 0.33 L 0.08
Sweden 1979 iy} .82 91 0.40) Bl (L15
Switzerland 1979 L. 0.73 L. 045 L {15
United Kingdom 1980 S 0.452 L. 0.34 S .09
United States 1981 182 076 104 0.35 98 .06
Benin 1979 26 .46 L 0.19 L .07
Botswana 1979 - (.64 N 0.33 e 0.12
Burundi 1978 - 0.04 S 0.20 .. 0.04
Camcroon tOR1 3i 0.55 L 0.27 R{ 0.06
Central African Rep. 1979 C (.38 . 0.26 o 0.07
Congo 1978 S 0.6l . 0.27 99 0.11
Ethiopia 1977 — . (.09 C —
Ghana 1979 o 0.57 o 0.26 C 0.07
Kenya 1980 17 .45 111 0.23 . 0.03
Liberia 1982 66 .52 59 0.29 123 0.09
Madagascar 1980 S .44 0.1% . 0.05
Malawi 1979 .27 o {121 L. (.04
Mauritius 1980 .66 t62 {134 185 (.12
Morocco 1979 s .65 RN 0.26 . 0.05
Senegal 1976 28 0.53 60 0.21 £33 0.07
Sierra Leone 1979 L 0.36 c. 0.24 L 0.06
South Africa 1982 0.76 45 0.30 40 0.07
Sudan 1978 . 0.53 ... 0.19 A 0.04
Swaziland 1982 134 0.52 77 0.35 80 0.14
Tanzania 1978 85 0.43 C 0.15 R 0.03
Togo 1980 43 0.50 42 .23 136 0.08
Tunisia 1978 S 0.66 A 0.26 S 0.09
Uganda 1982 400 — 47 0.14 400 —
Zaite 1978 S (126 . 0.16 . .01
Zambia 1980 37 {1.61 130 0.24 86 0.08
Zimbabwe 1979 57 .62 103 0.24 16 0.06
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Table 33 (continued). [GEM Indices and Predicted Level of Employment by Key Functional Sector

PPrelcred emplavinent poe bmmdiedanhabants

etonse [KRLITRS finance and Planmmny
IMrcdicred PProchictesd IMedicied
Conetey Yo 10T des cinployent b M ondex cinploymenl [N anadey cimplovame ol
Banpladesh faia . (A
Trcdian 17?7 A% 030 (D) {1LHs
ke 1o LA .00 17 all A RTA
Midavsa | iy INES ) i Kl 047
IZakistan 10 i, 30 TN
P'hilippanes 1474 [r . [ TN
Singapore 1] i w7 Lk i M IR
Sl anka {usi s 1 Ml 73 02 7 ol
Thanland w7 . . N2 . por
Cyvprrus LRy 180 n73 P41 Nkl 107 11
Cireeay 1978 L 073 0, 36 . 11
Powiuyal 1977 118 0,77 025 . (YR
lurkev (R a7 - 0.1 003
Hahran Fasn ] tnt S .47 AR} 0]
v 1 . 1.3 . Uy o .2
Farael 1074 . 1500 {1 34 X 013
Jordun (R FL . .49 . IR . 0.
Crman [REhil] 277 137 . 0.4l 25 0.1
Arecnti junl 07 11,05 2 03N B 00N
Hahamas 978 6 n7i 147 0,43 w1y (b2
Barbundos TNt .. n7i . (.44 - (LN
Belize 14n] L 1 a8 = 1, A8 12 016
Brasl 17y L n7e L ull . n.02?
Chile 19749 - [t . 032 . [{R{R
Colombin 1480 . .07 L 217 . {45
Costa Ricu 1978 . (.70 . 1.3 L niz
Feuudor [N A {.aN h [HIRY 73 [T
1 Salvadeor 1452 A 1.3 M 0.8 122 0.08
Cruatemilba |41 20 (.67 2 .30 B 0.08
Cruyani (9749 . n.n? o 128 L (R
tlonduras 1981 S .57 o 15,25 . [N
Jumaica T9RO 13 .73 114 030 27 .12
Muxico 1979 L. 0.71 - 0,20 L [EX13]
Nicuragua 1970 L 0.4l S 0.3} S 110
Panama 1979 L. 0.a2 (R4 (L33 117 n.12
St. Lucia 1951 .. 08 KR {132 132 0.iv
Trimdad und Tabago 1451 . .74 - i34 S 0.17
Lituguay 1979 154 .67 L. (LR C 0.13
Mining,
Munufacturing, Labor and
Agriculture and Construction Utikities Social Security
IGEM Predicted [GEM Predicied [GEM Predicted [GEM Predicted
index employment index employment index emplovment index employment
Australia 1YsD A 0.10 . .11 - 0.3 - 04y
Austria 1979 . .12 . 0.13 - 0.3 S 0.09
Betgium 1980 23 0.11 L 0.12 L .13 22 0.10
Canada lusl 97 .07 R (0.10 42 1Ll a4 0.10
Denmark 1981 L .12 L (1l 3 .13 S} 0,10
Finland 1979 L. 012 L .11 L .13 . 0.10
France 1980 - .05 L (h07 R (.08 L .09
CGermany, Fed. Rep. of 1980 19 0.04 13 .07 - o8 4 010
[celand {980} HH 0.23 37 0.2 . (IR 47 0.09
[reland 1978 179 .16 8y 0.15 L .16 142 .07
Japan 1980 100 .02 7 0.03 L 0415 24 0.09
Luxembourg 1979 . (.23 C 0.23 S u.27 S 0.1}
Netherlands (980 108 0.08 186 .08 S .10 203 0.10
New Zealand 1931 294 U.16 324 .16 145 0.18 243 .09
Norway 1979 S 0.12 ce 0.12 C 0.15 - 0.10
Spain 1979 . 0.07 L 0.08 L 6.07 C 0.08
Sweden 1979 S0 (.10 107 0.09 L 012 191 0.10
Switzerland 1979 . 0.12 oL 0.14 . 0.17 S 0.10
United Kingdom 1980 o 0.03 S o B03 S 0.04 L 0.1}
United States 19481 H00 — 3t 0.03 13 0.03 223 0.09
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Table A3 (concludedy. 1IGEM Indices and 'redicted Level of Employment by Key Functional Sector

[abor and

Aaroullure atd Conatructicn Litdities Sewcial Secunity
FGTEM Predicted [Gi0M IPredicied [0i12M Predicied G EM Predicted

Couniry Year inlex viployment index 3 mdey criplevenent I cmplovinem
Tienin 1974 LRI 0412 .03
ISortswani U7y 23 11 to 0.0
Rurumdi tis s .. 1305 ‘ 0 [
Cmerenn [Nl A} 14 5 0oy i 0414
Centrid Adricisn Rep. a7y B M - nin . (X1
Congo (Y78 43 i.1u i {1 77 1).6)-4
Ethiopia 1u77 (.48 0.2 o 0.014
Cibania 1u7Y o 012 . 0.1k {LOS 0.03
Kenya 19K 131 .12 1§} 041K =5 1,113 . Nl
[abera 82 34 (.20 120 016 .12 2 .04
Minclagascar FRa) IBR DGR .l (IRTX]
Malawt 1479 L ni7 .. .12 uns 02
Mauritnes 19811 k) 1,22 R (PR .16 RS [IXIN)
Moraceo 1974 .. (IR N C 104 . 0.4k 0.04
Senegal 1976 hR) 13 37 0.0y S 0.3 . 0.03
Sierri Leane 19749 L 0w . 14 . DA L 0.02
South Adrica 1ug IR .07 7 au? 145 1,04 20 w7
Sudan 1978 L tho1i .. [N L — 0.3
Swiziland 1982 OX 2 18 (.2 [ 08 .15
Tanranu 1978 - (1N .. 0.4 S - .. 0n.03
Togan [UK0) i¥) {18 27 0.1l 6 1.0 i 0.03
Tunista T978 o R o 048 - .06 . 0.05
Uganda [GR2 1n2 014 9l 09 A0H) — -H¥) —
Laire 1974 L 0.0 S 12.(J6 — . 002
Zambia 1980 (R 0.4 RENY n.0Y e 0.415 55 0.04
Limbiihwe 14974 23 0.4 72 [ERRY 101 0.5 56 0.04
Buangladesh 1979 B 006 RN 02 L e —
ki 1977 HH) — Jix) — HX) — . 0.3
Korea 1981 3z 104 14 .07 2 .01 17 0.03
Malaysia 19RO 012 (.11 0.07 0.3
Pakistan 1979 fr.0R 0.2 — 0.02
Philippines 1979 s (DY AWy L - L. 0.04
Singapore 1981 36 {16 S 0.15 73 .16 64 0.08
Sri Linka (980 g2 .13 74 0.09 185 .12 7. (4.02
Thailand 1979 (.08 0.96 . e o .03
Cyprus 1980 3 0.23 23 0.21 22 .21 %) 07
Greece 1978 0.12 012 0.1 .07
Partugal 1977 0.11 0.08 (.05 .06
Turkey 1979 0.6 0.05 .01 0.05
Bahrain 1980 19 0.23 134 0.21 266 0.25 14 0.10
Egypt 1979 - 0.07 . {03 . — o 03
Israel 1979 014 {11 0.[1 0.08
Jardan 1979 . 0.18 L 13 L 0.11 L 0.04
Oman 1980 113 0.19 42 .14 LI 0.08 113 0.09
Argentin: 1981 40 (.08 97 0.07 30 0.03 72 0.07
Bahamas 1978 M .26 93 0.24 o .26 38 (.08
Barbados 1981 - .26 - 0.23 (125 - .07
Belize 1981 144 th.29 49 0.24 0.23 49 .05
Brazil 1979 . .03 0.002 — A 0.05
Chile 1979 (h12 0.11 .. 0.09 .06
Colombia 1980 {109 0.08 .. 0.04 .05
Costa Rica 1978 S .19 o 0.16 s 0.15 S (.06
Ecuador 1980 76 0.14 0] 0.12 [6 0.09 50 0.05
El Sailvador 1982 69 (.16 25 D13 .. 0.09 400 0.04
Guatemala 1981 36 0.14 66 012 . 0.09 185 0.05
Guyvana 1979 0.21 o 0.135 .. 0.12 AN 0.04
Honduras 1981 . 0.16 . .11 .. 0.06 ... 0.04
Jamaica 1980 120 0.17 146 .13 3 0.10 73 0.06
Mexico 1979 . 0.04 (.04 — L 0.06
Nicaragua 1976 . 0.19 S 16 0.12 S 0.04
Panama 1979 96 0.18 207 0.15 0.13 119 0.06
St. Lucia 1981 127 0.26 4a .18 0.17 S 0.06
Trinidad and Tobago 1980 - 0.20 . 019 0.21 0.08
Uruguay 1979 0.15 012 0.11 0.07
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Chart Y. New Zealand, Belginm, the Netherlnds,
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Chart 3. Kenya, Senegal, and Swaziland: Lorenz
Curve of Government Salary Structure
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Chart 4. Roren and Sri Lanka: Lorens Curve ol

GCovernment Salary Structure
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Chart 5. Guatemala, Panama, and El Salvador:
Lorenz Curve of Government Salary Structure
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Appendix I
Sources of Data

Argentinag

Data provided by the national authorines.

Australia

Hurcie of Staistios, Yoarboeok Australin (79S] .

Department of the Treasury, Faifmareys of Keceipes ond
Suntnary of Fsiimred Fxpenditure, For the Year
Fuding 10 fune TUST

PPublic Service Board, Aneiad Keporr, 198081

Austria

Herausgeseben vom Osterreichischen Statistisches Zen-
tradumit, Statistisches Handhucl fiir dic Republik
Osterreicl; XXX Jahrgany. Neuc Falge 1980

Bahamas

Approved Estimates of Revenwe and Expenditnre, Recur-
rent and Capital . 1978,

Departiment of Statistics. Statistical Abstracy FU78,

Bahrain

Data provided by the national authoritics.

Belgium

Data provided by the national suthorities,

Gestion Publique. Apercu des Effeciifs du Secreur Public
(various yearsh.

Institut National de Statistique., Maimistere des Alliires
Economiques. Amiaire Statistique de la Belgigue,
Tome 100, 1980. Ministere des hnances — Sitna-
Hon geénérale du trésor public au 37, déc. (various
yeuars).

Services d'Administration Général — “Retributions du
Personnel des Ministeres de Belgique.™ 11181,

Statut Pécuniaire C.D.32, 1.9.79.

Belize

Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure for the Year
1981182,

Burundi

Data provided by the International Labor Organization.

Cameroon

Data provided by the national authorities.

Canada

Data provided by the national authorities.

Public Accounts of Canada—Expenditure by Stundard
Object.

60

Sulary by Occupation  Collective Agrecinents.

Statistics Canwcla, Federal Government Emplovment,

Statisties proveded by the nutonal authorities trom data
compiled by Statisties Canuda and the Treasury
Board ol Canada.

Cyprus

Mimistry of Finance, Budyger for TO8].

Duta pravided by the International Labor Organization,

Denmark

Finansministenict 181 Personalefortegnelse for (98]

Finansministerict. Budgetdepartementet, Budeer rede-
gorelse [98].

Lunnings-og penstonsdepartementet, Finansminisiericts
lonoversigrer. 1. oktober 19581,

Ecuador

Data provided by the national authorities.

Egypt

Data provided by the national authorities and the Interna-
tionul Labor Organizution.

El Salvador

Data provided by the national authorigies.

Direccon General del Presupuesto, Andlisiy por Sec-
tores: Apéndice Estadistico, 1987,

Germany, Federal Republic of

Budger 1980,

Bundesministerium der Finanzen. Finanz Beriche, 1983,

Deutscher Bundestag: 8. Wahlperiode; Drucksache
8/2223: Oktober 19, 1978,

Statistisches  Bundesamt Wiesbaden, Wirtschalt und
Statistik. 8/82: 4/82: [1/81. 7/81: Verlug W.
Kohlhammer.

Guatemala’

Data provided by the national authonties.

Direccion General de Estadistica et al, Primer Censo
Nacional de Funcionarios v Empleados Publicos
(August 1980).

Presupuesto Analitico de Sueldos del Personal Per-
manente af Servicio del Estado. ado 1981

' Although the decentralized agencies form an important part of the
Guaternalan economy. wage data detailing each of the agencies
separately were not available.



Prosupacester de Trereson v lgresos del Poatado fercicn
YR AY)

e Naconal de o Servicn Ol Ireddiee Alfecdeiic e de
Firders v Selarion ncrades axrencdos a piiestos e
lon Servidores por o i oposicion 1S

Mol de Clastecacion de Poestos . o Fdwcion, {950

Honduras

[ provided by the International Fabor Oreanization

Iceland

rata provided by the national awthonies,

India

Burcae ol Public Baterprises, Swnreal Kepors, Vol |
(979 =8O

o mnal Beport o on the Waorking of dndnsirial

amd  Commercral Underiakings  of  the Cenral
Crenvcerinnent,

Central Statistical Office, Statiatical Absiracs.

Commeree Rescarch Burcaw, HBosie Staristics on the
Incian Fconenny . 19800 Bombay .

e Baste Statistios on State Feonones of Tndin,
1980 Bombay .

. Cennmerce Yearbook of the Public Sector,

Labour Burcau. Fadian Labour Statisifes.

L The Indian Labour Yearbook,

Ministry of Finunce. Budger 1078 79,
the Cemtral Govermment Budeet, 198081

L Report of the Third Central Pav Connmission,

Ireland

Central Statistics Oftice. Sravistical Abstract of Ireland,
1978,

Review Body on Higher Remuncration in the Pubhic
Sector, Report No. 20, to Minister for the Pubiic
Service on the Levels of Remuneration Appropriate
to Higher Posts in the Public Scctor. 30 Octaber
1979,

Jamaica

Civil Service Establisiunent Act (1980).

Circulars provided by the national authorities.

Estimates of Expenditure 1980-81.

Department of Statistics,  Statistical  Yearbook  of
Jamuaica,

Japan

Ministry of Finance, Zasei Toker (fiscal statistics) FY
1980.

National Personnel Authority, Amnual Report Fiscal
{979,

Statistics Bureau. Prime Minister’s Office, fapan Statis-
tical Yearbook, 1980.

Junshichiro Yonehara, Local Public Finance in Japan.

An Economic and Functional Classificarion of

Sotrers ol [t

Kenyva®

Daa provided by the nalwnal authorities.

Centeal Bureau ol Statistics, foonenie Sarvev (vartous
(RIS N

Ninisiry of Beotarrne Planmng and Commu-
mev Adfaies, Pmploviment and  Farnings e the
Modern Sector,
L Staristicod Afsiract Tvarions issues)

Exchequer amd Audit Department, Appropraiiion e
cetntty, Cber Pubdic Accounis and the Accotanes of
the Frneds. o aed Kepert thereon by gl Controller
ented Awdiver -Cleneral,

Ministey ot Finance, Estimates of Recureent Ipenditure.

Report of the Cocid Service Keview Commitiee, 1979 S0

Korea'

Dratw provided by the national authorities,

Bank o Korea., feononue Suisiios Yearbook TOS0,

Burcau of Statistics, toonomie Planning Board, Kerea
Sraristical Yearbook [OS8()

Fconomic Planning Board, Sunnnaey of Budget. Fiseal
Year 1981 (Annexs,

Liberia

Daata provided by the nationad authorities,

Netherlands®

Data provided by the national authonties.

Burgerlifk  rvighspersoncel per departement, Budyger
Memonanchon 1982 Annex |4,

Ceatrual burcuu voor de statistick, National Accoiants
TO80.

Government Note 1o Parlicment: Tweede Kamer, Zitting
FOXO-19&81, 16 625, nry. 2 5.

Sttistical Yearbook of the Netherfands, 1981

New Zealand

Data provided by the national authorities.

Extimutes of the Expewditure of the Governmment of New
Zealand, 1980-81  Report of the State Servieey
Commission for the Year Ended 31 March, 1951,

*The Teuchers” Service Conurission. the principal employing body
for teachers. is external to centeal government, but is included here as
purt of centrul govermnent.

'Nonfinancial public enterprises include “enterprise spectal ac-
counts™ of the ventral governroent, ¢.u., National Railroad. "Wages”
include allowanees. "Employment” includes “aonrcgular” employment.

‘The MNetherlends presericd an unusual situation in terms ol
designation of employees in certain functional categories. netably
health, transport. and education. Employment statistics place the
Government in the so-called guaternary sector. along with other
functions—health. education, transport, and other services—rthat are
partly or entirely financed by the general government, and whose
employment conditiens are determined by the Government. Buscd on
the nature of the institutions involved. it was decided to include
education employees (100 percent finunced by the general govern-
ment} as part of general government, but to exclude those i health and
transport (76 percent and 59 percent. respectively, financed by generat
government), other than those engaged in administration within a
ministry.
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Suppement to the Pubfic Service (Mficial Cedendor of
& S, TUNY New Wave Scales, 1T June 198

Norway

Statistisk Scatralbyra, Lounssiatistihh TU8E Norges of -
fisiclle Statistikk 13213,

o Statistick Arbok . 1981, 1982
Statsregnskapet  ag Trypderegnskapel Tor bdsiernt-
tertninen 1790 St mekd, e 3 CIUTY 198O

Oman

Data provided by the national awthorities,

Divectornte General of  National Statistics, Storesical
Year book. 19860,

PPhilippines

Data provided by the International Labor Orgamzation.

Sencgal

Ministere do Plin et de la Coopération. Direction de la
Plamitication, L emplol Dany Ie Sectewr Public -
Evolition e Perspectives.

Singapore

Budget Establishment—Fiscal Year [9KE82.

Ministry of Finance, The Budget tor the Fiancial Year
198 /82,

South Africa

Fxtimates of Lxpenditure, Fiscal Year [9OX2.

Sri Lanka

Centrul Bunk of Ceylon, Econcmic and Soctal Statistics
of Sri Lanka, December 1980 Vol. 11, No. 2.

Department of Census and Statistics. Muustry of Plan
[mplementation. Statistical Absiract of the Demo-
craric Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka.

Statistical Pocketbook  of the Democralic
Soctalist Republic of Sri Lanka. [U8(0).

Estimates of the Revenue and Expenditiure of the Govern-
meni of the Demaocratic Socialist Republic of Sri
Lanka for the Financial Year, {st January, 1982, to
Jist December, 1982,

Swaziland

Central Statistical Office, Emploviment and Wages 1978,

Ministry of Finance, Estimates for the Year from Ist
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