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FOREWORD

Foreword

M ore than a decade after the financial crisis, OECD countries are still experiencing relatively
slow economic growth. They are also saddled with a large debt burden, and facing challenges related
to ageing populations and rapid technological change. At the same time, people’s trust in public
institutions and the their perception of the responsiveness, integrity and efficiency of the public sector
have yet to fully recover from the crisis, limiting the capacity of governments to implement necessary
reforms. In this context, taking a people-centric approach to policy making and service delivery becomes
urgent. Such an approach entails governments better taking the needs and expectations expressed by
the people into account when designing, implementing and evaluating public policies and services.

Government at a Glance 2019, the sixth edition of the flagship publication of the OECD Public
Governance Committee, focuses on progress made by OECD countries in achieving people-centricity in
their public management and governance practices and in service delivery. Data show that countries
are improving service provision, which is reflected in the levels of public satisfaction with key public
services, making headway in the use of people-centric public governance practices.

The major objective of the Government at a Glance series is to provide reliable, internationally
comparative data on government activities in OECD countries, accession countries, and other major
economies. These data can be used to benchmark governments’ performance, track national and
international developments over time, and provide evidence for policy making.

As in every edition, there are indicators on the entire government production process from
inputs through processes to outcomes. A unique feature of the publication is that data on public
management and governance practices are collected by OECD survey instruments from government
officials, validated by OECD experts. This edition contains chapters on the roles and responsibilities of
selected institutions, budgeting practices and procedures, human resources management, requlatory
governance, public procurement and open and digital government. Input data focus on public finance
and employment, while outcome data include indicators on core government results — such as trust
in government, political efficacy, role of the government in reducing income inequalities — as well as
indicators on access, responsiveness, service quality and citizen satisfaction in education, health and
justice services.

The indicators in Government at a Glance are unique, and have been developed to monitor
countries’ progress with OECD principles and recommendations on various public governance practices.
As a result, they are a recognised benchmark in many fields of public governance, allowing for more
informed, evidence-based policy discussions worldwide.
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COMBATTING DISILLUSIONMENT WITH GOVERNMENTS CALLS FOR PEOPLE-CENTRIC PUBLIC POLICIES AND SERVICES

Combatting disillusionment with governments calls
for people-centric public policies and services

Today, the worst consequences of the 2008 financial crisis may be behind us. Yet, most
OECD countries are still saddled with high debt loads that, on average, amounted to 110% of
GDP in 2017. Such high debt levels reduce governments’ ability to stimulate economic growth
and address imperative challenges, including rising inequalities and a sense of insecurity
induced by rapid technological advancements that are making many people feel insecure
about the future of their work. Redistribution through taxes and transfers has fallen. There
is also less money available for investment, while the urgency to renew ailing infrastructure
is becoming increasingly apparent.

These trends, and others, have led to increasing discontent with governments
and democratic institutions. People in many countries are questioning whether their
governments serve the interest of the majority or just the select few. In fact, in 2016, only
37% of people in OECD countries considered that they had a say in what their government
does. Such discontent is often reflected in political narratives and election outcomes. Overall,
this data shows that further action is needed to strengthen trust in governments and public
institutions.

Public institutions have tools at their disposal that allow them to reconnect with
citizens and improve the effectiveness of public policy. Key among these are people-centred
approaches to policy-making and delivering services. Such approaches allow governments
to consult citizens about their needs, encouraging direct participation in designing and
implementing policies. They also allow them to evaluate their impacts on society.

Government at a Glance 2019 presents indicators and analysis on how far OECD countries
have come in achieving a people-centric approach in their public management and
governance practices. It showcases comparative results across the 36 OECD countries in
numerous governance areas.

The results show that countries are starting to adopt people-centric public services.
The access, responsiveness and quality of services —in areas such as education, health and
justice — are improving in the majority of countries. In 2018, for example, an average of 70%
of OECD citizens were satisfied with the availability of healthcare, 66% were satisfied with
the education system and 56% had confidence in the judicial system and courts.

Public management and governance are also moving in the same direction. In their
efforts to improve the transparency, responsiveness, accountability and the efficiency of
the public sector, OECD countries are increasingly making data from public bodies available
in open, free and accessible formats. Additionally, a growing number of countries are
focusing on the impact of budgetary decisions on key population groups and policy areas.
For example, the number of OECD countries carrying out gender budgeting increased from
12 in 2016, to 17 in 2018. Stakeholder consultations on draft laws and regulations are now

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2019 © OECD 2019 9
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a widespread practice, although their timing and feedback mechanisms must be further
improved. Investments in the civil service are also becoming a priority: in 2019, 24 OECD
countries placed a high priority on executive leadership training and coaching. In spite of
this, only 17 countries prioritised training in IT and digital skills.

Government at a Glance 2019 demonstrates how governance indicators can become a
critical tool in helping us to understand new developments in public governance, and to foster
and multiply good practices. As such, it is a critical resource for policymakers, practitioners,
researchers and citizens.

Yours sincerely,

_—'ﬂ -5
P

Angel Gurria
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Executive summary

Gouemment at a Glance 2019 presents a dashboard of key indicators of public sector
performance and policies that governments are implementing to reconnect with their people,
improve equality and spur more inclusive growth. The policy chapter focuses on how “people-
centric” public services are performing in terms of access, responsiveness and quality. The
report provides outcome indicators on education, health and justice, complemented with
measures of how people perceive those public services. The publication also reviews, through
internationally comparable indicators, public governance practices and reforms from the
perspective of people-centricity, for example in budgeting, regulatory governance, public
procurement and the use of open government data.

Key findings

Persistently high debt levels reduce governments’ ability to react to economic
shocks

@ The average fiscal deficit has steadily improved since 2009, reaching 2.2% of GDP in 2017,
although still below pre-crisis levels of 1.7%.

@ Average gross government debt in 2017 reached 110% of GDP in OECD countries, reducing
countries’ room for manoeuvre.

® General government expenditure on social protection and health, combined, accounted
for over 21% GDP in OECD countries in 2017. Both showed an increase since 2007, primarily
due to an aging population: 1.5 percentage points for social protection and 1.1 percentage
points for health.

@ Public investment on average represented 3.1% of GDP in 2017 and is still 0.5 percentage
points lower than in 2007. There is a need to reduce the investment gap; increasing public
investment can contribute to economic growth and provide needed capital for tackling
climate change and implementing the sustainable development goals (SDGs).

While public employment has been generally steady over time, not all public
employees are treated equally

® Employment in general government is around 18% of total employment across OECD
countries, unchanged compared to 2007.

@ There are persistant gender gaps in the public sector workforce. For example, men are
over-represented in higher-level court judges (67% of total) and in politics. On average,
women account for 30% of seats in lower/single houses of parliaments in OECD countries
and about one-third of ministerial positions in central government in 2019.

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2019 © OECD 2019
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e In the central government, statutory civil servants make up, on average, 68% of the
workforce and have more job security, better career advancement and more rigorous
recruitment processes than other public employees.

A growing number of countries are pursuing budget practices that focus on
the impact of budgetary decisions on key population groups and policy areas

@ In 2018, close to half of OECD countries surveyed have implemented gender budgeting
and about one-quarter have enacted gender budgeting into legislation.

e In 2018, around one-quarter of OECD countries surveyed published the environmental
and climate impact of budget measures; a similar number of countries have provided
information on the effects of the budget on societal well-being, and only 25% of countries
have reflected the Sustainable Development Goals in performance budgeting systems.

Stakeholder consultation on draft laws and regulations is widespread
in OECD countries, yet it usually occurs late in the process and stakeholders
are seldom provided with feedback about the impact of their comments

e All surveyed OECD countries require stakeholder engagement for the development of at
least some regulations.

e In twenty-eight OECD countries in 2016, the centre of government consulted directly with
stakeholders on policies.

® Compared to 2014, countries have slightly improved their stakeholder engagement
practices, more for primary laws - up from a score of 2 (on a scale from 1 to 4) in 2014 to
2.2in 2017 - than for subordinate regulations (from 2 to 2.1).

Governments are increasingly using public procurement to advance
sustainability goals.

@ Public procurement accounted on average for 12% of GDP in OECD countries in 2017.

e All OECD countries had implemented green public procurement strategies in 2018, with an
increasing number using public procurement to promote inclusive growth (29 countries),
innovation (26 countries), and responsible business conduct (22 countries).

OECD countries continue to show progress in making data from public bodies
available to all in open, free and accessible formats

e Thirty out of 33 OECD countries require government data to be available free of charge,
twenty-nine require data to be available with open licence, and thirty-one require data to
be provided in machine-readable formats. Twenty-one countries prioritise building skills
and capacities within the public administration to reuse data.

® The Open, Useful and Re-usable (OURdata) Index, which benchmarks open government
data policies and their implementation, increased in 2017 compared to 2014. Such
an increase reflects improvements in all the underlying indicators: data availability,
accessibility, and government support for reuse. Previously low-performing countries are
catching up to frontrunners such as Korea, France and Japan.

@ In 2016, in twenty-one OECD countries, the centre of government was involved in designing
open government strategies and initiatives, and in twenty countries in implementing
them as well.

12 GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2019 © OECD 2019
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While trust in government has returned to pre-crisis levels, people’s sense
of political efficacy remains low

® People’s trust in their government, a measure that has deteriorated since 2007, has
recovered back to 45% in the OECD area, a value similar to the pre-crisis level. Trust in
government has increased in 16 countries such as Germany, Japan, Korea, Poland and
Switzerland.

@ On average, in 2016, only 37 percent of people in OECD countries felt they had an influence
in what the government does, with this share dropping to 20% or less in Italy and Slovenia.

On average, citizen satisfaction with health and education and confidence
in the judiciary have slightly increased in the OECD, but inequalities persist
among population groups

@ In 2018, 70% of citizens were satisfied with the availability of health care, 66% of citizens
were satisfied with the education system and schools, and 56% had confidence in the
judicial system and courts across OECD countries.

® Access, responsiveness and quality of services (education, health and justice) is improving
in most countries. For example, the percentage of youth not in education, employment
nor training (NEET) has decreased from 6.9 in 2012 to 5.2 in 2018.

e There are persisting inequalities among population groups. For example, unmet care
needs for medical examination were 3.2 percentage points higher among low-income
than among high-income individuals in 2017

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2019 © OECD 2019 13






READER’S GUIDE

Reader’s guide

In order to accurately interpret the data included in Government at a Glance 2019, readers
need to be familiar with the following methodological considerations that cut across a
number of indicators.

Starting with Chapter 2, individual indicators are presented in a standard format
on two pages. The first page contains text that explains the relevance of the topic and
highlights some of the major differences observed across OECD countries. This is followed
by a “Methodology and definitions” section, which describes the data sources and provides
important information necessary to interpret the data. Closing the first page is a “Further
reading” section, which lists useful background literature providing context to the data
displayed. The second page showcases the data. Figures show current levels and, where
possible, trends over time. A glossary of the main definitions of the publication can be found
in the final chapter of the book.

Calendar year/fiscal year in National Accounts data
Unless specified, data from the OECD National Accounts are based on calendar years.

Data for Australia and New Zealand refer to fiscal years: 1 July of the year indicated
to 30 June for Australia and 1 April of the year indicated to 31 March for New Zealand. For
Japan, data regarding sub-sectors of general government and expenditures by Classification
of the Functions of Government (COFOG) refer to fiscal year.

The data based on the System of National Accounts (SNA) were extracted from the OECD
National Accounts Statistics (database) and the Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database)
on 24 June 2019.

Country coverage

Government at a Glance 2019 includes data for all 36 OECD countries based on available
information. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of
the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the
status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under
the terms of international law.

Some additional non-member countries, such as Colombia, Costa Rica, and the Russian
Federation® (accession countries to the OECD) as well as other major economies (i.e. Brazil,
People’s Republic of China, India, Indonesia and South Africa) also supplied data for some
indicators. Data for these non-member countries are presented separately at the end of
tables and figures.

*With regard to the Russian Federation, on 12 March 2014 the OECD Council “postponed activities related
to the OECD accession process for the Russian Federation for the time being”. For more information,
see http://www.oecd.org/newsroom/statement-by-the-oecd-regarding-the-status-of-the-accession-process-with-
russia-and-co-operation-with-ukraine.htm
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Country Abbreviations

OECD countries

Australia AUS New Zealand NZL
Austria AUT Norway NOR
Belgium BEL Poland POL
Canada CAN Portugal PRT
Chile CHL Slovak Republic SVK
Czech Republic CZE Slovenia SVN
Denmark DNK Spain ESP
Estonia EST Sweden SWE
Finland FIN Switzerland CHE
France FRA Turkey TUR
Germany DEU United Kingdom GBR
Greece GRC United States USA
Hungary HUN

Iceland ISL OECD accession countries*

Ireland IRL Colombia coL
Israel ISR Costa Rica CRI
Italy ITA Russian Federation (hereafter “Russia”) RUS
Japan JPN

Korea KOR Other major economies

Latvia LVA Brazil (participant to the OECD Public Governance Committee) BRA
Lithuania LTU People’s Republic of China (hereafter “China”) CHN
Luxembourg LUX India IND
Mexico MEX Indonesia IDN
Netherlands NLD South Africa (participant to the OECD Public Governance Committee) ZAF

" Note: With regard to the Russian Federation, see Note 1 above.

OECD averages and totals

Averages

In figures, the OECD average is presented as unweighted, arithmetic mean or weighted
average of the OECD countries for which data are available. It does not include data for non-
member countries. In the notes, OECD countries for whom data are not available are listed.

If a figure depicts information for one or more years, the OECD average includes all
OECD countries with available data. For instance, an OECD average for 2007 published in
this edition includes all current OECD countries with available information for that year,
even if at that time they were not members of the OECD.

In the case of National Accounts data, OECD averages refer to the weighted average, unless
otherwise indicated. Moreover, OECD averages are calculated through 2017 as not all OECD
countries (mainly OECD non-European countries) have data available for 2018.

Totals

OECD totals are most commonly found in tables and represent the sum of data in the
corresponding column for the OECD countries for which data are available. Totals do not
include data for non-member countries. In the notes, OECD countries for whom data are
not available are listed.
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Online supplements

For several indicators, additional tables and figures presenting country-specific data
or annexes with complementary information on the indicator methodology can be found
online. When available, these are noted in the “Methodology and definitions” section of the
indicator. Government at a Glance 2019 also offers access to StatLinks, a service that allows
readers to download the featured data’s corresponding Excel files. StatLinks is found at the
bottom right-hand corner of the tables or figures and can be typed into a web browser or,
in an electronic version of the publication, clicked on directly.

In addition, the following supplementary materials are available online at https://www.
oecd.org/gouv/govataglance.htm:

e country fact sheets that present key data by country compared with the OECD average;

® the Government at a Glance statistical database, which includes regularly updated data
for a selection of quantitative indicators via OECD.Stat and the publication of qualitative
data for the surveys collected by the Public Governance Directorate of the OECD via a
dedicated web platform;

@ country contextual notes that present contextual information describing some key features
of the political and administrative structures for each member country.

Per capita indicators

Some indicators (e.g. expenditures, revenues and government debt) are shown on a per
capita (e.g. per person) basis. The underlying population estimates are based on the System
of National Accounts notion of residency. They include persons who are resident in a country
for one year or more, regardless of their citizenship, and also include foreign diplomatic
personnel and defence personnel together with their families, students studying and patients
seeking treatment abroad, even if they stay abroad for more than one year. The one-year
rule means that usual residents who live abroad for less than one year are included in the
population, while foreign visitors (for example, tourists) who are in the country for less than
one year are excluded. An important point to note in this context is that individuals may
feature as employees of one country (contributing to the gross domestic product [GDP] of
that country via production), but residents of another (with their wages and salaries reflected
in the gross national income of their resident country).

Purchasing power parities

Purchasing power parities (PPPs) are the rates of currency conversion that equalise the
purchasing power of different countries by eliminating differences in price levels between
countries. When converted by means of PPPs, expenditures across countries are in effect
expressed at the same set of prices, meaning that an equivalent bundle of goods and services
will have the same cost in both countries, enabling comparisons across countries that reflect
only the differences in the volume of goods and services purchased.

PPPs for current and historical series are produced and updated by the OECD with a
specific procedure. PPPs for a given year T are published in five steps:

1. AtT+2 months: first PPP estimates, for GDP only

2. At T+6 months: second PPP estimates, based on detailed extrapolations, for GDP,
households’ actual individual consumption (AIC) and individual household consumption
(IHC)

3. AtT+12 months: third PPP estimates, incorporating all price and expenditure data for year T

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2019 © OECD 2019 17
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Composite indicators

Signs

18

4. At T+24 months: fourth PPP estimates, incorporating updated expenditure estimates

5. AtT+36 months: final PPP estimates for year T

Historical PPP data until 2012 may be revised in December each year in order to
incorporate revisions in National Accounts’ deflators. In December 2016, historical PPP data

until 2012 were exceptionally revised for all European countries.

Additional information is also available at www.oecd.org/std/prices-ppp

This publication includes several descriptive composite indices in narrowly defined
areas related to gender budgeting, regulatory governance and open government data. These
composite indexes are a practical way of summarising discrete, qualitative information. The
composites presented in this publication were created in accordance with the steps identified
in the Handbook on Constructing Composite Indicators (Nardo, et al., 2008).

Details about the methodology used to construct the composite indicators are available in
Annex E.While the composite indicators were developed in co-operation with OECD countries
and are based on theory and/or best practices, the variables included in the indexes and their
relative weights are based on expert judgments and, as a result, may change over time.

and acronyms

Sign/acronym

Meaning

Missing values

Not applicable (unless otherwise stated)
Alternative dispute resolutions

Central budget authority

Classification of the functions of government
Chief information officer

Central public administration

Gross domestic product

Government Financial Statistics

Government Finance Statistics Manual
Human resources

Human resources management

Information and communication technology
International Labour Organization
International Monetary Fund

International Open Data Charter
International Organisation for Standardisation
Information technology

Office of the Civil Service Commission

Open government data

Parliamentary budget offices

Programme for International Student Assessment
Percentage points

Purchasing power parities / private-public partnerships
Proportional representation
Performance-related pay

Research and development

Senior civil servants

Sustainable Development Goals

Special drawing rights

Strategic human resources management
Small and medium-sized enterprises

System of National Accounts

Value-added tax

World Economic Outlook

World Justice Project
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Introduction

The Government at a Glance series aims to provide reliable, internationally comparable
data on government activities and their results in OECD countries and beyond. In turn,
these data can be used by countries to benchmark their governments’ performance, track
domestic and international developments over time and provide evidence of the impact of
their public policies. The indicators in Government at a Glance are becoming themselves a
measuring standard in many fields of public governance and have extended beyond the OECD
to cover countries in Latin America and Southeast Asia. In addition to the core indicators
that constitute the trademark of the publication, this sixth edition includes a selection of
new indicators and additional data sources, allowing for a more complete picture of the work
and results of public administrations across OECD countries. In the current edition, about
two-fifths of the indicators presented are based on primary evidence collected directly from
government officials through OECD survey instruments. The remainder comes from secondary
sources and is based, either on administrative records (e.g. public finances) or household
surveys (e.g. trust, satisfaction with services) or to a lesser extent on expert assessment
collected by other organisations (e.g. the World Justice Project’s Rule of Law Index).

What’s new in Government at a Glance 2019?

The 2019 edition of Government at a Glance provides a mix of core chapters that remain
stable in every edition, and new features.

The core chapters of Government at a Glance present the newest data on indicators on:
public finance and economics (Chapter 2); public employment (Chapter 3); budgeting practices
and procedures (Chapter 5); human resources management (Chapter 6); regulatory government
(Chapter 7); public procurement (Chapter 8); core government results (Chapter 10); and
serving citizens (Chapter 11).

New indicators
Many of the core chapters of Government at a Glance 2019 present new indicators:

e Chapter 5 on budget practices and procedures presents topical aspects of the budget
process in areas where new trends and shared practices across OECD countries are
emerging or consolidating. Accordingly, it includes indicators on capital budgeting
and infrastructure, fiscal risks, gender budgeting, budget transparency and budget for
sustainable development.

@ New indicators in Chapter 6 on human resources management cover the employment
conditions of civil servants and other public employees in OECD countries, performance
management of senior leaders in public service, and government approaches to civil
service learning and development.
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@ Chapter 7 on regulatory governance includes the most recent update of the Indicators of
Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) on stakeholder engagement, regulatory impact
assessment and ex post evaluation. Given this new wave of measurement, it is possible
to display time series and track the evolution of OECD countries and the European Union
over time.

@ In addition to the core indicators on public procurement included in Chapter 8, new data
are included on public procurement capacity and performance, including the role of
centralisation, as well as risk management in public procurement.

@ To highlight the growing focus on outputs and outcomes, Chapter 10 on core government
results includes a new indicator on the percentage of the population that considers having
a say in what the government does.

New features
New features in this edition of Government at a Glance include:

@ A series of indicators on aspects of public governance are included for the first time. While
the chapter on institutions (Chapter 4) includes indicators on the role and functions of
the centre of government (CoG) for the second time, it also includes a new feature on the
role of CoG in open government policies. It also includes evidence on policy evaluation
for the first time, including data on its institutional structures and its use and promotion.

@ Chapter 9 on open data and digital government includes an update of the Open Useful
Re-usable data (OURdata) Index on open government data, including a specific presentation
of the sub-indices that aggregate to the main indicator. For the first time, this chapter also
includes evidence from the new Survey on Digital Government, presenting data on the
governance of digital government strategies, the co-ordination role of different actors,
and policy levers.

Definition of government

Data on public finances are based on the definition of the sector “general government”
found in the System of National Accounts (SNA). Accordingly, general government comprises
ministries/departments, agencies, offices and some non-profit institutions at the central,
state and local level, as well as social security funds. Data on revenues and expenditures are
presented both for central and sub-central (state and local) levels of government and (where
applicable) for social security funds. Data on employment also refer to general government,
although data on employment by gender refer to the public sector, which covers both general
government as well as publicly owned resident enterprises and companies. Finally, data on
public management practices and processes refer to those practices and processes in the
central level of government only.

Framework and structure of the publication

Government at a Glance covers the 36 OECD countries and includes data, when available,
on accession countries (Colombia, Costa Rica and Russia) as well as other major economies
such as Brazil, China, India, Indonesia and South Africa. These countries play a significant
and increasing role in the world economy and international political structures.

This sixth edition of Government at a Glance includes contextual information as well as
input, process, output and outcome indicators. Figure 0.1 presents the conceptual framework
for Government at a Glance.
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Figure 0.1. Conceptual framework for Government at a Glance 2019

Contextual factors (on line) and country fact sheets (on line)

Public finance and economics Public employment
(Chapter 2) (Chapter 3)

— Budgeting practices Human resources Regulatory . Open and digital
I(%it:utgmﬁ and procedures management governance Publ(lgr;]);o;:eurrg;nent government
P (Chapter 5) (Chapter 6) (Chapter 7) P (Chapter 9)

Core government results Serving citizens
(Chapter 10) (Chapter 11)

Context

Contextual factors (on line) present information on some key features of the political
and administrative structures for each OECD country. Considering contextual information
makes it possible to understand the major institutional differences and similarities among
countries, and thereby help to identify comparators for benchmarking purposes. In addition,
the country fact sheets (on line) provide a country-by-country storyline on how the data
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provided in Government at a Glance apply to the specific context of public sector reforms in
OECD countries and some accession countries.

Inputs

Inputs refer to the resources used by governments in their production function, as
well as how they are mixed; these resources correspond to labour and capital. The chapters
that describe these inputs are “Public finance and economics” (Chapter 2) and “Public
employment” (Chapter 3), including indicators on government expenditures, production
costs, employment and the composition of the public sector workforce. Differences in these
indicators can help readers understand the different capacities of governments in producing
and delivering public goods to citizens.

Processes

Processes refer to the public management practices and procedures undertaken by
governments to implement policies. These address the means used by public administrations
to fulfil their duties and obtain their goals. In consequence, they are often essential for
ensuring the rule of law, accountability, fairness and openness of government actions. Public
sector reforms often target these processes; as such, they capture the public’s attention.
This edition includes information on government institutions, budget practices and
procedures, human resources management, regulatory governance, public procurement,
open government data and the governance of digital government strategies (Chapters 4-9).

Outputs and outcomes

The dividing line between outputs and outcomes can be blurry. While outputs refer to
the amount of goods and services produced by governments, outcomes show the effects
of policies and practices on citizens and businesses. The success of a given policy should
be measured, at a first stage, by outputs, but should ultimately be judged by the outcomes
it achieves. Generally speaking, outcomes refer to the effects of public programmes and
services on citizens, in terms of welfare gains, health gains, educational/learning gains, and
so on. While these outcomes can certainly be affected by the quality of programmes and
services provided, they can also be affected by other factors, such as the socio-economic
background of the population and individual behavioural factors.

In Government at a Glance 2019, measures of outputs and outcomes are provided in two
distinct chapters:

@ Chapter 10 on core government results focuses on whole-of-government aspects, such as the
confidence of citizens in their national government, the rule of law, income redistribution
and broad measures of public sector efficiency (output-based) and cost-effectiveness
(outcome-based).

e Chapter 11 on serving citizens follows a sectoral approach to measuring the outputs
and outcomes of public sector activities. Based on a consolidated framework developed
horizontally with other OECD directorates, and in collaboration with OECD countries,
the chapter provides measures of services to citizens in terms of access, responsiveness
and quality. This year’s edition focuses on three sectors: health care, education and the
justice system.
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Future activities

In order to produce Government at Glance, the OECD works in close co-operation with
other organisations, including the International Labour Organization (ILO), the World Justice
Project, and the European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPE]), Gallup and the
European Commission, to provide a comprehensive view of what governments do and how
they do it, while avoiding duplication of data collection. Co-operation will continue to be
strengthened to ensure the comparability of data across countries covered in Government
at a Glance.

For future editions of the publication, the Government at a Glance plans to:

@ update and expand the data collection on public finance and public expenditures by
government function, especially beyond OECD EU member countries.

e work with national statistical offices to collect data on both government employment
by levels of government and on their key individual characteristics - e.g. gender, age —
through the SNA framework.

@ develop new composite indicators measuring “intermediate outcomes”, including in
the areas of budgetary transparency, digital government, public procurement and risk
management.

@ provide new outcome indicators in areas closely related to major public governance
principles or sectors that have a large impact on citizen well-being (e.g. diversity issues,
workforce diversity).

® deepen the already existing work between the OECD Secretariat and other OECD
directorates regarding the possible use of new methodologies for both data collection
and analysis, such as text mining or big data.

Regional editions of Government at a Glance

The first edition of the Southeast Asian Government at a Glance was published in
September 2019. It includes data for the ten ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations)!
member countries, as compared to the OECD average as well as Japan, Korea, Australia and
New Zealand. The publication includes evidence on public finances and economics, public
employment, budget practices and procedures, human resources management, digital and
open government as well as a chapter on serving citizens.

In addition, the third edition of Government at a Glance: Latin America and the Caribbean
is being prepared and is expected to be released in March 2020. The publication provides
the latest available data on public administrations in the LAC region and compares it to
OECD countries.

The first edition of a Western Balkans? Government at a Glance is also being prepared
and is expected to be released in May 2020.

All data and indicators on public governance are accessible on line

All data collected by the OECD Public Governance Directorate for the production of
Government at a Glance (starting with the 2015 edition), and for other purposes, are available
on line at https://wwuw.oecd.org/gou/govataglance.htm.
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Readers interested in using the data presented in this publication for further analysis
and research are encouraged to consult the full documentation of definitions, sources and
methods presented in the Government at a Glance publication and on line.

The Government at a Glance statistical database includes both qualitative and quantitative
indicators on public sector inputs, processes, outputs and outcomes and is regularly updated
as new data are released.

Notes

1. The ten members of ASEAN are Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar,
Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and Viet Nam.

2. The six countries included in this publication are Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo,
Montenegro, North Macedonia and Serbia.
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1. TOWARDS PEOPLE-CENTRIC PUBLIC SERVICES

Introduction
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Along with debt accumulation and economic uncertainty, the 2008 economic crisis
provoked discontent among citizens. People wonder whether governments are truly
working for the public interest or only for just a few. Such disenchantment is eroding the
foundations of democratic systems in OECD countries and beyond and requires urgent action
to strengthen the legitimacy of public institutions. Although in many OECD countries, there
are signs that people’s trust in their government is finally improving after deteriorating since
the crisis, in others, trust remains stubbornly lower than in 2007. This chapter argues that
by taking a people-centric approach to policy making and service delivery, governments can
rebuild trust in the public administration, improve the effectiveness of public action and
better respond to the global and domestic challenges OECD countries face.

Population aging is modifying both the structure of the labour market and the demand
for public services in many OECD countries. Prolonged life expectancy has resulted in
longer periods of retirement: in 1970, a man would spend an average of 11 years, and a
woman 15 years in retirement; by 2016 they would spend 18 and 22 years, respectively
(OECD, 2017|,)). With fertility rates decreasing in most countries, pension expenditures are
expected to increase and contributions to shrink. Most countries have enacted reforms
to contain pressures on public finances, such as increasing retirement ages and limiting
early retirements. However, costs are also expected to rise in other sectors, such as health
care, where spending is expected to reach 10.2% of gross domestic product (GDP) by 2030
(Lorenzoni et al., 2019[2]), up from 7.8% in 2017.

A large share of the population is vulnerable to financial shocks (e.g. long illness or
job loss). Income gaps have widened in most OECD countries in the past two decades, and
there has been a reduction of redistribution through taxes and transfers (Causa, Browne and
Vindics, 2019[3]). Across OECD countries, the wealthiest 10% of households hold 52% of total
net wealth, while the 10% of people at the top of the income distribution hold 24% of total
income (Balestra and Tonkin, 2018[4]). This entails that wealth concentration (e.g. ownership
of economic capital, such as real estate) is now twice the level of income inequality, which
indicates that the capacity to respond to financial shocks is unevenly distributed among
the population.

Furthermore, digital technologies are changing social and civic communities and how
people participate in, and experience, civic and political life (Welby, 2019[5]).These technologies,
the growing availability and use of data, as well as services provided by the private sector
that are considered as benchmarks, are transforming how public goods and services are
produced and consumed at a global scale. This, in turn, affects people’s expectations about
how governments should work and provide services. Increasingly, people want to interact with
their governments in more efficient ways, including through digital platforms, and they expect
the same quality of service regardless of the channel chosen to access the service. Information
and communication technologies (ICTs), when implemented appropriately, have helped
simplify government processes, eliminate paper-based transactions and established single
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points of access to the public administration. Yet, new expectations pressure governments to
make service delivery more integrated and proactive while operating under fiscal constraints.

This chapter draws from evidence included in the rest of the publication to showcase
outcomes and governance processes in place in OECD countries to focus on a people-
centric approach to policy making and service delivery. It also discusses areas where further
improvements are sought and provides examples of good practices. More detailed data on
the different policy areas can be found in the remainder of the publication.

1. What are people-centric public services?

“People centricity” means taking the needs and voices of people into account when
designing, delivering, implementing and evaluating public policies and services. Governments
can do this by directly involving citizens in decision-making processes and by collecting and
analysing data that can be used both to evaluate the performance of policies and services
against people’s needs and expectations and to anticipate these needs. Broadly, a people-
centric approach is one where governments consult citizens about their needs and encourage
their direct participation in policy making and service design and delivery.

People centricity also requires a civil service that is representative and inclusive of the
society its policies and services target. A diverse and multi-faceted workforce integrates
individuals from diverse backgrounds who bring talent, distinct skills and points of view
associated with their experiences. When the various segments of the population are
represented in the public sector, service delivery can be better tailored to their needs.
Moreover, if managed constructively, the contrast of diverse perspectives can also enhance
innovation (OECD, 2017[6]).As such, the notion of people centricity includes, but also goes
beyond concepts such as “user centric” and “user driven”, which focus on engaging with people
(users/citizens) to develop services and policies. People centricity also considers the capacity
and characteristics of the work force as a key lever for delivering services that are inclusive.

Designing and delivering people-centric public services and policies entails overcoming
resistance to change and breaking down silos in public administrations. This implies working
with a common objective of putting people at the centre, building and sharing collective
knowledge, streamlining information flows and integrating data processes in order to
collaborate and reach citizens wherever they are. In such an approach, the interactions
between governments, people and relevant private sector agents are guided by the principles
of access, transparency, integrity, responsiveness, accountability, equality and stakeholder
participation. Governments make conscious efforts to engage citizens in policy making,
which means giving them the opportunity and necessary resources (e.g. information, data
and digital tools) to collaborate during all phases of the policy cycle, and in service design
and delivery (OECD, 2017). Thus, open government lies at the core of a people-centric
service provision model.

Inclusive policy responses should also target groups such as youth, the elderly, the poor,
and those with limited access to information and technology, and/or perceive themselves
as being left behind. The next section presents evidence on the performance of some public
services in OECD countries and explores the link between objective measures of service
performance and citizen satisfaction. This is followed by a section on “People-centric policy
making”, which presents examples of best practices and actions that governments are taking
to design and deliver people-centric public services.
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2. Achieving and measuring people centricity in public services

28

This section analyses public services in OECD countries in terms of access, responsiveness,
quality and citizen satisfaction, recognizing that higher satisfaction could lead to improved
trust levels, a transmission mechanism referred to in the literature as the “micro-performance
hypothesis” (Van de Walle and Bouckaert, 2003[8]); Yang and Holzer,M., 2006[9]) This chapter is
based on the Government at a Glance Serving Citizens Framework, which provides a valuable
lens for comparing performance across public services and countries. Along with evidence on
key dimensions of the framework, it also includes satisfaction with services, a crucial measure
of performance of public services.

2.1 The Serving Citizens Framework

Everyone, throughout her or his life, interacts with public institutions. These interactions
commonly take place through the provision of services such as obtaining an identity card
or benefiting from the public goods provided by governments, using services provided by
public schools and hospitals, or filing an online request to qualify for a social benefit or a
complaint about a specific situation. The framework described below is applicable to all
types of service and is applied, to date, to health, education and justice, as these are the
dimensions for which more evidence is available and where consensus exists among the
relevant policy communities on the indicators to measure each of them. Nevertheless, it
could potentially be extended to other services over time.

The term “public services” encompasses a wide variety of goods and services provided
to the population, which address different aspects of societal and individual life. The Serving
Citizens Framework (Table 1.1) was created by the OECD to provide a comprehensive structure
that displays the key dimensions of public service performance that need to be evaluated
from a people-centric point of view, irrespective of the nature of the service. It also allows for
arough comparison of the performance of different public services on the same dimensions
and across countries, although the measures of those dimensions are dependent on the
type of service, and are not directly comparable across services.

People-centric public services are those that are inclusive (i.e. accessible to all segments
of the population, including the most vulnerable), tailored to citizens’ needs and expectations
(i.e. responsive both to those who are more in need of government support and those who
require less assistance and would prefer to use self-service channels) and of high quality. While
each service has specific features, the framework dimensions (Table 1.1) allow to compare and
assess how far OECD countries have progressed in achieving people centricity in public services.

Table 1.1. The OECD Serving Citizens Framework

Access Responsiveness Quality

Affordability Courtesy and treatment Effective delivery of services and outcomes
Geographic proximity Match of services to special needs Consistency in service delivery and outcomes
Access to information Timeliness Security/safety

The dimensions are equally relevant, because an excessive focus on one aspect may
lead to underperformance in the other two. For example, high quality (e.g. high student
performance) could be achieved at the expense of restricting access (e.g. only providing
schooling to those who live in certain areas or can afford them) and excluding those who
need further support (e.g. providing standardised instruction, regardless of students’ interest
in and understanding of the subject).

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2019 © OECD 2019



1. TOWARDS PEOPLE-CENTRIC PUBLIC SERVICES

The framework can be used as a theoretical lens to compare indicators that would otherwise
be incomparable (e.g. enrolment rates and health care coverage), provided that they refer to the
same dimension (e.g. access). Still, the framework could be further complemented either by
other indicators or by self-reported measures found to be essential for improving well-being.

For example, so far, there are little internationally comparable data on patient
experiences. The OECD has recently launched the PaRIS (Patient-Reported Indicators Survey)
to collect data on patient outcomes and experience with health care (for example, whether
the doctor provides enough explanation on treatment options). These measures can provide
valuable evidence on whether the treatments followed by doctors (e.g. knee replacements)
contribute to improving patients’ quality of life, for example, by reducing pain. Such evidence
is crucial when making decisions on the basket of medical treatments and procedures to
be covered by public health insurance.

The data for compiling indicators on each dimension could come from existing
administrative records (e.g. from line ministries/service providers), household surveys from
national statistical offices and international sources, among others.

2.2 Satisfaction with public services

Satisfaction with public services is considered a crucial outcome of government activities,
which reflects aspects that are crucial to people’s lives (OECD, 2017(g}; OECD, 2017[9]). It is
commonly accepted that satisfaction is shaped by expectations, as well as by experiences with
these services, and information about them from other sources (e.g. media, the Internet,
acquaintances, etc.) (Jakobsen and Jensen, 2015[10]; James, 2009[11]). Better understanding
the drivers of satisfaction allows governments to detect areas where changes are required
in order to meet citizens’ needs and preferences. Satisfaction with services indicates the
extent to which they meet the wishes, expectations and needs of citizens, and, as such,
can only be reported by individuals themselves. This is in contrast with objective measures
of service performance (e.g. time to close a case in first instance courts, which come from
administrative data) that do not capture how citizens perceive the service they receive (e.g. if
it delivers on what they think is most important).

Since satisfaction with a service is, partly, a result of the accessibility, responsiveness
and quality of the service as perceived by citizens, measuring it can contribute insights to
service improvement. Listening to the feedback from diverse population groups can help
reduce costs. For example, cheaper and faster solutions can be offered to those who do not
require much assistance for a specific service, thus increasing their satisfaction. In this
way, the pressure on existing delivery channels can be aleviated, and the savings can be
reallocated to support other segments that require more attention from the government.
Since there is no “one-size-fits-all solution”, people-centric innovation is key to ensure that
public services are responsive to citizens’ needs.

In a people-centric approach, decisions regarding resource-allocation and changes in
service design and delivery cannot be taken without consulting citizens or assessing the impact
on their well-being. Satisfaction measures help policy makers understand whether policies
and services are responding to citizens’ needs and expectations. Following this approach,
citizen satisfaction should be incorporated alongside efficiency and cost-effectiveness, which
are metrics that governments use to assess the performance of service delivery.

According to the Gallup World Poll, on average, 70% of citizens of OECD countries were
satisfied with the health care system in 2018 (the same proportion as in 2007) and 66%
with the education system (a 3 p.p. increase from 2007). In 2018, on average, 55% of citizens
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reported having confidence in the judiciary, a 4 p.p. increase from 2007. Although there are
many factors that can influence responses to such opinion poll - such as recent experience
with civil servants, respondent fatigue and response styles — and the samples are small
(1,000 cases per country), Gallup World Poll allows for comparison of citizen perception over
time and across OECD countries.

Still, there is wide variation across OECD countries; Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway
and Switzerland enjoy the highest satisfaction levels in the three services. Additionally,
satisfaction in Belgium is the second-highest for health care (89%), and Finland is the third-
highest for education (84%). There have been improvements in citizen satisfaction in health
care in Estonia (21 p.p.) and Lithuania (19 p.p.) between 2007 and 2018. The Netherlands,
Switzerland and Israel are among the countries with the most significant improvements in
citizen satisfaction in education (16 p.p. and 12 p.p., respectively). In stark contrast, Turkey
has experienced the largest decrease (17 p.p.) in this sector.

2.3 Service performance and citizen satisfaction

The Serving Citizens Framework scorecards were introduced in the 2017 edition of
Government at a Glance. As mentioned above, they show countries’ relative performance in
terms of access, responsiveness, quality and citizen satisfaction with services for education,
health and justice services. The indicators included in the scorecards have been selected in
consultation with OECD topic experts considering their adequacy to measure the concepts
as well as the availability of data with the intention of keeping the selected indicators stable
from 2017 to 2019. The scorecards are, of course, only a partial depiction of the accessibility,
responsiveness and quality services. Nevertheless, they illustrate satisfaction and performance
of services in OECD countries. While later in the publication, the performance of the three
sectors — education, health and justice — is compared side by side on each dimension, the
analysis below displays access, responsiveness and quality of each individual service.!

In terms of health care, the indicators selected for the Serving Citizens Scorecards
address the quality of health policies as a whole, including prevention. In this sense, they are
different from those used in the OECD flagship report on health (Health at a Glance), where
the quality of care provided to patients is emphasized (e.g. avoidable hospital admissions,
obstetric trauma). This distinction is relevant because the indicators displayed in the Serving
Citizens Scorecards also capture the self-care attitudes of the population (e.g. following
recommended schedules of medical check-ups).

Each scorecard focuses on one service (education, health and justice) and compares
their performance across the dimensions of the framework. For each indicator, countries
are classified in three quantiles according to their performance: 1) top-third quantile (green);
2) middle-third quantile (orange); and 3) bottom-third quantile (red). Additionally, each country
is ranked among those countries for which data are available, so as to provide additional
information on performance (the country with the best performance is ranked number 1).
If several countries have the same value for an indicator, they are assigned the same rank.

As shown in Table 1.2, according to the selected indicators, no country outperforms the
others in all three dimensions of access, responsiveness and quality of health care policies.
The majority of OECD countries perform better in one (or two) dimension(s) than the other(s),
and within one dimension they may rank highly in one indicator and lower in another.
Furthermore, the rates of mortality for the three causes depicted in the scorecard (heart
attack, stroke and breast cancer) are affected by many other factors, including behavioural
ones (e.g. smoking) that are not fully manageable by health care systems.
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Table 1.2. Scorecard on access, responsiveness and quality of health care policies and services

Health care services and policies

Access Responsiveness Quality
Share of Did not always ~ Waited sixor ~ Waited two Mortality Breast
Health  Unmet out-of-pocket hear back more days for ~ months or | rate - Acute  Mortality rate- carszzr Satisfaction
care care  medical expenditure | from doctor anappointment more fora | Myocardial Cerebrovascular A
. . . . ) mortality
coverage needs in household onthesame  with nurse or  specialist Infarction  disease (stroke) .
) : in women
consumption day doctor appointment | (heart attack)
Netherlands 2 8 3 2 1 1
Belgium 4 n.a n.a n.a 2
Norway 1 7 4 1 8 2
Denmark 1 7 n.a n.a n.a 3
Switzerland 1 4 1 4 1 3
Australia 1 n.a 4 3 5 4
Austria 2 1 na na n.a 5
New Zealand 1 n.a 6 8 4 6
Germany 1 3 2 1 3 7
Luxembourg n.a 3 n.a n.a n.a 8
Finland 1 n.a n.a n.a 9
Sweden 1 7 9 7 9
United Kingdom 1 8 7 6
Slovenia 1 na na na
United States | 10 n. 8 5 2
Canada 1 . 9 10 9
Czech Republic 1 n.a n.a n.a
Japan 1 n.a na na
Korea 1 n.a n.a n.a
France 2 5 6 3
Israel 1 n.a n.a n.a
Spain 2 n.a n.a n.a
Ireland 1 n.a n.a na
Portugal 1 n.a n.a n.a
Slovak Republic n.a n.a n.a
Estonia n.a n.a n.a
Turkey 3 n.a n.a n.a
Mexico n.a n.a n.a
Lithuania n.a. na. n.a
Poland n.a n.a n.a
[taly n.a n.a n.a
Hungary n.a n.a n.a
Greece n.a n.a n.a
Chile na n.a n.a
Latvia na n.a n.a
Iceland 14 n.a n.a n.a
Year 2017 2018 2017 2017 2017 2017 2017 2017

Top-third performers
- Middle-third performers
Bottom-third performers

Note: Countries are listed in ascending order according to their rank in satisfaction. Due to limited data availability, colour coding for
responsiveness is not displayed. The number in the cell indicates the position of each country among all countries for which data is available.
For health care coverage, the clustering was produced in the following way: top-third group (between 95% and 100% for health care coverage),
middle-third group (between 90% and 95%), bottom-third group (less than 90%). Data on unmet care needs come from the EU-SILC survey,
which asks respondents whether, at any point in the 12 months before the interview, they felt they needed a medical examination and did
not receive it. Data only present the number of respondents who could not get it because of distance, waiting times or costs. Out-of-pocket
payments are costs that patients cover directly from their income when medical services or treatments are not included in the collectively
financed benefit package of public or private health insurance schemes or are only partially included (co-payments). They also include
estimations of informal payments to health care providers in some countries. The question “After you were advised to see or decided to see
a specialist, how many days, weeks or months did you have to wait for an appointment?” was asked only to respondents who indicated that
they saw or needed to see a specialist in the past two years. Waiting time for doctors and specialists is only a share of those respondents who
needed to make an appointment. The level of satisfaction with health care is based on the proportion of respondents who reported being
“satisfied” when asked, “In the city or area where you live, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the availability and quality of health care?”.
Health care coverage data is from 2017, except for Japan and Spain, which are from 2014. Data on unmet care needs for France, Germany,
Ireland Lithuania, Luxembourg, Norway, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom are for 2017; for Iceland, data are for 2016 instead of 2018.
Data for share of out-of-pocket medical expenditure for Chile are from 2014. Data on acute myocardial infarction, cerebrovascular disease
and breast cancer mortality for Australia, Belgium, Chile, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Greece, Israel, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico,
the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States refer to 2016
instead of 2017. Data for Canada, Denmark, France, Ireland, Italy, Latvia and Slovenia are for 2015 instead of 2017. On data for Israel, see
http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

Source: OECD (2019), OECD Health Statistics (database); Eurostat (2019), Commonwealth Fund (2017) Commonwealth Fund International
Health Policy Survey of Older Adults, Gallup World Poll 2018 (database).
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Most countries with higher satisfaction levels have achieved universal coverage of
health care and have a low share of unmet health care needs (regardless of the share of
out-of-pocket expenditures on household consumption). They also perform relatively better
in some aspects of responsiveness and quality. For example, despite not having the lowest
overall mortality rates for heart attacks, Australia and Norway are among those that have
the lowest 30-day mortality rate following admission for this condition (see the indicator
on the quality of health care in Chapter 11 on “Serving citizens”).

With regard to education, most countries whose citizens are highly satisfied with the
education system, such as Norway and Switzerland, perform strongly in at least one of the
selected indicators of quality, responsiveness and access (see Table 1.33). Common to these
countries is the relatively low private expenditures on education (mainly by households) from
primary to tertiary education, and their relatively high performance in the Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA) (except for Luxembourg). These countries are also
responsive to the needs of students and schools to a certain extent, either using adaptive
teaching methods or offering study help, and providing adequate educational material.

Lower satisfaction in countries that obtain good results in PISA could be due to the
financial strain on households, either for tuition fees or after-school learning, and the
pressure for students to obtain good results. As the Serving Citizens Framework shows,
services must be accessible and responsive to all for citizens to be satisfied.

Finally, regarding the judiciary system, Table 1.4 shows that, most countries where
confidence in the judiciary is higher, perform relatively better in terms of access, responsiveness
and quality according to the selected indicators. In particular, confidence is aligned with the
indicators of quality (effective enforcement of civil justice, freedom of improper government
influence and the absence of violence to redress personal grievances).

The three scorecards provide a hint that satisfaction with services has to do with the
interplay among access, responsiveness and quality. Satisfaction with health care and
confidence in the judiciary show clearer links with performance measures than satisfaction
with the education system. For example, the percentage of individuals reporting confidence
in the judiciary is correlated with the effective enforcement of civil justice (r = 0.67) and
satisfaction with health care is negatively correlated with unmet care needs of low-income
individuals (r = -0.57). The limited data availability and the overall number of observations
do not allow for more sophisticated analysis, including the size of the relative effects and
the relation among the dimensions. Still, this overview — and the fact that some countries
have a relatively higher citizen satisfaction in one or two services than in the remaining
one(s) —indicates that there may be lessons (e.g. decentralisation, open government practices)
to learn from the governance of one sector for the other(s).
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Table 1.3. Scorecard on access, responsiveness and quality of education

Education
Access Responsiveness Quality
Privqte N Index of — Use of
expendltL!re Enrolment at Flrst-tlme shortage of Availability adaptive PISA mt'aan PISA mgan PISA mgan Satisfaction
on education tertiary entry . of study help A score in score in score in
; age 4 educational . teaching ) . )
(primary to rates . in schools science  mathematics  reading
) material methods
tertiary)

Norway 2 8 1
Switzerland na. 82 2
Denmark na. 3
Finland 1 3
Ireland 10 4
Netherlands 4
Slovenia 5
Luxembourg 6
Belgium 7
Poland 8
Austria
Canada

Czech Republic

France

New Zealand

United Kingdom

Australia

Germany

Mexico

Portugal

Israel

Spain

United States

Sweden

Estonia

Japan

Italy

Slovak Republic

Chile

Greece

Latvia

Korea

Hungary

Lithuania

Turkey

Iceland 5 1

Year 2016 2017 2017 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015
Top-third performers

Middle-third performers
Bottom-third performers

Note: Countries are listed in ascending order according to their rank in satisfaction. The number in the cell indicates the position of
each country among all countries for which data is available. The index of shortage of educational material was calculated based on the
responses provided by school principals on the extent to which their school’s capacity to provide instruction was hindered (“not at all”,
“very little”, “to some extent” or “a lot”) by a shortage or inadequacy of physical infrastructure, such as school buildings, heating and
cooling systems and instructional space; and educational material, such as textbooks, laboratory equipment, instructional material and
computers. The average of the index is zero and the standard deviation is one across OECD countries. Availability of study help refers
to whether school staff provides students help with their homework, this was reported by school principals. The indicator on the use
of adaptive teaching methods covers the share of students that report that their teachers provide individual help when a student has
difficulties understanding a topic or a task in “many lessons” and “every lesson or almost every lesson”. The level of satisfaction with
education is based on the proportion of respondents who reported being “satisfied” when asked, “In the city or area where you live, are
you satisfied or dissatisfied with the education system and the schools?”.

Primary education in Canada includes pre-primary, and pre-primary in Ireland includes early childhood education. In Australia,
New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States, the high share of private expenditures on education is associated with a large
share of students receiving loans and scholarships.

Data for Denmark and Switzerland are not available. Data for private expenditures on education for Greece are for 2015 and for Chile are
for 2017. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

Source: World Justice Project (2019), Rule of Law Index 2019, CEPE] database (2017)
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Table 1.4. Scorecard on access, responsiveness and quality of the judiciary system

Judiciary system
Access Responsiveness Quality

Alternative Disposition time Disposition Disposition Effective Civil justice  People do not

dispute resolution | for first instance time for time for is free from  use violence )
. L . L . o enforcement . Confidence
mechanisms are | civil, commercial, litigious civil  administrative improper to redress

- . . . ) of civil
accessible, impartial | administrative ~ and commercial cases (supreme . government personal
. justice ) .

and effective and other cases cases courts) influence grievances
Norway 9 1 n.a 2 4
Denmark 4 4 2
Switzerland n.a n.a
Finland 6 5
Luxembourg n.a
Canada
Germany
Netherlands
Austria
United Kingdom
Ireland
Sweden
New Zealand
Japan
Australia
France
Belgium
Lithuania
United States
Czech Republic
Greece
Israel
Estonia
Portugal
Hungary
Poland
Turkey
Slovak Republic
Spain
Mexico
Italy
Slovenia
Latvia
Chile
Korea 3
Iceland n.a n.a . . . n.a
Year 2019 2019 2016 2016 2016 2019

Top-third performers

- Middle-third performers

Bottom-third performers

Note: Countries are listed in ascending order according to their rank in satisfaction. The number in the cell indicates the position of each
country among all countries for which data is available. World Justice Projects’ Rule of Law Index, is based on a general population survey
of 1000 respondents (representative) in the three largest cities of each country and a survey of experts in civil law (practitioners and
academics). Each dimension of the index has a score ranging from 0 to 1; a higher score means better performance on the dimension.
Access and affordability of civil justice gauge awareness of rights and mechanisms to resolve disputes, costs of legal services, existence
of discrimination of minorities, among others. Accessibility, impartiality and effectiveness of alternative dispute resolution mechanisms
gauges the costs of such mechanisms, the time required to reach a resolution, enforcement of decisions, among others. Freedom from
improper influence is gauged by asking how likely a litigant is to win a case against the state, how likely the government is to respect
such decision and to seek to influence the court. Effective enforcement of civil justice measures the enforcement of court rulings and their
timeliness. Effectiveness and timeliness of the criminal adjudication system enquires means how long it takes to take a suspect to trial and
the length of pre-trial detention, as well as whether the perpetrators of violent crimes are caught and taken to court. Resorting to violence
includes intimidating or attacking the perpetrator of an offense, for instance. Effective control of crime includes citizens’ perceptions of
being safe when walking at night and being the victim of a crime in the past year/three years (depending on the question), among others.
Disposition time indicates the estimated time needed to solve a case, which implies the time taken by a first instance court to reach a
decision. It is calculated by dividing the number of pending cases in a given year by the number of cases that were solved the same period,
multiplied by 365. Litigious civil and commercial cases refer to disputes between parties, such as litigious divorces. Non-litigious cases
concern uncontested proceedings, e.g. uncontested payment orders. Commercial cases are addressed by dedicated courts in some countries
and by civil courts in others. Administrative cases refer to disputes between citizens and local, regional or national authorities. There are
specialised courts dealing with these types of disputes in some countries, civil courts deal with these in others. Countries differ in the ways
they administer justice and distribute responsibilities between courts, hence, cross-country comparisons must be taken with caution. There
are differences in the types of courts and cases included in this exercise, as well as different methods of data collection and categorisation.
Confidence in the judiciary is based on the answers to the question “In this country, do you have confidence in each of the following, or not?
How about the judicial system and courts?” The data are expressed as the proportion of respondents who replied “yes”. Data on confidence
for Korea are not displayed (n.d.). On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

Source: World Justice Project (2019), Rule of Law Index 2019, CEPE] database (2017).

People can

access and

afford civil
justice

=]

=
© WL~ D oo N

oSN OTOTOT B B WM —

n.d.

n.a n.a n.a
2019 2019 [ 2018
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3. People-centric policy making

People-centric policy making relies on having inclusive processes, evidence and
structures in place to ensure that policies and their implementation reflect and integrate
the perspectives of those who are affected. Improving people centricity is crucial: overall, in
OECD countries people report that public benefits and services are hard to access, and many
of them believe they are not receiving the benefits they should get relative to the taxes they
pay (OECD, 2019[12]). Openness and digitalisation should, over time, enable a shift towards
gathering and analysing feedback on satisfaction with services (e.g. doctors, teachers, etc.)
and using tools such as surveys and big data to better understand, and incorporate people’s
needs into policy design and delivery.

Three main pillars have been identified as supporting a people-centric approach to
policy making. First, a citizen-centric approach to policy making requires transparency,
openness and meaningful engagement from citizens. Second, services need to be designed
and organised around people’s needs. This requires data on user preferences and service
usage that can provide input into the ongoing design and delivery of public services. All
types of government activity also need to be analysed and evaluated to promote continuous
improvement as well as transparency on successes and failures (OECD, forthcoming[13]).
Finally, people centricity requires a civil service with the skills and capabilities to respond
to and anticipate people’s needs.

3.1 Open, transparent, participative and accountable governance

Openness, engagement, transparency and accountability are interconnected; this section
will provide examples, based on OECD countries, of how governments can approach them
in a range of public governance domains. Today, the range of mechanisms and tools for
including and engaging citizens in an ongoing and constructive dialogue is greater than ever,
particularly with the use of information and communication technologies, digital platforms
and open government data. OECD countries have widely adopted digital technologies, both
as a channel for delivering services to citizens and as a tool for generating efficiencies
through the simplification and the automation of processes. ICTs could be nevertheless a
powerful tool for understanding and anticipating needs; assessing, redefining and upgrading
services; and placing the needs of users at the core of service design. Furthermore, emerging
technologies such as artificial intelligence (Al) and blockchain hold considerable potential
for making public services “smarter”, i.e. more agile, efficient, user-friendly and, as a result,
more trustworthy (Ubaldi et al., 2019[14]).

A successful digital transformation of services requires adopting a user perspective
when designing digital solutions, in order to reduce access barriers. However, delivering
efficient online services to citizens means breaking down silos in public administrations and
enhancing collaboration (e.g. information sharing and joint planning with pooled budgets)
across departments. National online portals can also contribute to the transition towards
a “digital government”, for example, by promoting the integration of services (see Box 1.1).
They combine data, information, systems, and processes to provide citizens with a single
point of access to government services. According to the latest available data (2014), 19 out
of 21 OECD countries that participated in the Digital Performance Survey reported having
an online portal for delivering services to citizens.
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Box 1.1. Key features of a coherent digital government approach

The Recommendation of the Council on Digital Government Strategies consists of 3 pillars
and 12 principles that ensure the successful design, development and implementation
of digital government strategies to enable transformation towards a digital government.
As the OECD has worked with countries in the years since its publication in 2014, the
Recommendation has been refined to six dimensions of activity that are highly influential
in the level of digital government maturity a country might experience. The dimensions are:

1. Digital by design: The intent of a government to approach “digital” with an understanding
of all the strategic activities needed to facilitate successful and sustainable transformation
by changing the culture of delivery.

2. Data-driven public sector: The importance of data as a foundational enabler in the public
sector, working together to forecast needs, shape delivery, and understand and respond
to change.

3. Open by default: The willingness of governments to collaborate across organisational
boundaries, and involve those outside of government is an important marker for a culture
that will embrace the principles of transparency and accountability that sit behind digital
ways of working.

4. User-driven: An approach to delivery enabled by an open culture and supported by
ambitions of digital by design to include, and be led by, the needs of the public rather
than the assumptions of government.

5. Government as a platform: Building an ecosystem to support and equip public servants
to make policy and deliver services that allows for the exploration of opportunities for
government to collaborate with citizens, businesses, civil society and others.

6. Proactiveness: The ability of governments to anticipate, and rapidly respond, to the needs
of their citizens through the application of these other five dimensions. Transformed
government allows problems to be addressed from end to end, rather than by the
otherwise piecemeal digitisation of component parts.

A legally recognised digital identification mechanism (e.g. digital signature) provides
citizens with access to multiple government online services via the national citizens’ portal.
Digital identification enables the provision of more advanced services that could better
respond to people’s needs and expectations. According to the latest available evidence for
2014, 20 out of 21 OECD countries have put in place digital identification mechanisms. The
experience from countries shows that to increase the uptake of digital mechanisms, it is
essential to cover as many services as possible, to make their use very simple, and to build
interoperability across systems.

New technologies integrated into a digital government are also essential for achieving
open government, understood by the OECD Recommendation of the Council on Open
Government as “a culture of governance that promotes the principles of transparency,
integrity, accountability and stakeholder participation in support of democracy and inclusive
growth.” Open government is built on a citizen-centred approach to creating public value
through collaborative schemes to co-design and co-implement public policy. According to
the latest available data, all 36 OECD countries have open government initiatives in place,
either integrated into an open government strategy or as part of other plans or strategies
(see Figure 1.1). Moreover, in 2016, in 21 OECD countries, the centre of government was
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involved in designing open government strategies and initiatives, and, in 20 of those, in
implementing them as well. Open government initiatives are found in several policy fields,
and many tend to be cross-cutting. However, the existence of these mechanisms does not
necessarily mean that open government is being used to its fullest potential. For example,
making sure that these initiatives lead to actual improvements in people’s lives by monitoring
their development, evaluating their impact, and using such information to improve policies
is critical to ensure that people continue to participate.

Figure 1.1. Existence of an open government strategy, 2015

No open government
strategy available, but
open government
initiatives are integrated
in other strategies: 51%

Availability of an open
government strategy: 49%

Note: On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
Source: OECD (2015[15]), Survey on Open Government Co-ordination and Citizen Participation in the Policy Cycle.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031142

The success of open government initiatives depends largely on achieving meaningful
engagement with relevant stakeholders, which include citizens, businesses, consumers and
employees. By engaging with them and including their experiences, expertise, perspectives
and ideas in the discussion; governments gain valuable information on which to base their
policy decisions. Information from stakeholders can help to avert unintended effects and
practical implementation problems of policies or regulations (OECD, 2018[16]).

Stakeholder engagement is an example of how open government policies could become
an effective channel for achieving people-centric services. In 2016, 28 OECD countries
reported that their centre of government consulted directly with stakeholders on policies.
Moreover, according to the OECD Indicator of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG), OECD
countries show a general commitment to stakeholder engagement to inform the development
of regulations, for both primary laws and subordinate regulations. The iREG indicator looks at
four aspects (methodology; systematic adoption; transparency; and oversight and quality
control). However, there is room for improvement to make consultations more open to the
wider public and more useful in the policy process.

All surveyed jurisdictions (i.e. OECD and accession countries and the European Union)
require stakeholder engagement for the development of at least some regulations. Overall,
formal requirements and consultation practices are less stringent for subordinate regulations
(see Figure 1.2). However, stakeholder engagement usually happens at a late stage in the
development of a regulation, once it has already been decided how to solve a policy problem.
This denies stakeholders the opportunity to provide input at the stage where alternatives
could be suggested by affected parties and assessed by policy makers.
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Over time, there have been mild improvements in stakeholder engagement in developing
subordinate regulations. The transparency of the system - including public access to
information on planned consultations, on comments received by stakeholders during the
consultation phase, and on replies to consultation comments —account for most of this change.
There have also been some improvements in the methodology of stakeholder engagement,
including more engagement at earlier stages of the development of regulations (see Figure 1.2).

Figure 1.2. Stakeholder engagement in developing subordinate regulations, 2017
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Note: On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for OECD countries is based on the 34 countries that were OECD
members in 2014 and the European Union. Data on the new OECD member and accession countries Colombia, Costa Rica, Latvia and
Lithuania is only available for 2017. The more regulatory practices as advocated in the 2012 Recommendation a country has implemented, the
higher its iREG score. The iREG score ranges from 0 to 4, being 0 the lowest and 4 the highest. The indicator only covers practices in the
executive.
Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) 2015}17) and 2018y, http://ce.cd/ireg.

StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032681

Countries have much to gain from further improvements in transparency and oversight
of their stakeholder engagement systems. For example, while many countries publish
consultation comments on line and pass them on to decision makers, most countries
do not systematically inform the public in advance about upcoming consultations, or
circle back to the public on how comments were taken into account. This may lead to an
unwillingness among stakeholders to participate in further consultations and, possibly, to
less civic engagement and voluntary compliance with regulations - the opposite of what
stakeholder engagement ought to achieve (Lind and Arndyt, 2016[19]). In the area of oversight,
most countries currently do not conduct regular evaluations of the performance of their
stakeholder engagement systems.

Finally, the use of policy evaluation can help increase the transparency and accountability
of the public sector, especially when the results of policy evaluations are openly debated,
connected to the policy decision and accessible to practitioners and the public. The majority
of OECD countries have developed some mechanisms to promote the use of policy evaluation
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findings; these include incorporating evaluation findings into the budget cycle, discussing
them at the Council of Ministers, creating a management response mechanism, etc.

3.2 Improving public service delivery through a more data-driven government

To provide people-centric public services, governments need information and data about
people’s needs, preferences, concerns and expectations, as well as the role that they expect
to play in shaping and developing public policies and services. Governments, both local and
national, accumulate an enormous amount of data while providing services, implementing
laws and regulations and conducting financial transactions. These data have attributes
and values that could be used to better tailor services to citizens’ needs. Governments
increasingly consider data as a strategic asset that could enhance policy making and service
design and delivery (OECD, 2014y).

The application of data in the public sector can generate public value through three
types of activity:

@ Anticipation and planning: Using data in the design of policies, planning of interventions,
the anticipation of possible change and the forecasting of needs.

@ Delivery: Using data to inform and improve the implementation of policy, the responsiveness
of government and the activity of providing public services.

@ Evaluation and monitoring: Using data to measure impact, audit decisions and monitor
performance. Evaluation and monitoring rely on a mix of survey and administrative data
to contribute to the design of public services ex ante and the evaluation of performance
ex post. Competences for policy evaluation across government are most often attributed
to the centre of government andalso to ministries of finance to ensure proper coherence,
incentives and quality standards ( (OECD, forthcoming[23]).

Big data, understood as data that is high in volume, high in velocity and high in variety
(Kim, Trimi and Chung, 2014,,,) is one type of data that could lead to value creation in public
services. Increasingly, governments are being asked to incorporate these technologies into
their way of working. Big data may help governments produce timely indicators, identify
turning points much faster, and make better and faster decisions when facing emergencies
(e.g. natural disasters, pandemics, economic crises) (see Box 1.2).

People centricity in public service provision also entails allowing people to access and
re-use all types of government data. Open government data (OGD) offers new opportunities to
empower citizens, businesses, civil society organisations, researchers and journalists through
enhanced access and re-use of data. As a result, many OECD countries are using OGD to
fuel an ecosystem that can provide innovative services and policy solutions through private,
entrepreneurial and civic efforts (e.g. by creating applications that rely on government
data or accessing open data in an automated way through applications, and programming
interfaces to better monitor public procurement).

The OECD Open Useful Re-Usable data (OURdata) Index benchmarks government
efforts to design and implement open data policies and initiatives based on the availability,
accessibility and government support for the re-use of OGD to create economic and social
value. It builds on the OECD analytical framework for open data policies, which is also
connected with the principles of the International Open Data Charter (Lafortune and Ubaldji,
2018[22]). The OURdata Index helps countries assess their relative strengths and identify
potential areas for action.
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Box 1.2. Examples of the use of big data by governments in OECD countries

In Ireland, the biggest use of big data for policy making is mapping. The Ordnance
Survey of Ireland’s Geohive service provides easy access to publicly available geospatial
data. Combined with data from other sources, this mapping data underpins the analysis
of housing trends and flooding risk. A further development in Ireland is the creation of
Pobal, a website and support service providing information on deprivation profiling in a
particular area, details of local childcare services, and information about other funded
services available for people to access. This is a resource not just for policy makers but for
citizens and community organisations, too.

In Korea, the Public Sector Big Data Analysis project has been supporting data-driven,
scientific administration of the central government, local governments and public institutions
since 2014. Korea has developed a standardised model for analysing big data within the public
sector so that data generated in one part of the public sector can be compared with what is
generated elsewhere. The use of the resulting models informs policy making in areas such
as citizen services, tourism, transportation, public, closed circuit television (CCTV) and public
housing, etc. with 16 standardised models having been provided to 175 organisations by 2017.
Such standardisation minimises local differences in the analysis that takes place between
different institutions, and in particular central and local governments, which allows policy
to be informed by a more accurate and comprehensive understanding of a given dataset.

The European Union is currently funding several transboundary projects on the use of big
data. One of those projects is MIDAS (Meaningful Integration of Data Analytics and Services).
The objective of this platform is to map, acquire, manage, model, process and exploit
existing heterogeneous health care data and other governmental data along with external
open data to enable the creation of evidence-based, actionable information. This platform is
expected to inform better long-term policy-making decisions and yield a positive impact on
point-of-care health in all policies across Europe at regional, national and European levels.

Global collaboration: Much government data are global in nature and can be used to
prevent and solve global issues; for example, the Group on Earth Observations (GEO) is a
collaborative international intergovernmental effort to integrate and share Earth observation
data. Its Global Earth Observation System of Systems (GEOSS), a global public infrastructure
that generates comprehensive, near-real-time environmental data, intends to provide
information and analyses for a wide range of global users and decision makers.

The advancement of OGD policies has contributed to increasing interaction with
users and data communities to create public value. Across OECD countries, there is an
improvement in the overall score of the index, when compared with the results of the 2017
edition. Today, 90% of OECD countries for which data is available, require government data
to be available free of charge, 87% require government data to be available with an open
licence, and 93% are required to provide data in machine-readable formats (see Figure 1.3).

In general, governments have also intensified their efforts to support the reuse of OGD.
Some 64% of OECD countries are prioritising collaboration and co-creation events with users
as well as building skills and capacities within their public administrations. Compared to
2017, more countries are exploring the potential impacts of OGD through research or by
collecting re-use examples (see Figure 1.3). Still, there is potential to further integrate and
exploit the benefits OGD; for example, governments can go further in creating frameworks
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with standards for data formats and publication procedures that promote greater data quality
and accessibility. Moreover, feedback channels and other features on open government data
portals can encourage open data users to contribute (OECD, 2018[25]).

Figure 1.3. Open Useful Re-Usable data (OURdata) Index, 2017 and 2019

[ 2019 Data availability 2019 Data accessibility [ 2019 Government support for data re-use
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Source: OECD (2016[23]), Open Government Data Survey; OECD (2018[24]), Open Government Data Survey.
Note: On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. OURdata Index ranges from O to 1, being O the lowest and 1 the highest score.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031180

3.3 A civil service that reflects society for service provision

Important aspects of people centricity are diversity and inclusion in public
administrations. Governments are increasingly recognising the importance of having a
civil service workforce that reflects society and where all socioeconomic and other personal
characteristics are represented in order to ensure that the needs, aspirations and experiences
of a wide range of citizens are reflected in decision making and that barriers and gaps in
service delivery can be better understood. In turn, inclusion entails putting diversity into
practice, and supporting, valuing and respecting all experiences and perspectives in the
workplace, and harnessing them in a beneficial way.
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Depending on the policy area or sector, a more representative public sector can
contribute to tap on previously overlooked knowledge, networks and perspectives for better
policy development and implementation (OECD, 2011[26]; OECD, 2014[27]). In turn, a diverse
public sector workforce is crucial for building a more efficient and empathetic public sector,
as acknowledged by the growing number of diversity and inclusion strategies in OECD
countries (Marina, 2015[28]; Edlin and Delamore, 2018[29]), which are characteristics of a
people-centric public sector. The kinds of groups that have legitimate expectations of being
represented in the public sector have increased over the years, and now include, sexual,
ethnic and religious minorities, the poor, the elderly, people with disabilities and other
minority groups, such as indigenous populations (White and Rice, 20155y)). However, while
data exist on gender representation, little evidence is available about the representation of
other socio-economic groups based on ethnic, sexual or religious orientations in the public
workforce, largely because of the sensitivity of such data.

On average, in OECD countries, women represented 60% of public employment in
2017. There could be several reasons for this overrepresentation of women in the public
sector: overall, the public sector still provides more stable and family-friendly working
conditions than the private sector. Furthermore, many public sector occupations, such as
teachers and nurses, have become female-dominated. Nonetheless, and even though the
gender gap in senior positions is shrinking, women tend to be underrepresented in senior
management positions within the administration: on average, only about one-third of such
positions are filled by women. A similar value is observed for women'’s representation among
parliamentarians, ministers and Supreme Court judges (see Panels A, B and C of Figure 1.4).
Several strategies have been used by OECD countries to achieve a better gender balance in
senior positions within the administration, such as including gender balance as a major
goal of diversity strategies and establishing hiring or promotion targets (OECD, 2014[27]).

Other types of practices can be used to address the range of inequalities that have
become embedded in public policies and the allocation of resources. These approaches
tend to focus on the impact of different policies on key population groups and policy areas.
For example, “gender budgeting” refers to the systematic application of analytical tools
and processes, as a routine part of the budget process, to look at the impact of budgetary
decisions on women and men, highlight gender inequality issues and to inform, prioritise
and resource gender-responsive policies. The OECD Recommendation on Gender Equality
in Public Life (2015) and its implementation toolkit identify gender budgeting as a crucial
part of a system-wide government approach to promoting gender equality.

The number of OECD countries that have introduced gender budgeting increased from
12in 2016 to 17 in 2018 (Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, Finland, Germany, Iceland, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, Portugal, Spain and Sweden). Implementing an effective and
sustainable gender budgeting approach can be challenging. Some of the challenges derive
from the differing levels of importance given to gender equality by successive governments,
whereas others relate to fiscal constraints or, more broadly, to the challenges faced when
implementing any new public financial management practice or procedure in government.
In order to embed gender budgeting as a valued and enduring feature of policy making
and insulate it, as far as possible, from fluctuations arising from the economic or political
environment, slightly more than half of the countries currently practising gender budgeting
have incorporated it in legislation. The implementation of gender budgeting varies across
countries but usually entails adopting tools such as gender equality baselines analysis, ex
ante and ex post gender impact assessment or gender needs assessment (OECD, 2019[32]). For
most countries, gender budgeting is still in its early stages of development.
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Figure 1.4. Gender equality in parliaments, ministries and high-level courts
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Note: Data for Finland for 2019 were provided by national authorities. Bars in light orange represent countries with lower or single house
of parliaments with legislated candidate quotas as of April 2019. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU), PARLINE (database); IDEA Quota Project (database).

StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031199

Panel B. Gender equality in ministerial positions, 2012, 2015 and 2019
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Note: On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU), Women in Politics, 2019, 2015 and 2012.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031218

Panel C. Gender equality of professional judges by level of court, 2016
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Note: On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for Germany and Portugal were provided by national authorities.
Source: Council of Europe European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPE]) data, 2016; OECD (2017 5y)), “Survey on Gender-
sensitive Practices in the Judiciary.

StatLink =azrm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031237

The OECD’s First Attempt at a Gender Budgeting Composite Index is designed to help
policy makers and the public track the progress of gender budgeting over time, focusing
on the governance framework, operational tools and supportive environment in place
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(see Figure 1.5). Countries with a high score, such as Spain and Mexico, have created a
comprehensive gender budgeting framework with key governance aspects in place, a broad
spectrum of tools applied throughout the budget cycle, and wide institutional support to
the practice. However, such index does not measure how successfully any given system of
gender budgeting operates. Success is better evaluated by examining the extent to which the
government’s approach to allocating resources helps achieve overarching gender objectives.
Additionally, other practices to facilitate women’s access to business opportunities with
governments, such as public procurement from women-owned enterprises, have also been
implemented by slightly more than one-fifth of OECD countries (see the section on “Strategic
public procurement” in Chapter 8).

Delivering people-centric public services relies on having a civil service that is capable
of responding to policy challenges and of delivering services effectively; hence, having a
professional civil service is a fundamental condition of people centricity. This means that
civil servants should be qualified, impartial, values-driven and ethical. Addressing complex,
cross-cutting challenges such as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and building
capacity for effective decentralisation requires strategic skills. Civil servants will need to
encourage collaboration, manage risks, and have foresight and resilience. Regardless of the
type of civil service system (i.e. predominantly career-based or predominantly position-
based), there is a need to build the values and skills required to respond to complex
governance demands, to focus on the attractiveness of public sector jobs relative to the
overall labour market, and to ensure the quality and integrity of recruitment mechanisms.

Figure 1.5. First pass at a composite indicator on gender budgeting, 2019
[ Strategic framework Tools of implementation [ Enabling environment
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Note: This figure presents data for the OECD countries that have introduced gender budgeting. The indicator ranges from 0 to 1, being 0
the lowest and 1 the highest score. Countries have been categorised as having an advanced gender budgeting practice (score 0.9 or above);
a mainstreamed gender-budgeting practice (score between 0.5 and 0.9); an introductory gender budgeting practice (score between 0.2
and 0.5); or a threshold gender-budgeting practice, where there is limited gender budgeting in place (score below 0.2). On data for Israel,
see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

Source: OECD (2019[32]), Designing and Implementing Gender Budgeting: A path to action, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://www.oecd.org/gov/
budgeting/designing-and-implementing-gender-budgeting-a-path-to-action.pdf.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031256
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Being able to address complex problems, particularly in the digital age, requires civil
servants to possess the right skills, knowledge and attitudes. However, a first essential step
for fostering those skills in the civil service is understanding them, adjusting job profiles
accordingly and providing training or retraining opportunities. Strategic and targeted
learning and development investments are essential for public services to keep up with the
fast-changing demands of citizens and technological advancements. Furthermore, access
to learning opportunities can be an important attractor and motivator for high-performing
civil servants. The 2019 OECD Recommendation on Public Service Leadership and Capability
advocates that adherents create a learning culture and environment in the public service
that extends well beyond traditional classroom training.

The data displayed in Panels A and B of Figure 1.6 suggest a wide recognition of the
importance of learning and development among governments in OECD countries, as seen, for
example, in the number of civil services that now have civil-service-wide training strategies.
Training for the executive leadership is prioritised in two-thirds of OECD countries, which
demonstrates the vital role of this group as catalysts of strategic reforms across the civil
service. On the other hand, slightly less than half of OECD countries reported that training
on information technology/digital skills is a priority in the central administration, a relatively
low figure given the importance of such skills. Another tool to enhance learning and
development are mobility programmes, yet only about half of OECD countries have them.

Figure 1.6. Learning and development initiatives and training priorities
in public administrations, 2019

Panel A Number of countries with a learning and
development initiatives

Panel B training priorities in central administrations
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Note: The figure shows data for the total respondents of 36 OECD countries.
Source: OECD (2019[33]), OECD Survey on Strategic Human Resource Management.
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People centricity also entails listening to the feedback of public employees and acting
upon it. Employee surveys allow public organisations to measure and benchmark employees’
job engagement as well as their perceptions of their job and the work environment. Such
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surveys could provide useful input to management decisions on how to improve well-being,
leadership and inclusion at work. Studies carried out in the private sector have shown
that employee engagement is correlated with workplace productivity. The use of employee
surveys in OECD countries is widespread, as more than 85% report collecting them. However,
their content and scope of use vary. In most countries, these surveys serve the purpose
of measuring employee engagement, motivation, satisfaction and commitment, as well
well-being. Yet, they are used to a lesser extent to assess issues related to diversity and
inclusion.

Conclusion

In a context of slowing economic growth, aging populations and people’s disenchantment
with governments, a people-centric approach to public governance and public service can
support the efficient use of limited public resources, strengthen the legitimacy of public
institutions and restore trust in public service competence and values. People-centric public
services begin with people and take into consideration their needs, aspirations and behaviours.
At the same time, these services should be geared towards building the evidence base, from
existing data or by generating new data, to inform policy making, tailoring service provision and
tracking policy evolution over time - all of which should lead to higher levels of satisfaction.
The provision of people-centred services requires a people-driven administration driven by a
problem-solving work culture characterised by curiosity and empathy, and constantly seeking
to interpret how people engage with their world. A people-driven public administration believes
in collaborative engagement with relevant stakeholders to better grasp the tough challenges
that people face in their daily lives and involves them in developing solutions.

The consolidation of people-centric public services entails building a government
workforce that reflects the wider society, with a greater representation of women, minorities
or people with disabilities, particularly in senior management and political leadership
positions. Governments could also focus on developing the strategic and innovative capacity
of their civil servants, including identifying and developing the right skills to embrace new
technologies, innovate and cope with change. Governments could also develop policies
using new digital tools, constructive dialogue and citizen participation, in ways that promote
transparency and accountability.

This chapter presents evidence and discusses several practices currently being
undertaken by OECD countries to achieve people centricity. However, it also shows that
people-centric public services are an emerging and complex area of work, one in which
countries are learning from each other. There is potential to further increase transparency,
build meaningful engagement and break barriers and silos that hamper innovation. The
chapter also conveyed the importance of focusing on outcomes that are important to people
and assessing how the work carried out by public administrations is contributing to such
outcomes. Investing in better understanding the linkages between government practices
and how they affect people’s perceptions and experience of the administration, as reflected
in satisfaction with services and institutional trust, could contribute to building bridges that
will bring people and governments closer.

Finally, building people-centric public services entails looking at available evidence
(including big data) in a holistic way and identifying gaps that need to be closed. Undoubtedly,
there is an agenda ahead to develop more and better evidence. Nevertheless, a combined
analysis of the different dimensions of the OECD Serving Citizens Framework, along
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with perceived levels of satisfaction with services, provides useful insight. It sheds light
on key aspects and delivery models that could lead to higher satisfaction and are more
representative of a people-centric approach to public services provision.

Note

1. Some indicators displayed in the scorecards of this chapter differ from those displayed in Chapter 11.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide an account of how satisfaction with each service relates
to the dimensions of access, responsiveness and quality. Chapter 11, on the other hand, seeks to
display how countries are performing in terms of the dimensions of the framework, rather than
in each service. For this reason, this chapter presents indicators on responsiveness and quality
of education from the 2017 edition of Government at a Glance (i.e. index of shortage of educational
material, availability of study help in schools, use of adaptive teaching methods, PISA mean score in
science, PISA mean score in mathematics, and PISA mean score in reading), despite the fact that no
new data for them was published (the results of the 2018 PISA round will be released in December,
2019). In Chapter 11, indicators on responsiveness are not displayed due to lack of country coverage,
which would limit any potential comparison.
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General government fiscal balance

Fiscal balance, referring to the difference between
government revenues and expenditures, shows to the
extent to which the government expenditure is financed
by the revenues collected in a given year. There is a deficit
when the government spends more than it receives as
revenues; and in the opposite case, there is a surplus. The
primary balance, or the overall fiscal balance excluding net
interest payments on public debt, is one critical indicator
of short-run sustainability

OECD countries reported an average deficit level of 2.2%
in terms of GDP in 2017. The average general government
fiscal balance in OECD countries reached the highest
level of deficit in 2009 (8.7% of GDP) due to the 2007-08
economic crisis. In its aftermath, fiscal deficits remained
comparatively high, but slowly and gradually decreased to
the current level. In 2017, more than one-third of OECD
countries reported a fiscal surplus, with Norway reporting
the largest surplus of 4.9% of GDP followed by Korea
(2.8% of GDP). In contrast, the general government fiscal
balance in the following countries reported the largest
deficits in 2017: the United States (4.1%), Spain (3.1%) and
Portugal and Japan (both 3.0%). In the majority of countries
where data are available for 2018, the general government
fiscal balance improved compared to 2017 - the largest
change happened in Portugal (+2.5 p.p.) yet still running
a deficit, and Norway (+2.3 p.p.). In the case of Portugal, it
is due to the increase in current revenue, particularly tax
revenue and social contributions, explained to a large extent
by the evolution of the economic activity and employment,
combined with the fact that in 2017 the fiscal balance was
negatively impacted by a one-off operation related to the
recapitalization of a public financial institution. In the
case of Norway, despite comparatively low oil prices, this
value is a testimony of policies that insulate the country
from volatile petroleum markets such as making the fiscal
rule more prudent, aiming at structural non-oil deficits
equivalent to 3% of the value of the wealth fund rather
than 4% (OECD 2018).

Consecutive deficits lead to mounting debt level, which in
turn entails higher interest payments and thus put upward
pressure on deficits. The primary balance illustrates the
extent to which governments can honour their debt
obligations without the need for further indebtedness.
In 2017, almost three-fourths of OECD countries reported
a surplus in primary balance in 2017, with the largest
primary surplus in Greece (3.6%) resulting from large fiscal
consolidation, which has strengthened credibility and
reduced uncertainty that is helping to restore economic
growth. In the same period, the largest primary deficit was
reported in Japan (2.7%) explained by lower than expected
growth, repeated supplementary budgets and delays in
raising the consumption tax as planned. Overall, Japan
needs a comprehensive fiscal consolidation plan including
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specific spending cuts and tax increases, as well as an
improved fiscal framework to ensure implementation of
the plan (OECD 2019)

Methodology and definitions

Fiscal balance data are derived from the OECD National
Accounts Statistics (database), based on the System of
National Accounts (SNA), a set of internationally agreed
concepts, definitions, classifications and rules for
national accounting. The 2008 SNA framework has
been implemented by all OECD countries (see Annex
A for details on reporting systems and sources).
Using SNA terminology, general government consists
of central government, state government, local
government and social security funds.

Fiscal balance, also referred to as net lending (+) or net
borrowing (-) of general government, is calculated as
total government revenues minus total government
expenditures. Revenues encompass taxes, net social
contributions, and grants and other revenues.
Expenditures comprise intermediate consumption,
compensation of employees, subsidies, property
income (including interest spending), social benefits,
other current expenditures (mainly current transfers)
and capital expenditures (i.e. capital transfers and
investments).

The primary balance is the fiscal balance excluding net
interest payments on general government liabilities
(i.e. interest payments minus interest receipts).

Gross domestic product (GDP) is the standard measure
of the value of goods and services produced by a
country during a period.

Further reading

OECD (2019), OECD Economic Surveys: Japan 2019, OECD
Publishing, Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/fd63f374-en

OECD (2018), OECD Economic Surveys: Norway 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris. http://doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-nor-
2018-en

Figure notes

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

2.1. Data for Chile and Turkey and are not included in the OECD average
due to missing time series or main non-financial government
aggregates. Data for Brazil, China and Indonesia are for 2016 rather
than 2017. Data for Russia are for 2015 rather than 2017.

2.2. Data for Chile are not available. Data for Turkey are not included
in the OECD average due to missing time series. Data for Brazil and
Indonesia are for 2016 rather than 2017.
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General government fiscal balance

2.1. General government fiscal balance as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for India are from the IMF Economic Outlook (April 2019).
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031294

2.2. General government primary balance and net interest spending as a percentage of GDP, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031313
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General government net saving

Net saving refers to the difference between current revenues
and current expenditures or the fiscal balance without
taking into account capital expenditures. Net saving does
not consider investment expenditures or capital transfers,
instance e.g. to publicly owned enterprises or financial
institutions. Net saving is typically associated with the
“golden rule” of public finance, which advocates that, in the
course of an economic cycle, the current revenues should
cover current expenditures. This also implies that debt
issuance should only be for growth-promoting investment
leading to a sustainable fiscal stance.

In 2017, the average net saving in OECD countries was
-1.8% of GDP, with slightly more than 50% of the countries
reporting positive net saving levels. The United States
had the largest negative net saving in 2017, amounting
to 4.9% of GDP, partially explained by a change in trend
in 2016 as the federal government increased expenditure
after several years of consolidation. This trend is expected
to continue as fiscal policy relaxed substantially in early
2018 resulting from a tax reform combined with congress
raising spending ceilings in 2018 and 19 all of which led
to further spending (OECD 2018a). Conversely, Norway had
the highest positive net saving in 2017 (6.9%), as under the
fiscal framework, withdrawals from the Norwegian Wealth
Fund (e.g. revenues from off-shore petroleum production)
cover the non-oil budget deficits to a ceiling set by the
fiscal rule, while still protecting the interests of future
generations. In consequence, it is unlikely that while this
arrangement is in place net savings will be ever negative.

In 2007, only 8 OECD countries reported negative net
savings compared to 17 in 2017. Still, all countries that
had positive net savings in 2007 reported lower levels in
2017, except Austria (0.1 p.p.), the Czech Republic (0.4 p.p.),
the Netherlands (0.8 p.p.) and Germany (1.2 p.p.) who
reported higher net saving levels. These countries have
been at the forefront of advocating and implementing
austerity policies.

The difference between the net lending/borrowing
(i.e. fiscal balance) and net savings is the size of capital
expenditures, which could be either investment
expenditures or an outflow of capital transfers. On average
across OECD countries, the deficit (net lending/borrowing)
was 0.38 p.p. higher than the net savings in 2017. The
highest negative differences between net lending/
borrowing and net savings occurred in Turkey (2.88 p.p.)
and Iceland (2.86 p.p.). In Turkey, this is explained by
substantial increases in public investment since 2016 and
a massive scaling-up of loan guarantees (OECD 2018b).
The Icelandic bank restructuring was achieved in 2016 but
some remains of speculative funds that entered Iceland
before 2008 were left unresolved until the first quarter
of 2017, when most of these funds were finally let out
(Baldursson, Portes and Thorlaksson, 2017). Additionally,
Iceland increased needed infrastructure investment, due
to prior fiscal restraint and stresses from tourism.
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Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the OECD National Accounts
Statistics (database), based on the System of National
Accounts (SNA), a set of internationally agreed concepts,
definitions, classifications and rules for national
accounting. The 2008 SNA framework has been
implemented by all OECD countries (see Annex A for
details). Using SNA terminology, general government
consists of central government, state government,
local government and social security funds.

Government net saving represents current revenues
minus current expenditures including depreciation. In
the case of gross saving, the costs of depreciation have
not been deducted from current expenditures. Gross
saving plus net capital transfers (i.e. capital transfers
received minus paid) minus gross investments
(i.e. gross capital formation and acquisitions less
disposals of non-produced non-financial assets)
equals the fiscal balance of net lending/borrowing.
Net lending/borrowing reflects the fiscal position after
accounting for capital expenditures: net lending, or
government surplus, means that government is
providing financial resources to other sectors, whereas
net borrowing, or government deficit, means that
government on balance requires financial resources
from other sectors to finance part of its expenditures.
As compared to net lending/borrowing, net saving has
the advantage of avoiding possible one-off distortions
coming from extraordinary and possibly very large
capital transfers. It also avoids putting too much
pressure on government investments in times of
austerity programmes and increasing deficits.

Further reading

Baldursson, F., R. Portes and E. Thorlaksson (2017), “Iceland’s
Capital Controls and the Resolution of its Problematic
Bank Legacy”, http://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.36548.73604.

OECD (2018a), OECD Economic Surveys: United States
2018, OECD Publishing, Paris. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/
eco_surveys-usa-2018-en

OECD (2018b), OECD Economic Surveys: Turkey 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-tur-
2018-en

Figure notes

Data for Chile are not available. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/
10.1787/888932315602. Data for Turkey are not included in the OECD
average due to missing time series. Data for Brazil and Indonesia
are for 2016,. data for Russia are for 2015 rather than 2017.

2.5. (Net capital transfers as a percentage of GDP) is available online
in Annex F.
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General government net saving

2.3. General government net saving as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031332

2.4. General government net saving versus net lending/borrowing as a percentage of GDP, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031351
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General government structural balance

The government fiscal balance can be significantly affected
by economic cycles and one-off events. Government
revenues (particularly tax revenues) tend to decline
during economic downturns, as there is less economic
activity subject to the corresponding taxes. At the same
time, public spending may increase as more people
become unemployed and qualify for social assistance
or unemployment benefits. The government could also
decide to carry on additional expenditure (e.g. investment)
to counterbalance the effects of less private activity. As
such, the general government fiscal balance alone does not
depict a full picture of the government’s underlying fiscal
position. General government structural balance, which
takes into account the effects that could be attributed to
the economic cycle and one-off events, better captures
structural trends for assessing the sustainability of public
finances in the long run. Estimating the structural balance
requires estimating the structural and cyclical components
of both the fiscal balance and output, (also referred to as
the potential GDP [i.e. the economy working at full capacity
not affecting inflation]). In turn, the output gap measures
the difference between actual and potential GDP.

In terms of potential GDP, the structural fiscal balance in
OECD countries reached an average deficit of 2.3% in 2017.
In particular, and despite its current positive economic
outlook, the United States (4.7%) reported the highest
cyclically adjusted deficit. This value reflects among
others, the effects of tax cuts not yet offset by expected
additional growth as well as higher health spending. In
turn, globalisation and automation have displaced workers,
especially in the industrial heartland; many of these
workers have had trouble finding new employment. This
has led to the development of areas of high unemployment,
non-participation and poverty and created a surplus of
labour to the economy adding some pressure on income
support programmes (OECD 2018a). In contrast, Greece,
reported having the largest structural surplus (6.4%) in
terms of structural balance for the same year. Greece has
conducted substantial consolidation efforts, achieved
through improvements in tax compliance and spending
controls that led to fiscal over-achievement between
2015-17. In turn, this good performance may have boosted
confidence, mitigating the contractionary effects of fiscal
consolidation. Due to its fiscal performance and expected
further improvements Greece exited the EU Excessive
Deficit Procedures in 2017 (OECD, 2018b).

Compared to 2017, almost two-thirds of OECD countries
experienced a deterioration of their government structural
balance in 2018, to an average deficit of 2.8%. The largest
increase in the structural deficit was observed in Israel
(2.1 p.p.), resulting from tax reductions and increases in
subsidies as well as government difficulties in achieving
political consensus for implementing fiscal reform. On the
other end, the greatest improvements in the structural
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balance were observed in Luxembourg and Germany
(+1.0 p.p. for both countries). In both cases, this was driven
by robust economic growth and prudent fiscal policies. In
the case of Germany, however, growth is expected to slow
as the economy is facing capacity constraints, including on
employment (OECD 2018c).

The structural primary balance is also adjusted for the
impact of net interest payments on general government
liabilities (i.e. interest payments minus interest receipts). A
similar general deteriorating pattern as found for structural
balances is observed for structural primary balances. While
the average level of structural primary balance level in
OECD countries amounted to -0.5% of their potential GDP
in 2017, it is expected to further deteriorate by 0.4 p.p. from
2018 to 2020. This negative projected trend is driven by
increased uncertainty due to factors such as the trade war
between the United States and China and its consequences
in other economies or the potential effects of Brexit, all of
which are expected to affect global growth.

Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the OECD Economic Outlook,
No.105 (database). The structural fiscal balance, or
underlying balance, represents the fiscal balance
as reported in the System of National Accounts (SNA)
framework adjusted for two factors: the state of the
economic cycle (as measured by the output gap)
and one-off fiscal operations.). Potential GDP is not
directly observable and estimates are subject to
substantial margins of error. One-off factors include
both exceptional and irregular fiscal transactions as
well as deviations from trend in net capital transfers.
For more details, see “Sources and Methods” of the
OECD Economic Outlook (www.oecd.org/eco/outlook/
sources-and-methods.htm).

Further reading

OECD (2018), OECD Economic Surveys: United States 2018,
OECD Publishing, Paris. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eco
surveys-usa-2018-en

OECD (2018), OECD Economic Surveys: Greece 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-
grc-2018-en

OECD (2018c), OECD Economic Surveys: Germany 2018,
OECD Publishing, Paris. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eco
surveys-deu-2018-en

Figure notes

Data for Chile, Mexico, the Slovak Republic and Turkey are not available.
On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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General government structural balance

2.6. General government structural balance as a percentage of potential GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD Economic Outlook, No 105, May 2019.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031370

2.7. General government structural primary balance as a percentage of potential GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD Economic Outlook, No 105, May 2019.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031389

2.8. General government projected structural primary balance as a percentage of potential
GDP in 2019 and 2020 and change since 2018

% I Change between 2018 and 2020 (p.p.) 2019 A 2020
8
VAN
6 -
4 -
A A
2 r A A A

- 6 L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L
O A N NS N A& S S N &
SO TFEPLISTFFLIITCFFIT O EFITITE S @ O

Source: OECD Economic Outlook, No 105, May 2019.
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031408
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General government gross debt

Public debt levels have significant implications for the
stability of public finances and the economy as a whole.
While government debt can be raised for financing current
expenditures or investing in physical capital, it comes
with a cost in the form of interest payments and should
be based on the objective appraisal of economic capacity
gaps, infrastructural development needs and sectoral/
social priorities as well as a prudent assessment of costs
and benefits.

In 2017, the government gross debt in OECD countries
amounted to 110% of GDP on average. The average level of
government gross debt level increased in OECD countries
by 37.3 p.p. between 2007 and 2017. This rise is explained
by the economic slowdown, expansionary countercyclical
fiscal policy, as well as exceptional rescue operations of
financial institutions that prevailed in many countries until
the early 2010s. On the other hand, Estonia (13%) and Chile
(29.6%) reported the lowest debt levels in 2017.

The largest increases in gross debt growth occurred in
Greece (75.9 p.p.) and Spain (72.8 p.p.) from 2007 to 2017.
In the case of Greece, debt is stabilising as the government
has achieved significant primary surpluses over the past
couple of years. However, reducing debt levels will require
additional reforms to boost GDP growth, maintaining
large, but realistic primary surpluses and additional debt
restructuring, e.g. by locking in at currently low interest rates
(OECD 2018a). In Spain, public debt is falling, as evidenced
by the 1.3 p.p. reduction between 2018 and 2017; recent
improvements are due to favourable economic conditions.
However, as the recovery continues, the government should
stick to medium-term fiscal targets to ensure a durable
reduction of public debt (OECD 2018b).

Per capita government gross debt has increased at an annual
rate of 5% since 2007 across OECD countries reaching USD
53 641 PPP on average in 2017. Still, in the past few years the
trend is slowly reverting as shown by the average decrease
of the debt-to-GDP ratio of 2.2 p.p. in 2017 as compared to
2016. Most government gross debt in OECD countries is held
in debt securities (83.0%), followed by loans (8.6%).

Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the OECD National Accounts
Statistics (database) and the Eurostat Government
Finance Statistics (database), which are based on
the System of National Accounts (SNA). The 2008 SNA
framework has been implemented by all OECD
countries (see Annex A).

Debt is defined as a specific subset of liabilities
identified according to the types of financial
instruments included or excluded. Generally, it is
defined as all liabilities that require payment or
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payments of interests or principal by the debtor
to the creditor at a date or dates in the future. All
debt instruments are liabilities, but some liabilities
such as shares, equity and financial derivatives are
not debt. Debt is thus obtained as the sum of these
liability categories, whenever available/applicable in
the financial balance sheet of the general government
sector: currency and deposits; debt securities; loans;
and other liabilities (i.e. insurance, pension and
standardised guarantee schemes, other accounts
payable as well as, in some cases, special drawing
rights). According to the SNA, most debt instruments
are valued at market prices, when appropriate
(although some countries might not apply this
valuation, in particular for debt securities).

The treatment of government liabilities in respect of
their employee pension plans varies across countries,
making international comparability difficult. Some
OECD countries, such as Australia, Canada, Iceland,
Sweden and the United States, record employment-
related pension liabilities, funded or unfunded, in
government debt data. For those countries, an adjusted
government debt ratio is calculated by excluding these
unfunded pension liabilities. Additional information on
this is provided in the StatLinks. Government debt here
is recorded on a gross basis, not adjusted by the value of
government-held assets. The SNA debt definition differs
from the definitions applied under the Maastricht
Treaty, which is used to assess EU fiscal positions. For
information on the calculation of government debt per
capita see General government revenues (page 64).

Further reading

OECD (2018a), OECD Economic Surveys: Greece 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-
grc-2018-en

OECD (2018b), OECD Economic Surveys: Spain 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_suruveys-esp-
2018-en

Figure notes

Data for Australia, Canada, Iceland, Sweden and the United States are
reported on an adjusted basis (i.e. excluding unfunded pension
liabilities). On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
Data for Chile, Mexico and Turkey are not included in the OECD
average. Data for Colombia and Russia are for 2016, data for Brazil
are for 2015 rather than 2017.

2.9. and 2.10. Data for 2017 for Iceland and data for 2007 for Korea are
based on OECD estimates.

2.11. Data for Iceland are not available.

2.12. (Annual growth rate of real government gross debt per capita,
2007-17 and 2017-18) is available online in Annex F.
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General government gross debt

2.9. General government gross debt as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Brazil) and for Costa Rica are from the IMF Economic Outlook (April 2019).
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2.10. General government gross debt per capita, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database). Data for the other major economies (apart from
Brazil) and for Costa Rica are from the IMF Economic Outlook (April 2019).
StatLink Si=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031446

2.11. Structure of government gross debt by financial instruments, 2017
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031465
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Financial net worth of general government

Financial net worth, or the difference between
governments’ financial assets and liabilities, shows the
government’s ability to meet its financial obligations and
can provide a more accurate picture of a country’s fiscal
position. The assets reflect a source of additional funding
and income available to governments; liabilities reflect
debts accumulated over time. A consistent increase in the
government’s financial net worth over time indicates good
financial health. Conversely, net worth may be depleted by
public debt indicating a worsening of the fiscal position
that could affect confidence and increase risk.

In 2017, general government financial net worth of
OECD countries amounted to -70% of GDP, meaning that
governments on average were holding significantly more
liabilities than assets. In four OECD countries — Greece
(-149%), Italy (-125%), Japan (-124%) and Portugal (-108%) —,
the negative financial net worth was larger than the size
of the country’s GDP in 2017. These countries accumulated
substantial debt over the past years, particularly in the
years following the 2007-08 economic crisis. For the
same year, 8 out of 35 countries reported having positive
financial net worth with Norway reporting the highest level
at +308% of GDP, followed by Finland (+59%). In the case
of Norway, it reflects the USD 1 trillion of the Norwegian
Wealth Fund, managed by the Central Bank on behalf of
the Ministry of Finance and composed of equity, bonds
and real estate investments. This fund was set in 1990 to
manage the petroleum resources in the interest of present
and future generations. In Finland, this value reflects the
positive performance of employment pension schemes’ net
financial assets.

After a decade since the international financial crisis and
with few exceptions, general government financial net worth
in OECD economies is far from rebounding to pre-crisis
levels. However, between 2017 and 2018, for most countries
with available information, an average improvement of
0.4 p.p. was experienced. The exceptions are the United
States (1.3 p.p.), Chile (1.0 p.p.) and France (0.2 p.p.). In these
three countries, the recent deterioration of their net worth is
primarily driven by additional public debt issuance.

On average, the financial net worth in OECD countries
represented USD -34 591 PPP per capita in 2017, which
more than doubled since the OECD average level in 2007
(USD -15 523 PPP). In 2017, the highest positive per capita
financial net worth was recorded in Norway (USD 191 667
PPP) and the lowest in Japan (USD -51 921 PPP).

Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the OECD National Accounts
Statistics (database) and the Eurostat Government Finance
Statistics (database), which are based on the System of
National Accounts (SNA), a set of internationally, agreed
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concepts, definitions, classifications and rules for
national accounting. The 2008 SNA framework has
been implemented by all OECD countries (see Annex A
for details on reporting systems and sources).

The financial net worth of the general government
sector is the total value of its financial assets minus
the total value of its outstanding liabilities. The SNA
defines the financial assets and the corresponding
liabilities where applicable/available in the financial
balance sheet of the institutional sector: monetary
gold and SDRs; currency and deposits; debt securities;
loans; equity and investment fund shares; insurance,
pension and standardised guarantee schemes;
financial derivatives and employee stock options;
and other accounts receivable/payable. According to
the SNA, stocks of financial assets and liabilities are
valued at market prices, when appropriate (although
some countries might not apply this valuation, in
particular for debt securities). Data are based on
consolidated financial assets and liabilities except for
Chile, Mexico, New Zealand, Brazil and Russia.

This indicator can be used as a proxy measure for
net government debt as, similarly to the definition
of gross debt, the net debt can be restricted to gross
debt minus financial assets corresponding to debt
instruments (concept as defined in the Public Sector
Debt Statistics: Guide for Compilers and Users).

The institutional set-up of recording unfunded
liabilities of government employees can have an
impact on the financial net worth of general
government in diverse countries, making international
comparability difficult. This is the case for some OECD
countries such as Australia, Canada, Iceland, Sweden
and the United States. For that reason, in analogy
to the government gross debt an adjusted financial
net worth is calculated for these countries. For
information on the calculation of financial net worth
per capita see General government revenues (page 64).

Further reading

OECD (2019), “National Accounts at a Glance”, OECD National
Accounts Statistics (database), https://doi.org/10.1787/data-
00369-en

Figure notes

Data for Australia, Canada, Sweden and the United States are reported
on an adjusted basis (i.e. excluding unfunded pension liabilities).
Data for Iceland and Korea are not available. . On data for Israel,
see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for Chile, Turkey and
Mexico are not included in the OECD average. Data for Colombia
and Russia are for 2016 rather than 2017; data for Brazil are for
2015 rather than 2017.
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Financial net worth of general government

2.13. General government financial net worth as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031484

2.14. General government financial net worth per capita, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031503
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Fiscal balance and debt by level of governmént

Different administrative systems allow sub-central
governments higher or lower autonomy in raising and
spending resources. Correspondingly, fiscal results in those
different levels of government may vary substantially.
Nevertheless, in order to avoid generating the wrong set
of incentives, sub-central governments are often subject to
tight fiscal rules, especially about incurring debt to finance
deficits.

In 2017, central governments in OECD countries had an
average fiscal deficit of 1.9% of GDP while the fiscal deficit
of sub-central governments amounted to 0.5% of GDP. The
fiscal balance of central governments in 2017 ranged from
-4.4% of GDP in Portugal to 5.4% in Norway, with only nine
countries having a fiscal surplus. Among the federal states,
the United States reported having the largest fiscal deficit
(1.5%) at the state government level in 2017, followed by
Canada (0.6%) and Australia (0.4%).

In terms of the fiscal balance of local governments in 2017,
the largest surplus was in the Czech Republic (0.8%) and
the largest deficit was in Iceland (1.3%). Local economies
in the Czech Republic are steadily growing; to fully capture
the benefits of this growth and make it inclusive a debt
rule for local governments has been introduced and some
equalisation mechanisms to adjust for differences in
revenue-raising capacity have been put in place (OECD,
2018). In Iceland, local governments are responsible for
infrastructure, planning and environment and rely largely on
income taxes as their main revenue source. Tourism-related
spending and pressing infrastructure upgrades are creating
difficulties for the municipal governments, as local sources
are not sufficient to meet rising pressures, generating a
mismatch between revenues and spending (OECD, 2017). In
2018, there was a significant shift of fiscal balances between
central government and social security funds in Lithuania,
which is due to the debt cancellation of the state social
insurance fund by central government.

Government debt could be incurred at the sub-central level
in order to finance deficits at the sub-central level through
borrowing. On average, debt held by the central governments
of OECD countries amounted to 95.7% of GDP in 2017, while
that held by the sub-central governments accounted for
20.3% of GDP. In federal states, state governments held
significant levels of gross debt with the largest value
recorded in Canada (47% of GDP), followed by Spain (27%
of GDP). In the case of Canada, while overall debt levels
are declining, a mixed trend is observed: between 2017
and 2018 in terms of GDP, debt decreased for the federal
government (2.3 p.p.), while it increased at the state level
(1.2 p.p.). Due to stricter rules on accumulating debt at the
local levels, on average 7.2% of GDP in OECD countries were
accounted for local governments, significantly lower than
for central and state levels.
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Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the OECD National Accounts
Statistics (database), based on the System of National
Accounts (SNA), a set of internationally agreed concepts,
definitions, classifications and rules for national
accounting. The 2008 SNA framework has been
implemented by all OECD countries (see Annex A for
details). Using SNA terminology, general government
consists of central government, state government,
local government and social security funds. State
government is only applicable to the nine OECD
countries that are federal states: Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Canada, Germany, Mexico, Spain (considered
a quasi-federal country), Switzerland and the United
States. Fiscal balance also referred to as net lending
(+) or net borrowing (-) of general government, is
calculated as total government revenues minus total
government expenditures. For additional information
on debt, see General government gross debt (page 58).

Further reading

OECD (2018), OECD Economic Surveys: Czech Republic
2018, OECD Publishing, Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_
surveys-cze-2018-en

OECD (2017), OECD Economic Surveys: Iceland 2017, OECD
Publishing, Paris. http://doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-isl-
2017-en

Figure notes

Local government is included in state government for Australia and
the United States. Australia does not operate government social
insurance schemes. Social security funds are included in central
government in Ireland, Norway, the United Kingdom and the United
States. Data for Chile and Turkey are not included in the OECD
average due to missing time series. On data for Israel, see http://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888932315602. For Japan data for sub-sectors of general
government refer to fiscal year.

2.15. Data for Indonesia are for 2016 rather than 2017.
2.16. Data for Iceland are not available.

2.16. and 2.17. Data for Chile, Korea and Mexico are not available. Data
for Australia, Canada, Sweden and the United States are reported on
an adjusted basis (i.e. excluding unfunded pension liabilities). Data
for New Zealand, Switzerland and the United States are reported
on a non-consolidated basis. Data for Colombia are for 2016 rather
than 2017.

2.17.Data are consolidated within the subsectors of general government.
However, at the level of general government, flows between levels
of government are included. Data for Iceland are not included in
the OECD average due to missing time-series.
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Fiscal balance and debt by level of government
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2.15. Government fiscal balances across levels of government as percentage of GDP, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031522

2.16. Government gross debt across levels of government as percentage of GDP, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031541

2.17. Distribution of government gross debt across levels of government, 2007 and 2017
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031560
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General government revenues

Government revenues serve the purpose of financing the
provision of goods and services to the population (such
as health care and defence), as well as allowing the state
to carry out its redistributive role (through subsidies and
social benefits). The main sources of revenue are taxes and
social contributions. In turn, government’s policy choices,
for example, on health care and retirement schemes, as
well as fluctuations of the business cycle, determine how
much revenue is required to deliver to citizens and to pay
financial obligations (e.g. debt). Although for a certain
time imbalances can be covered by acquiring debt, in
the long term accounts should be balanced to ensure the
sustainability of public finances.

On average in 2017, OECD government revenues amounted
to 38.2% of GDP - this represents an increase of 1 p.p. since
2007.Revenues represent more than half of the GDP in Norway
(54.9%), France (53.7%), Finland (53.4%), Denmark (52.6%) and
Belgium (51.3%). On the opposite end, Mexico (23.7%) and
Ireland (26%) have the lowest revenues as a share of GDP.
Ireland has reduced its revenue by 10.2 p.p. over GDP since
2007. The decline in this ratio resulted from a faster increase
in GDP as compared to the increase of government revenues
(in nominal terms) stemming partly from comparatively
low corporate and individual tax rates. On the contrary,
Greece has increased its government revenues by 7.7 p.p. in
the same period; however, this result should be read with
caution as it is derived from GDP decreasing at a higher pace
than government revenues. As a share of GDP government
revenues in Canada (-0.5 p.p.), Hungary (-0.1 p.p.),the
United States (+0.4 p.p.), Australia and Austria (both +0.5 p.p.)
remained fairly stable between 2007 and 2017.

A different way to assess the size of government revenues is
to compare them in per capita terms. The average revenue
per capita in OECD countries in 2017 was USD 17 535,
an increase of USD 4302 PPP from 2007. All countries have
increased their revenue per capita between 2017 and 2007
and kept the upward trend in 2018. Luxembourg has the
highest revenues per capita (USD 47 749 PPP in 2017),
explained partly by the large proportion of cross-border
workers that are not counted as residents, therefore paying
income taxes in Luxembourg but not considered as part of
the population. Norway follows with USD 34 134 PPP in 2017,
triggered by significant revenues coming from petroleum
sales. Mexico (USD 4 658 PPP), Turkey (USD 8 840 PPP)
and Latvia (USD 10 565 PPP) have the lowest revenues per
capita as these countries have comparatively low tax rates
or comparatively smaller tax bases.

Between 2007 and 2017, the annual average growth rate of
real government revenues per capita was 0.89% across OECD
countries. The Slovak Republic had the highest increase
(+3.7%), followed by Korea (+2.9%) and Poland (+2.9%). Poland
also saw the highest increase in the biennium 2017-18,
(+9.1p.p.);ithas been successful at improving tax compliance,
especially regarding the value added tax (VAT), by using a
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series of measures such as introducing a split payment
mechanism where buyers pay VAT directly to a suppliers’
dedicated VAT account. As a result, the OECD estimates
that losses due to evasion in the country may have been
reduced by about 25% in 2017 (OECD, 2018). In contrast,
between 2007 and 2017, Greece has had the highest average
annual decrease (-0.9 p.p.) followed by Spain (-0.8 p.p.)
in both cases most likely due to the fall of the tax base
resulting from the severe impact of the 2007-08 financial
crisis coupled with a very slow recovery that resulted in
stubbornly high unemployment . Yet, in both cases, this
growth rate improved significantly over the biennium
2017-18 as consolidation measures are bearing fruit.

Methodology and definitions

Revenues data are derived from the OECD National
Account Statistics (database), which is based on the
System of National Accounts (SNA). The SNA provides a
set of internationally agreed concepts, classifications,
definitions and rules for national accounting. The
2008 SNA framework has been implemented by all
OECD countries (see Annex A for details on reporting
systems and sources). In SNA terminology, general
government is composed of central government,
state government, local government and social
security funds. Revenues include taxes, net social
contributions and grants and other revenues. Gross
domestic product (GDP) is the standard measure of
the value of goods and services produced by a country
during a period. Government revenues per capita
were calculated by converting total revenues to USD
using the OECD/Eurostat purchasing power parity
(PPP) for GDP and dividing them by the population
of the country. PPP is the number of units of country
B’s currency needed to purchase the same quantity
of goods and services in country A.

Further reading

Lequiller, F. and D. Blades (2014), Understanding National
Accounts: Second Edition, OECD Publishing, Paris. http://
doi.org/10.1787/9789264214637-en

Figure notes

Data for Chile are not available. On data for Israel, see http://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888932315602.

Data for Turkey are not included in the OECD average due to missing
time series.

Data for Brazil and Indonesia are for 2016 rather than 2017; data for
Russia are for 2015 rather than 2017.
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General government revenues

2.18. General government revenues as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018

& 2007 . 2017 = 2018
o o
- o N
’ 'V
o v
» - =
AEKECEEERCSanCe oo
M O ¢ &
N MMEBDK N *
AN <
A N
% Q)%\/$<</ QQ’ QQ 6\*\%\/ (‘:’A%QQ\ Q,V“%(I)\’Q/\’ Q\/ Q"c %Q}éo \c"é’Q‘(So Ny S\Q§$ @ Qco?“ ,\\\ Q‘@V Q,Q‘}QQ\QQ\/@%\QQ\QQ

Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (Database). Data for India are from the IMF Economic Outlook (April 2019).

StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031579

2.19. General government revenues per capita, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (Database). Data for India are from the IMF Economic Outlook (April 2019).
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2.20. Annual average growth rate of real government revenues per capita, 2007-17 and 2017-18
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (Database). Data for India are from the IMF Economic Outlook (April 2019).

StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031617
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Structure of government revenues

The main sources of government revenues are taxes (on
income or wealth, for example) and social contributions
made directly by or on behalf of employees. A lower share
of revenues comes from sales by the general government
(e.g. user fees for the provision of services), grants, and
other sources (e.g. property income).

In 2017, on average 60% of the revenues raised by governments
across OECD countries came from taxes and 25% from net
social contributions, another 8% came from sales and 7%
from grants and other revenues. The structure of revenues
differs largely among countries. Taxes represent 88% of
Denmark’s revenues followed by Australia, New Zealand and
Sweden (over 79%) whereas they represent only 46% in the
Slovak Republic. The Slovak Republic relies more on net social
contributions than any other OECD economy, amounting to
37.5% of general government revenues. Mexico (34%) and
Norway (23%) have the largest share of income from grants
and other sources, as the exploitation of natural resources
(e.g. oil and gas) is an important source of revenues for these
countries. The contribution of sales is largest in Finland (13%),
Switzerland (13%) and the United States (12%) meaning that,
mainly through user fees, people contribute proportionally
more to the funding of services in these countries.

Across OECD countries, grants and other revenues and taxes
have reduced their contribution to general government
revenues (-0.6 p.p. and -0.4 p.p. respectively). Compared to
other OECD countries, Lithuania experienced the greatest
change in government revenue structure between 2007
and 2017: net social contributions have increased their
relative contribution by 10 p.p. and sales 1.7 p.p., while
taxes decreased 9.4 p.p. and grants and other sources
decreased the remaining share (2.3 p.p.). These changes are,
at least partially, explained by a high contribution rate to
social security paid primarily by employers, a rapidly aging
population and emigration trends and a rigid labour market
promoting informality and limiting the tax base. As part of
the solution to this problem, and based on the New Social
Model, Lithuania introduced an encompassing reform,
implemented in stages in 2017 and 2018, of labour relations,
unemployment relations and pensions; the reforms also
touch upon some aspects of the tax system (OECD, 2018).

Income and profit taxes are the largest source of tax
revenues (34% in 2016) in OECD countries, closely followed
by taxes on goods and services (33%). However, the structure
of taxes in some countries differs from the OECD average.
The share of taxes on income and profits over total taxes
in 2016 was smallest in Hungary, Lithuania and Slovenia
(around 19%) and largest in Denmark (63%), Australia (57%)
and New Zealand (56%). The contribution of taxes on goods
and services (e.g. VAT) is largest in Chile (55%), Turkey
(44%), and Estonia (43%) and smallest in the United States
(17%), Japan (20%) and Switzerland (21%). In 2016, property
taxes were the largest source of revenue in Iceland and
accounted for 34% of the contribution, which represents
a 28 p.p. increase over 2007. However, this increase is the
result of a one-off operation whereby Iceland received a
stability contribution, aimed at liberalising capital controls
imposed during the crisis, from entities that previously
operated as commercial or saving banks.
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Methodology and definitions

Data on revenues are computed from the OECD
National Accounts Statistics (database), which are
based on the System of National Accounts (SNA) — a set
of internationally agreed concepts, classifications,
definitions and rules for national accounting. The
2008 SNA framework has been implemented by all
OECD countries (see Annex A for details on reporting
systems and sources). Revenues include taxes (e.g.
on consumption, income, wealth, property and
capital), net social contributions (i.e. contributions for
pensions, health and social security after deduction
of social insurance scheme service charges, where
applicable), sales of goods and services (e.g. market
output of establishments in government, entrance
fees) and grants and other sources (e.g. current and
capital grants, property income and subsidies). These
aggregates were constructed using sub account items
(see Annex B). The data presented in Figure 2.23 come
from OECD Revenue Statistics. The definitions of tax
revenues differ between SNA and OECD Revenue
Statistics, especially regarding compulsory social
security contributions. In SNA, taxes are mandatory
unrequited payments, in cash or in kind, made by
institutional units to the government. Net social
contributions are actual or imputed payments to
social insurance schemes to make provision for
social benefits to be paid. These may be compulsory
or voluntary and funded or unfunded. OECD Revenue
Statistics treat compulsory social security contributions
as taxes, whereas the SNA considers them net social
contributions because the receipt of social security
benefits depends, in most countries, upon appropriate
contributions having been made, even though the
size of the benefits is not necessarily related to the
amount of the contributions.

Further reading

OECD (2018), OECD Economic Surveys: Lithuania 2018, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-ltu-2018-en.

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

2.21 and 2.22. Data for Chile are not available. Data for Turkey are not
included in the OECD average due to missing time-series. Australia
does not collect revenues via social contributions because it does
not operate government social insurance schemes. Data for Russia
are for 2015 rather than 2017.

2.23. For the OECD countries part of the European Union total taxation
includes custom duties collected on behalf of the European Union.
The latest available year for which data are available for all OECD
countries is 2016. OECD average is unweighted.

2.24 to 2.26. (Structure of revenues by levels of government) are available
online in Annex F.
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Structure of government revenues

2.21. Structure of general government revenues, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031636

2.22. Change in the structure of general government revenues, 2007 to 2017
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StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031655

2.23. Breakdown of tax revenues as a percentage of total taxation, 2007 and 2016
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Source: OECD Revenue Statistics (2018).
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031674
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General government expenditures

The government is responsible for providing goods and
services to the population, some of which are its exclusive
competence (e.g. administering justice), and redistributing
income (e.g. via social benefits and subsidies). Government
expenditures, funded primarily through taxes and social
contributions are usually less flexible than revenues as they
are less sensitive to the business cycle and reflect past and
current policy decisions guaranteeing entitlements and
rights.

In 2017, on average general government expenditures
in OECD countries amounted to 40.4% of GDP, a 1.4 p.p.
increase from 2007. France is the country that spent the
most both in 2017 (56.5% of GDP) and in 2007 (52.6% of
GDP). Between 2007 and 2018 for countries with available
information the largest increase in expenditures occurred
in Norway (7.3 p.p.) driven by a sustained period of
expansionary countercyclical fiscal policies. However,
as already witnessed by the reduction (1.3 p.p.) between
2017 and 2018 Norway is shifting towards neutrality in
public accounts and placing a greater focus on spending
efficiency.

Ireland and Mexico spent the least in 2017, with government
expenditures representing 26.3% of GDP respectively.
Between 2007 and 2017, the expenditures-to-GDP ratio
decreased the most in Ireland (9.6 p.p.), driven mainly by
the GDP headline figure increasing at a very fast pace. In
2015, a small number of multinational enterprises relocated
their intellectual property assets to Ireland leading to a
huge increase in the Irish capital stock and a subsequent
increment in exports through contract manufacturing
(OECD 2018b). In turn, Mexico also increased expenditure
between 2007 and 2017 (4.7 p.p.), driven by increases in
social spending (e.g. health, old age), but further room
exists to increase the efficiency of this spending by avoiding
duplications and leakages in social assistance programmes
(OECD, 2019a).

Government expenditures per capita in OECD countries
were USD 18 441 PPP in 2017, on average, up from USD 13
852 PPP in 2007. Luxembourg had the highest per capita
expenditures in 2017 (USD 46 208 PPP) growing by USD 16
454 PPP between 2007 and 2018. While the comparatively
high expenditure in Luxembourg is partly explained by a
large proportion of cross-border workers that do not count
as residents — hence the denominator (e.g. the population)
is reported smaller than it would be if they were counted -
it also reflects countercyclical measures implemented
to fight the crisis. Public spending in Luxembourg is
expected to keep increasing as ageing-related costs will
rise substantially in the coming years (OECD, 2019b).

Between 2007 and 2017, the annual average real growth
rate of government expenditures per capita was 1.0 %
per year across OECD countries. Greece and Italy were
the only countries where spending decreased by 2.6%
and 0.4% respectively during this period. Yet, both Greece
and Italy increased their spending per capita in 2017-18
(by 0.9% and 0.4% respectively). In turn, Korea (+3.5%)
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increased its government expenditures per capita at the
highest average rates between 2007-17. While overall public
spending remains low in Korea, this rise is triggered by
social spending increasing in a sustained way over the
past decade, reflecting concerns to increase the well-being
levels in Korea.

Methodology and definitions

General government expenditures data are from the
OECD National Accounts Statistics (database), which
are based on the System of National Accounts (SNA),
a set of internationally agreed concepts, definitions,
classifications and rules for national accounting. The
2008 SNA framework has been implemented by all
OECD countries (see Annex A for details). In SNA
terminology, general government consists of central,
state and local governments and social security funds.
Expenditures encompass intermediate consumption,
compensation of employees, subsidies, property
income (including interest spending), social benefits,
other current expenditures (mainly current transfers)
and capital expenditures (i.e. capital transfers and
investments). Gross domestic product (GDP) is the
standard measure of the value of the goods and
services produced by a country during a period.
Government expenditures per capita were calculated
by converting total government expenditures to USD
using the OECD/ Eurostat purchasing power parities
(PPP) for GDP and dividing by population of the
country. PPP is the number of units of country B’s
currency needed to buy the same quantity of goods
and services in country A.

Further reading

OECD (2019a), OECD Economic Surveys: Mexico 2019, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/a536d00e-en.

OECD (2019b), OECD Economic Surveys: Luxembourg 2019,
OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/424839c1-en.

OECD (2018), OECD Economic Surveys: Ireland 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris. http://doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-irl-
2018-en

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

2.27 and 2.28. Data for Chile are not available. Data for Turkey are not
included in the OECD average due to missing time series. Data for
Brazil and Indonesia are for 2016 rather than 2017. Data for Russia
are for 2015 rather than 2017.

2.29. Data for Chile and Turkey are not available. Data for Brazil are
for 2007-16 rather than 2007-17.
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2.27. General government expenditures as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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ECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for India are from the IMF Economic Outlook (April 2019).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031693

2.28. General government expenditures per capita, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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ECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for India are from the IMF Economic Outlook (April 2019).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031712

2.29. Annual average growth rate of real government expenditures per capita, 2007-17 and 2017-18
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for India are from the IMF Economic Outlook (April 2019).

StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031731
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Government expenditures by functio

Government expenditures serve a wide range of purposes,
such as providing health care, education and justice
services to the population, and maintaining public order
and safety. Looking at expenditures by function can show
government’s priorities and challenges, as well as track
their evolution over time. Changes in the structure of
expenditures could stem from policy choices as well as
socioeconomic trends, such as demographic changes (e.g.
aging population), economic cycles and implementing
international agreements.

On average in 2017 in OECD countries, the largest
portion of government resources were spent on social
protection (13.3% of GDP), which includes, for example,
old age and disability and sickness pensions, housing and
unemployment benefits. Finland (24.9%), France (24.3%)
and Denmark (22.4%) spent the largest share of their GDP
on social protection, while Chile (6.2%), Korea (6.6%) and
the United States (7.6%) spent the least.

The second largest expenditure item is health care (7.8%
of GDP across OECD countries in 2017), which comprises
medical products, appliances and equipment, hospital
services, outpatient services, among others. The United
States (9.3%), Norway (8.5%) and Denmark (8.4%) spent
the largest share of GDP on health. Although only around
one-third of the US population of the is covered by public
health insurance, the costs and administration expenses
per capita are higher there than in other countries.
Switzerland (2.2%), Latvia (3.5%) and Chile (4.0%) spent
the least on health. In Switzerland, health care is
provided mainly through compulsory private insurance
schemes.

General public services (e.g. public debt transactions, the
functioning of central executive and legislative bodies,
transfers between levels of government) accounted for 5.4%
of GDP across OECD countries in 2017. Greece (8.3%), Italy
(8.2%) and Iceland (8.1%) spent the most on this function,
in these three countries public debt transactions represent
the most important component within this sub-category.
On average, slightly more was spent on general public
services than on education (5.1%).

Climate change is a growing concern in OECD countries, as
evidenced by their adherence to international agreements
(e.g. the Paris Climate Agreement). Nevertheless, few
resources are devoted to combat climate change.
Environmental protection includes waste management,
pollution abatement, protection of biodiversity and
landscape, among others. It was the function on which
governments spent the least in 2017, with a total of 0.5%
of GDP. The Netherlands (1.4%), Greece (1.3%) and Japan
(1.2%) spent more than twice the OECD average whereas
the United States, Chile and Finland dedicated a negligible
proportion on this function.
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n (COFOG)

Expenditures on social protection have increased by
1.5 p.p. as a share of GDP, since 2007, driven primarily by aging
populations and growth in expenditures for unemployment
benefits. Finland and Norway have increased their spending
more than three times the OECD average (+5.7 p.p. and
+4.6 p.p., respectively). Hungary and Ireland, on the contrary,
have reduced spending on social protection by -3.2 p.p. and
-3.6 p.p., respectively. Ireland cut unemployment benefits
and child benefits as a response to the 2007-08 economic
and financial crisis. Hungary reduced the duration of
unemployment benefits and increased the restrictions to
access disability benefits. Health expenditures have on average
also grown in relevance: 1.1 p.p. more as a share of GDP was
spent on this category in 2017. Norway and the United States
increased their expenditures on health the most (+1.6 p.p.),
followed by Japan (+1.5 p.p.). Conversely, Ireland and Portugal
have experienced the largest decrease (-1.1 p.p.).

Methodology and definitions

Expenditures data are derived from the OECD
National Accounts Statistics (database) and Eurostat
Government Finance Statistics (database), which are
based on the System of National Accounts (SNA), a
set of internationally agreed concepts, definitions,
classifications and rules for national accounting. The
2008 SNA framework has been implemented by all
OECD countries (see Annex A). Data on expenditures
are disaggregated according to the Classification of
the Functions of Government (COFOG), which divides
expenditures into ten functions (I level): general public
services; defence; public order and safety; economic
affairs; environmental protection; housing and
community amenities; health; recreation, culture and
religion; education; and social protection. See Annex C
for more information about the types of expenditures
included. Further data on the structure of government
expenditures by COFOG I level functions (including
levels of government) and detailed data by selected
COFOG 1I level priority functions (apart from the
indicator on expenditures in social protection and
health) are available online in Annex F (2.32 to 2.40).

Figure notes

Data are not available for Canada, Mexico, New Zealand and Turkey.
On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for
Korea refer to 2016.

2.30. Data for Chile and Iceland are not included in the OECD average due
to missing time-series. Data for Chile refer to 2016 rather than 2017.

2.31. Data are not available for Chile and Iceland.
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Government expenditures by function (COFOG)

2.30. General government expenditures by function as a percentage of GDP, 2017

General public Public order Economic Environmental Housing and Recreation, culture . Social
servitfes Defence and safety affairs protection communitygamenities Health and religion Education protection

Australia 43 22 2.0 47 0.9 0.6 72 1.0 5.8 9.7
Austria 6.1 0.6 14 5.7 0.4 0.3 8.2 12 4.8 20.5
Belgium 7.2 0.8 17 6.3 0.9 0.3 7.7 1.3 6.3 19.5
Chile 29 1.0 2.0 26 0.2 0.9 4.0 0.4 5.2 6.2
Czech Republic 39 0.8 1.8 5.7 0.8 0.6 75 1.3 4.6 12.0
Denmark 6.2 12 0.9 33 0.4 0.2 8.4 1.7 6.5 22.4
Estonia 3.9 2.0 1.9 43 0.7 0.4 5.0 21 5.8 13.0
Finland 79 13 11 4.3 0.2 0.3 71 15 5.7 249
France 6.0 1.8 16 5.9 0.9 1.0 8.0 14 5.4 24.3
Germany 5.6 1.0 15 31 0.6 0.4 71 1.0 41 194
Greece 8.3 25 21 36 13 0.2 52 0.7 39 194
Hungary 8.0 1.0 24 71 0.4 0.8 48 35 5.1 14.0
Iceland 8.1 0.1 15 4.7 0.6 0.5 7.6 3.0 75 9.7
Ireland 3.4 0.3 1.0 23 0.4 05 5.1 0.5 33 9.5
Israel 43 15} 16 26 0.6 0.0 54 14 7.0 1.1
Italy 8.2 1.3 1.8 36 09 06 6.8 0.8 3.8 20.9
Japan 38 0.9 1.2 36 12 0.6 7.6 0.4 33 16.1
Korea 5.2 25 1.3 49 0.8 0.8 43 0.8 52 6.6
Latvia 41 1.7 2.3 ol5) 0.6 11 3.5 17 5.8 1.7
Lithuania 35 1.7 15 2.8 0.4 04 57 11 49 11.2
Luxembourg 4.9 0.5 11 5.7 1.0 0.6 49 13 47 18.4
Netherlands 43 11 19 38 14 03 76 12 5.1 15.9
Norway 45 1.7 1.2 5.3 0.9 0.8 85 16 5.6 19.8
Poland 44 1.7 21 47 0.4 0.6 47 12 49 16.4
Portugal 7.6 0.9 1.7 52 0.6 0.5 6.0 0.8 5.0 17.4
Slovak Republic 5.6 1.0 21 41 0.7 05 71 0.8 3.8 145
Slovenia 5.9 0.9 16 43 0.5 05 6.6 14 54 16.2
Spain 5.6 09 18 38 0.9 04 6.0 11 40 16.6
Sweden 6.7 1.2 13 41 0.3 0.8 6.9 11 6.8 20.2
Switzerland 47 0.8 17 4.0 0.6 0.2 22 0.8 5.6 13.5
United Kingdom 47 19 1.8 3.1 0.7 0.7 74 0.6 46 15.2
United States 56 32 20 33 0.0 0.6 9.3 0.3 6.0 76
OECD 54 2.1 1.8 3.8 0.5 0.6 7.8 0.7 5.1 133
Colombia 49 13 22 3.1 0.6 05 49 0.7 48 9.0
Costa Rica 39 0.0 2.6 3.7 0.5 0.8 6.1 0.2 8.1 8.5

Sources: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on Government finance
statistics provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031750

2.31. Change in general government expenditures by function as a percentage of GDP, 2007 to 2017

General public Public order Economic Environmental Housing and Recreation, culture : Social
serviges Defence and safety affairs protection communitygamenities Health and religion Education protection

Australia 0.8 0.9 0.3 0.8 0.2 -0.2 1.0 0.2 11 0.5
Austria -15 -0.2 0.1 -0.2 -0.1 -0.1 0.8 -0.2 0.2 11
Belgium Silt5) -0.2 0.0 0.8 0.2 -0.1 1.0 0.0 0.8 2.8
Czech Republic -0.4 -0.3 -0.2 -0.7 -0.2 -0.4 0.7 -0.1 -0.1 0.1
Denmark -0.5 -0.2 0.0 0.3 -0.1 -0.1 0.7 0.0 0.5 0.9
Estonia 0.6 0.8 -0.2 0.0 -0.1 -0.3 0.7 0.1 -0.1 3.8
Finland 1.2 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.5 0.4 -0.1 5.7
France -1.3 0.1 02 1.6 0.1 -0.1 06 0.0 0.1 27
Germany -0.5 0.1 0.1 -0.1 0.1 -0.4 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.6
Greece -3.3 -0.3 0.6 -0.6 0.5 0.0 -0.8 0.1 0.3 3.7
Hungary -1.5 -0.3 0.4 0.6 -0.2 -0.2 -0.1 2.0 -0.5 -3.2
Ireland 0.0 -0.1 -0.5 -1.3 -0.6 -1.2 -1 -0.1 -1.1 -3.6
Israel -3.3 -1.5 0.1 0.1 0.0 -0.3 0.5 0.1 0.7 0.6
Italy -04 0.1 0.0 -0.6 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.0 -0.7 33
Japan -0.5 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 -0.1 15 0.0 -0.1 28
Korea 0.0 0.1 0.1 -1 -0.1 -0.3 11 0.1 0.6 2.1
Latvia 0.2 0.2 -0.1 0.6 -0.3 -0.1 -0.5 0.0 0.2 37
Lithuania -0.6 -0.2 -0.2 -1.4 -0.5 0.1 0.4 0.0 -0.4 0.5
Luxembourg 0.3 0.2 0.2 1.1 -0.1 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.2 2.7
Netherlands -1.3 -0.1 0.0 -05 -0.1 -0.1 0.8 -0.2 0.1 15
Norway -1.3 0.1 0.3 1.6 0.3 0.2 1.6 0.4 0.7 46
Poland -1.0 -0.2 -0.1 -0.3 -0.2 -0.5 0.2 0.0 -0.8 0.8
Portugal 0.6 -0.3 -0.1 11 0.0 -0.3 -1 -0.2 -1.2 2.7
Slovak Republic 1.1 0.2 0.3 -0.3 0.0 -0.1 1.0 0.0 0.3 1.3
Slovenia 04 -0.5 -0.1 0.2 -0.3 -0.1 0.7 0.2 -0.5 0.9
Spain 0.6 -0.1 0.0 -14 -0.1 -0.5 0.3 -0.5 0.0 3.7
Sweden -0.9 -0.4 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.0
Switzerland 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 05 0.0 0.7 1.5
United Kingdom 0.5 -0.2 -0.5 0.2 -0.2 -0.4 1.0 -0.3 -1.0 0.9
United States -0.5 -0.8 -0.1 -0.3 0.0 0.0 16 0.0 -0.2 0.9
OECD -0.5 -0.3 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.2 11 0.0 -0.1 1.5

Sources: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on Government finance
statistics provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031769
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Structure of government expenditures by economic transaction

Government spends its resources in various ways: by
making transfers (e.g. subsidies and social benefits),
by purchasing goods and services (e.g. vaccines for
hospitals), by compensating employees, by making
investments, among others. These expenditures allow
the government to carry out its main functions of
providing goods and services to the population and,
based on societal agreements, redistributing income.
Disaggregating expenditures by economic transaction
can indicate the composition of governments’ spending
and its margin of manoeuvre for modifying the allocation
of public funds.

In 2017, 40.9% of general government expenditures
accross OECD countries were allocated to social benefits,
encompassing pensions and other entitlements,
representing anincrease of 4.2 p.p. since 2007. Compensation
of employees was the second-largest economic transaction
(22.8% of government expenditures), which decreased
1.3 p.p. since 2007.

Regarding social benefits, Japan, spent the largest share on
this transaction (54.9%), while Mexico, spent the smallest
(9.7%). Such differences are largely driven by different
demographic profiles as old age pensions represent the
most important spending category in Japan while Mexico
remains a comparatively young society with a relatively
weak social protection system. Hungary has reduced the
share spent on social benefits the most (-6.3 p.p. from 2007),
a trend mainly driven by a reduction of unemployment
benefits and an increase in the restrictions to access
disability benefits.

The three countries that spent the largest share on social
benefits Japan, Germany and the Netherlands, recorded
the lowest shares of expenditure on compensation of
employees (14.0%, 17.1% and 19.6% respectively) in line with
having comparatively low levels of public employment (see
Public Sector Employment for more information). In turn,
Iceland and Mexico, spent the largest share of their public
expenditures on the compensation of employees (32.4%
and 32.0%, respectively), yet the explanation differs. Social
benefits in Iceland are comparatively low, as only minimal
pensions are funded through taxes, and the bulk of the
system is managed by private funds, resulting in a higher
relative weight for the compensation-spending category.
Additionally, and in a similar way to other Scandinavian
countries public sector employment is comparatively
high in Iceland. In the case of Mexico, the public sector
is relatively small indicating high levels of compensation,
particularly for senior positions, within the administration.
The Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic have increased
the share allocated to compensating employees the most
since 2007 (+2.9 p.p. each). Despite modest increases,
compensation levels in the Slovak Republic are still the
lowest in OECD countries. Portugal reduced its share the
most (-5.5 p.p.), explained by a reduction of public sector
remunerations and personnel in 2010-15 as a response to
the 2007-08 economic crisis
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OECD countries spent 9.5% on capital expenditures in 2017,
a decrease of 1.5 p.p. from 2007. Still, there were variations
throughout the period as, in general, investment increased
significantly during the implementation of countercyclical
measures following the crisis. In 2017, Korea spent the
largest share among OECD countries on capital expenditures
(18.8%); however, it decreased by 4.8 p.p. since 2007.

Methodology and definitions

Expenditures data are derived from the OECD National
Accounts Statistics (database), which are based on the
System of National Accounts (SNA), a set of internationally
agreed concepts, definitions, classifications and rules
for national accounting. The 2008 SNA framework has
been implemented by all OECD countries (see Annex
A for details on reporting systems and sources).
Expenditures encompass the following economic
transactions: intermediate consumption (i.e. goods
and services that are consumed in a production
process within the economic territory and during
the accounting period); compensation of employees;
subsidies; property income (mainly including interest
spending); social benefits (consisting of social benefits
other than social transfers in kind and of social transfers
in kind provided to households via market producers);
other current expenditures (mainly current transfers
but also other minor expenditures as other taxes
on production, current taxes on income and wealth
etc. and the adjustment for the change in pension
entitlements) and capital expenditures (i.e. capital
transfers and investments). All these transactions at
the level of general government are recorded on a
consolidated basis (i.e. transactions between levels of
government are netted out).

Further reading

OECD (2019), OECD Economic Surveys: Hungary 2019, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-hun-
2019-en.

OECD (2018), OECD Economic Surveys: Korea 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris http://doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-kor-
2018-en.

Figure notes

Data for Chile are not available. On data for Israel, see http://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888932315602. Data for Turkey are not included in the
OECD average due to missing time-series.

Data for Brazil and Indonesia are for 2016; data for Russia are for 2015
rather than 2017.

2.42. (Structure of central government expenditures by economic
transaction, 2017 and 2018) is available online in Annex F.
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2.41. Structure of general government expenditures by economic transaction,
2017 and 2018 and change 2007 to 2017

C'g:gu"r:st'fgs %?Tr?];rllg;tei:: Subsidies P(rﬁ];;jnigr/ﬂi:rcegrtr)le Social benefits Other current expenditures | Capital expenditures
2017 2018 SP09C lo017 2018 SOOOE o017 2018 CoO9% o017 201 SPATOP o017 2018 SOTOR o017 2018 200715 [2017 2018 Coandt
Australia 215 . 30 |247 . 21 | 33 . 06| 45 . 04 |284 . -04 | 67 . 04 |109 . -01
Austria 127 125 04 | 215 214 01 | 29 31 01| 38 34 26 |450 450 29 | 63 68 05 | 79 77 12
Belgium 76 78 02 |26 234 02 | 65 63 09| 47 43 35 |480 481 38 | 34 37 02 | 61 64 07
Canada 178 176 04 |302 302 05 | 23 22 01| 69 71  -31 204 203 31 | 33 34 01 |100 102 00
CzechRepublic 151 150 21 | 235 241 29 | 56 56 19| 19 19 07 |31 366 21 | 53 50 10 |105 119 51
Denmark 172 171 10 | 298 297 -1 | 35 34 03| 21 21 12 |35 340 15 | 60 63 -06 | 69 74 07
Estonia 168 162 01 |287 287 11 | 12 09 13| 01 01  -04 |339 342 52 | 42 47 05 |151 151  -40
Finland 201 202 12 | 231 232 38 | 22 22 04| 18 17 12 |404 401 49 | 45 48 06 | 78 80 -01
France 89 89 00 |225 223 -1 | 44 48 18| 31 30 20 |456 455 19 | 69 71 03 | 87 84 -08
Germany 109 109 19 |171 173 00 | 20 19  -03| 23 21 -39 |545 543 04 | 52 56 12 | 80 79 06
Greece 106 94 37 | 252 22 17 | 20 18 18| 66 71 30 |450 444 85 | 31 38 07 | 74 84 -7
Hungary 169 154 43 |233 227 05 | 28 27 01| 59 55  -22 | 206 289 -63 | 70 78 15 |145 171 21
lceland 245 249 12 324 341 1 | 31 31 1| 90 74 31 |147 155 12 | 42 43 01 |122 107 -10
Ireland 128 133 -0 |267 274 -4 | 24 21 02| 75 64 47 |376 364 48 | 41 45 03 | 90 103 66
Israel 232 . o1 |263 . 15 | 21 . 06|55 . 62 |24 . 27 |120 . 10 | 85 . 02
Italy M5 115 11 | 197 201 -21 | 31 31 06| 78 76  -24 |457 462 50 | 43 46 04 | 80 68 -7
Japan 94 . 04 |10 . a0 | 14 . 01| a5 . 0 |s49 . 49 | 39 . 05 |120 . -0
Korea 133 . 43 |20 . 20 |08 . 02| 40 . 26 |290 . 80 |129 . 29 |188 . -48
Latvia 151 153 -09 |27.0 264 22 | 34 26 08| 24 19 14 |309 208 81 | 78 95 -5 |133 145 58
Lithuania 138 128 07 |287 288 10 | 10 12 15| 34 26 15 |380 398 61 | 43 47 05 |108 100 7.0
Luxemborg 86 86 03 | 209 213 04 | 25 29  -07| 08 08 00 |471 462 -01 | 79 83 18 |120 121  -07
Mexico 128 . 12 |30 . -49 | 14 . 22| 94 . 08 | 97 . 21 |22 . 76 |139 . 30
Netheriands 138 138 14 | 196 195 02 | 27 27  -01 | 24 21 23 | 496 489 59 | 33 38 14 | 87 91 -08
NewZealnd 161 . 02 |226 . -2 | 09 . 00| 43 . 02 |32 . -2 |60 . 05 |149 . 25
Norway 140 138 06 |303 303 12 | 42 42 00| 08 09 54 |343 338 12 | 56 55 07 |109 115 17
Poland 134 134 07 | 248 243 06 | 12 10 09 | 38 35 -3 | 411 405 41 | 45 49 -0 | 112 124 07
Portugal 19 123 03 | 240 246 55 | 10 09 07| 84 79 17 |401 415 38 | 50 56 -04 | 97 73 14
SlovakRepublic 141 134 01 [229 229 29 | 11 11 12| 35 32 04 |461 46 13 | 38 51 07 | 86 98 -18
Slovenia 145 148 14 | 259 258 14 | 17 18 20 | 58 47 28 |395 300 15 | 39 40 -2 | 87 99  -40
Spain 123 121 06 |257 254 03 | 25 24  -03| 62 60 22 |434 432 79 | 34 36 07 | 64 72 -89
Sweden 159 160 02 |256 254 06 | 32 32 03| 13 14 23 |37 327 08 |[108 112 -06 | 95 101 10
Swizerlnd 144 . 12 |23 . o1 |90 . 03| 13 . 23 |9 . o1 | 73 . 09 |18 . -01
Turkey 0 . L2 S S Ll oea L |8 e Lo as L
United Kingdom 193 195 06 | 219 219 29 | 19 21 05| 66 61 13 |375 373 29 | 44 45 -7 | 84 86 03
United States 163 .. 19 |260 . 15 | 08 .  -02 |12 . 07 |32 . 66 |07 . -01 | 88 . 22
0ECD 1“0 . 05 |28 . 43 |20 . o1| 65 . -3 |49 . 42 |43 . 04 | 95 . -5
Brazil 83 . L3 B T 2 I RTY I L |sse . L5 .| 38
Colombia 127 . Lolwer Lo ez Colasr Lo laws Y .
Costa Rica 77 . 05 |38 . 22 | o0 . oo s2 . -7 |18 . 23 |289 . 09 |126 . 11
Indonesia 78 . .o s | er oo L2 . |73
Russia 154 |2 e e B T e o | 152

Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on a combination of National Accounts and Government finance statistics
data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031788
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Government is composed of various levels (central, state
and local) with different abilities to collect revenues. The
ability of sub-central levels to collect revenues depends
on the degree of fiscal federalism. In countries where sub-
central levels have limited abilities to collect taxes, their
main source of revenues comes from central government
transfers.

Recent OECD research has found that decentralising
government spending and revenue collection tends to
boost economic growth when both are decentralised to
a similar extent and for economies that have a relatively
higher level of integration to global markets. Even though
decentralisation yields positive gains in terms of efficiency,
the effects on equity vary from country to country (Kim
and Dougherty, 2018).

There are differences across OECD countries in terms
of revenue decentralisation. On average, the central
government raises the largest proportion (52.9%). In
Ireland (95.0%), the United Kingdom (91.6%), New Zealand
(89.2%), Norway (83.8%) and Estonia (81.3%), the central
government raises over 80% of revenues. In Germany,
a federal country, this proportion drops to 28.0% and
social security contributions stand as the largest share
of revenues instead. In France, social security represents
47.2% of the revenues (the highest share among OECD
countries) and the central level raises 36.9%. Although,
on average, the local level raises the smallest share
across OECD countries (10.5%), in the case of Korea
(33.9%) and Sweden (33.3%) it represents about a third
of the revenues.

It is expected that in federal countries, sub-central levels
will have higher fiscal autonomy. Still, variation exists in
how much is raised by each level. In Canada, the state
level (i.e. provinces) raise more revenues than the central
level (44.0% versus 35.6%). While the Canadian federal
government collects all taxes, provinces can set their
own taxes. In the United States and Australia, states
raise around 40% of the revenues. On the other hand,
in Austria states raise 3.9% and the local level 6.3% of
revenues.

Expenditures vary largely across levels of government as
well. The central government spends 41% of the general
government expenditures on average in OECD countries.
In line with raising revenues, in Ireland, New Zealand
and the United Kingdom, the central government spends
the largest share (91.5%, 88.3% and 76.7% respectively).
Social security spends the most in Japan (49.7%), France
(45.1%) and Germany (43.4%). In Denmark, although the
central government collects the largest portion, the local
level spends 64%. A similar pattern is observed in Sweden
(local level spends 50.5%) and Finland (39.6%). In Canada
and Switzerland, the canton/province level spends the
most of overall government expenditures (47.1% and 37.0%
respectively).
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Methodology and definitions

Revenues and expenditures data are derived from
the OECD National Accounts Statistics (database), which
are based on the System of National Accounts (SNA), a
set of internationally agreed standards for national
accounting. The 2008 SNA framework has been
implemented by all OECD countries (see Annex A
for details). In SNA terminology, general government
consists of central, state and local governments, and
social security funds. State government only applies
to the nine OECD countries that are federal states:
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Germany, Mexico,
Spain (deemed a quasi-federal country), Switzerland
and the United States. Data excludes transfers
between levels of government except in Australia,
Korea, Turkey, Costa Rica and Indonesia. This is in
order to see the contribution of each sub-sector in
general government total revenues and expenditures,
which are at this level consolidated.

Revenues include taxes (e.g. on consumption, income,
wealth), net social contributions (e.g. contributions for
pensions, health and social security), sales of goods
and services (e.g. market output of establishments
in government) and grants and other revenues (e.g.
current and capital grants, property income and
subsidies). The aggregates were constructed using
sub-account line items (see Annex B). Expenditures
encompass intermediate consumption, compensation
of employees, subsidies, property income (mainly
interest spending), social benefits, other current
expenditures (mainly current transfers) and capital
expenditures (i.e. capital transfers and investments).

Further reading

Kim,J. and S. Dougherty (eds.) (2018), Fiscal Decentralisation
and Inclusive Growth, OECD Fiscal Federalism
Studies, OECD publishing, Paris/KIPF, Seoul. https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264302488-en.

Figure notes

Local government is included in state government for Australia and
the United States

Australia does not operate government social insurance schemes. Social
security funds are included in central government in Ireland, New
Zealand, Norway, the United Kingdom and the United States.

Data for Chile are not available. On data for Israel, see http://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888932315602. For Japan data for sub-sectors of general
government refer to the fiscal year. Data for Turkey are not included
in the OECD average due to missing time-series.

Data for Indonesia: 2016 rather than 2017

2.45 and 2.46. (Changes on revenue collection and expenditure by levels
of government from 2007 to 2017) are available online in Annex F.
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Revenue and expenditure structure by level of government

2.43. Distribution of general government revenues across levels of government, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031807

2.44. Distribution of general government expenditures across levels of government, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink =iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031826
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Government investment spending

Public investment can enhance productivity and promote
economic growth as well as foster societal well-being.
Investments are generally made in transport infrastructure,
military defence systems, buildings (such as schools and
hospitals) and other tangible or intangible assets.

In 2017, on average, OECD governments invested 3.1%
of their GDP, a 0.5 p.p. decrease from 2007. Estonia and
Norway (both 5.3%) invested the largest share of GDP. In
Estonia, strategic public investment is a national priority as
evidenced by the central identification of key public assets
to be developed, a focus on raising the quality of public
infrastructure and the achievement of green objectives in
investment decisions, among others. On the other end, Israel
invested the least (1.4%). In order to close the infrastructure
gap (a comparatively low stock of public infrastructure), in
relation to other developed economies, Israel has released
a long-term national infrastructure strategy to 2030
including projects mainly in the transportation sector, but
also in energy, water desalination and waste treatments.
Consequently and despite different modalities foreseen to
carry out this programme, public investment is expected
to increase.

Between 2007 and 2017, Norway was the country that
increased its investments the most (+1.6 p.p.) driven by
substantial public investment in transport which has
intensified in recent years, if transport projects are properly
chosen and delivered they can help Norway transition
away from oil-related activities (OECD, 2018). Ireland
(2.9 p.p.) Spain (2.7 p.p.) and Greece (2.3 p.p.), on the contrary,
reduced their investments the most; all these countries were
severely hit by the 2007-08 crisis and conducted considerable
consolidation efforts including investment reductions.

Across OECD countries, investments amounted to 7.7% of
government expenditures in 2017-down from 9.3% in 2007.
In 2017, Korea (15.6%), Estonia (13.5%) and Latvia (11.7%)
spent the largest share on investments. On the other
hand, Israel, Portugal and Belgium allocated the smallest
proportion of spending on investments in 2017 (3.6%, 4.1%
and 4.4% respectively). While in Portugal and Belgium, this
is the result of consolidation efforts, in Israel, as discussed
above, it is linked to structural low levels of investment.
Investment by functions varies widely; on average over
one-third (34.4%) of investment spending corresponds to
economic affairs which includes transportation, followed
by defence (15.4%) and education (14.1%). Investment in
environmental protection represents a mere 4% of total
investment and is highest in the Netherlands (12.2%)
and Japan (11.3%), both countries with high exposure to
environmental and natural risks.

Investment by levels of government varies widely and is
different for federal and non-federal countries. While in
Belgium (89.8%) and Canada (87.8%), in 2018, sub-central
levels were responsible for most of the investment; in Greece
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and Hungary, the central level carried out over three-quarters
of investment, while the local level just under one-quarter.

Methodology and definitions

Data are from the OECD National Accounts Statistics
(database) based on the System of National Accounts
(SNA), a set of internationally agreed concepts,
definitions, classifications and rules for national
accounting. The 2008 SNA framework has been
implemented by all OECD countries (see Annex
A for details). General government investment
includes gross capital formation and acquisitions,
less disposals of non-produced nonfinancial assets.
Gross fixed capital formation (also named as fixed
investment) is the main component of investment
consisting for government, mainly of transport
infrastructure but also including infrastructure such
as office buildings, housing, schools, hospitals, etc. In
the SNA 2008 framework, expenditures in research
and development have also been included in fixed
investment. Government investments together
with capital transfers constitute the category of
government capital expenditures. Government
consists of central, state and local governments
and social security funds. State government is only
applicable to the nine OECD countries that are federal
states: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Germany,
Mexico, Spain (considered a quasi-federal country),
Switzerland and the United States.

Further reading

OECD (2018), OECD Economic Surveys: Norway 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris, http://doi.org/10.1787/eco_surveys-nor-
2018-en

Figure notes

2.47 and 2.48. Data for Chile and Turkey and are not in the OECD average
because of missing time series. On data for Israel, see http://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888932315602. Data for Brazil, China and Indonesia are for
2016 rather than 2017. Data for Russia are for 2015 rather than 2017.

2.49. Data for Chile are not available. Data for Indonesia are for 2016
rather than 2017. Data for Turkey are not included in the OECD
average because of missing time series. Local government is included
in state government for Australia and the United States. Australia
does not operate government social insurance schemes. Social
security funds are included in central government in Ireland, New
Zealand, Norway, the United Kingdom and the United States.

2.50. (Government investment as a share of total investment) and
2.51. (Structure of general government investment by function)
are available online in Annex F.
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Government investment spending

2.47. Government investment as percentage of GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031845

2.48. Government investment as a share of total government expenditures, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031864

2.49. Distribution of investment spending across levels of government, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031883
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Production costs and outsourcing of general government

Governments use a mix of their own employees, capital and
purchasing from non-profits or private entities to produce
goods and services delivered to citizens. There are two ways
to outsource: by purchasing goods and services to be used
as inputs (i.e. intermediate consumption), or by contracting
out the provision of goods and services to private or non-
profit providers.

The production costs of government accounted for 20.6%
of GDP in 2017 across OECD countries. Compensation
of employees is the largest component (9.2%), followed
by costs of goods and services used and financed by
government (8.7%). These proportions remained relatively
stable when compared to 2007. Scandinavian countries
such as Sweden (30.0%), Finland (29.7%) and Denmark
(28.1%) have the highest production costs in terms of
GDP reflecting generalised provision of publically funded
services as well as relatively high costs. In turn, Mexico
spent the least in the OECD explained (11.8%), among other
factors, by comparatively fewer and lower quality public
services and wealthiest segments of the population opting
for private service providers.

While production costs in terms of GDP increased by 0.4 p.p.
on average in the OECD between 2007-17, compensation of
employees has decreased (0.2 p.p.). The largest reductions
in compensation costs were observed in Ireland (3.1 p.p.)
and Portugal (2.2 p.p.). Since 2008, Ireland and Portugal
implemented compensation reforms such as reductions
of remuneration for all staff, reduction or abolishment of
allowances, reduction of performance-related pay/bonuses
and pay freezes. Ireland also implemented a remuneration
reform specifically directed at the top level. Compensation
costs increased in Norway (3.1. p.p.) during the same period,
as public employment grew between 2007-17.

The structure of production costs varies across OECD
countries. On average compensation of employees
amounted to 44.8% of total costs in OECD countries in
2017; goods and services used and financed by government
represented 42.3%; and other production costs amounted
to 12.9%. However, for example in Mexico, compensation
of employees represented 71.5%, goods and services used
and financed by government represented 27.5% and other
production costs came to 1.0%. In turn, the cost allocation
in Japan is substantially different from the OECD average:
goods and services used and financed by government
amounted to 58.7%; 25.5% were for compensation costs
and 15.7% for other costs.

On average in 2017, across OECD countries, goods and
services used by government represented 5.7% of GDP,
and those financed for private provision to citizens
represented 3.0%. In the Netherlands, services financed by
the government represented 10.2% of the country’s GDP
(the highest in OECD countries) driven mainly by a health
system managed by the government but supplemented by
private insurers. Reaching 8.8% of GDP, the second-highest
share among OECD countries spent on financing goods and
services privately provided is in Japan, where only 3.7% of
GDP is spent in intermediate consumption. Such low value
reflects a model where the provision of services is largely
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left to the private sector while the government retains the
primary roles of regulating and partially funding goods and
services.

Methodology and definitions

The concept and methodology of production
costs builds on the classification of government
expenditures in the System of National Accounts (SNA).
The 2008 SNA framework has been implemented by
all OECD countries (see Annex A for details).

Government production costs include:

Compensation costs of government employees
including cash and in-kind remuneration plus all
mandatory employer (and imputed) contributions to
social insurance and voluntary contributions paid on
behalf of employees.

The goods and services used by government, which
are the first component of government outsourcing. In
SNA terms, this includes intermediate consumption
(procurement of intermediate products required for
government production).

The goods and services financed by government,
which are the second component of government
outsourcing. In SNA terms, this includes social
transfers in kind via market producers paid for by
government.

Other production costs, which include the remaining
components of consumption of fixed capital
(depreciation of capital) and other taxes on production
less other subsidies on production.

The data include government employment and
intermediate consumption for output produced by
the government for its own use. The production costs
presented here are not equal to the value of output
in the SNA.

Further reading

OECD (2012) Competitive Neutrality: Maintaining a Level
Playing Field between Public and Private Business,
OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/
9789264178953-en.

Figure notes

Iceland, Mexico, United States, South Africa and Indonesia do not
account separately for goods and services financed by general
government in their national accounts. Data for Chile are not
available. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
Data for Turkey are not included in the OECD average because of
missing time series.

Data for Brazil and Indonesia are for 2016 rather than 2017; data for
Russia are for 2015 rather than 2017.

2.55. (Structure of government outsourcing expenditures, 2017 and
2018) is available online in Annex F.
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Production costs and outsourcing of general government

2.52. Production costs as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on a combination of National Accounts and Government finance statistics
data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031902

2.53. Structure of production costs, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on a combination of National Accounts and Government finance statistics
data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031921

2.54. Expenditures on general government outsourcing as a percentage of GDP, 2017 and 2018
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on a combination of National Accounts and Government finance statistics
data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031940
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Among other duties, the government is responsible for
ensuring access to health care and administering benefits
for specific population groups, e.g. pensions, unemployment
benefits and family allowances. These services entail high
costs, and thus health care and social protection are two of
the main categories of government spending. Demographic
and technological changes have accentuated the relative
importance of these categories over the past half-century.

For example, the number of people of retirement age has
increased with respect to the working-age population and
the length of time in retirement has grown. According to
OECD research, in 2015, there were 28 people aged 65 and
over for every 100 persons aged between 20-64 across OECD
countries, up from 18 in 1970. Projections indicate that, by
2060, this ratio will be 57 people (OECD, 2019). Moreover,
while in 1970 a man would have spent on average 11 years
in retirement and a woman 15 years, in 2016 they would
have enjoyed 18 and 22 years respectively (OECD, 2017).

According to the latest available data, in 2017 over half
of the funds for social protection were allocated to old
age pensions: 10% of GDP on average in OECD countries.
In Finland, Greece, France and Italy old age pensions
represent more than 13% of GDP. Iceland (3.0%), Ireland
(3.4%) and Israel (5.0%), on the other hand,spend the least
on pensions. Still, pensions play a key social role as the
main source of income for older people in the majority
of OECD countries. While the replacement rate (i.e. how
effectively a pension system provides a retirement income
to replace earnings) varies across OECD countries and over
time is dependent on whether or not pensions are indexed
similarly to salaries, most OECD countries aim to protect
low-income workers from old age poverty by ensuring
them higher replacement rates (OECD, 2017).

With almost 15% of social protection expenditures, sickness
and disability benefits follow in terms of relevance, reaching
on average 2.8% of GDP. Norway (6.7%), Denmark (4.4%)
and the Netherlands (4.1%) spend the most in terms of
GDP in this category. Japan spends only 0.9% of its GDP on
disability and sickness, due to multiple factors including
the eligibility criteria for disability pensions, the relatively
low proportion of the working-age population that reports
experiencing disabilities, and the low levels of applications,
approvals and appeals to these programmes (Rajnes, 2010).

Austria, Estonia, Japan, Luxembourg and Poland are the
only countries spending more on allowances for family and
children than on sickness and disability. These countries
are below the OECD average fertility rates, hence improving
them is a strategic priority (OECD, 2019).

In terms of health, the largest share is spent on hospital
services (3.1% of GDP on average in 2017), followed by
outpatient services (1.0%). In analogy with sickness and
disability benefits, expenditure in hospital services (e.g.
general and specialised hospitals, medical and maternity

80

centres, as well as nursing and convalescent home
services) in Norway, Denmark and the Netherlands are
above the OECD average.

Methodology and definitions

Expenditures data are derived from the OECD National
Accounts Statistics (database) and Eurostat Government
Finance Statistics (database), which are based on the
System of National Accounts (SNA), a set of internationally
agreed concepts, definitions, classifications and rules
for national accounting. The 2008 SNA framework has
been implemented by all OECD countries (see Annex A
for details). Data on expenditures are disaggregated
according to the classification of the Functions
of Government (COFOG) into ten main functions
(See Annex C for further information). From those
functions, health expenditures are further divided
into six sub-functions: medical products, appliances
and equipment; outpatient services; hospital services;
public health services; R&D health; and health n.e.c.
Social protection expenditures are further divided
into nine sub-functions: sickness and disability; old
age (i.e. pensions); survivors; family and children;
unemployment; housing; social exclusion n.e.c.; R&D
social protection; and social protection n.e.c. In the
OECD income distribution database old age poverty
refers to individuals aged over 65 that have an income
below half the national median equalised household
income.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Society at a Glance 2019: OECD Social
Indicators, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/
soc_glance-2019-en.

OECD (2017), Pensions at a Glance 2017: OECD and G20
Indicators, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://doi.org/10.1787/
pension_glance-2017-en.

Rajnes, David (2010), “Permanent Disability Social Insurance
Programs in Japan”, Social Security Bulletin, Vol. 70, No. 1,
pp. 61-84.

Figure notes

Data for the non-European OECD countries (apart from Israel and
Japan) and Turkey are not available On data for Israel, see http://
doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. OECD Europe includes the European
member countries of the OECD; data for Iceland are not included
in the OECD average due to missing time series.

2.58 to 2.61. (Structure of government expenditures by government
function of social protection and health in 2017 and its change
since 2019) are available online in Annex F.
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Special feature: Government expenditures by functions of social protection and health (COFOG)

2.56. Government expenditures by function of social protection as percentage of GDP, 2017

S'gli(::;ﬁi;”d 0Old age Survivors Family and children  Unemployment Housing Soma:]?tczllusmn F:)%o[:ei?iglﬁl Somaln;.)er'oct.ectlon
Austria 1.82 12.51 1.38 2.16 1.30 0.11 1.04 0.01 0.20
Belgium 3.29 9.19 1.72 219 1.65 0.21 1.13 0.01 0.16
Czech Republic 2.10 7.34 0.54 1.01 0.17 0.22 0.38 0.00 0.21
Denmark 4.44 8.24 0.01 4.39 2.26 0.67 1.88 0.02 0.47
Estonia 213 6.79 0.06 2.53 1.15 0.02 0.18 0.04 0.14
Finland 3.14 13.80 0.67 3.05 2.26 0.56 1.05 0.02 0.31
France 2.94 13.36 1.51 2.38 1.94 0.96 1.06 0.00 0.18
Germany 3.22 9.35 1.85 1.63 1.64 0.33 0.62 0.00 0.72
Greece 1.54 13.77 211 0.65 0.48 0.02 0.78 0.02 0.05
Hungary 2.58 6.96 0.97 2.08 0.30 0.15 0.78 0.00 0.19
Iceland 3.11 3.04 0.01 2.02 0.49 0.42 0.32 0.00 0.33
Ireland 1.90 3.42 0.56 1.34 1.09 0.82 0.30 0.00 0.05
Israel 2.63 4.97 0.58 1.42 0.27 0.16 0.54 0.00 0.48
Italy 1.82 13.35 2.62 1.56 1.11 0.04 0.36 0.00 0.01
Japan 0.91 10.88 1.50 1.85 0.27 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.43
Latvia 215 6.90 0.17 119 0.49 0.1 0.38 0.00 0.27
Lithuania 3.08 5.75 0.31 1.06 0.57 0.05 0.25 0.00 0.15
Luxembourg 2.84 9.89 0.00 3.74 1.06 0.08 0.68 0.00 0.16
Netherlands 411 6.55 0.07 1.35 1.62 0.47 1.69 0.01 0.00
Norway 6.71 7.31 0.19 3.52 0.49 0.11 0.95 0.04 0.44
Poland 2.37 8.99 1.66 2.67 0.37 0.04 0.21 0.00 0.12
Portugal 1.29 11.73 1.73 1.07 0.80 0.03 0.23 0.00 0.56
Slovak Republic 2.91 777 0.81 1.21 0.20 0.00 0.25 0.00 1.36
Slovenia 2.20 9.18 127 1.85 0.50 0.02 0.88 0.00 0.26
Spain 2.37 9.1 2.22 0.70 1.60 0.02 0.33 0.00 0.20
Sweden 411 10.31 0.25 2.45 1.29 0.28 1.41 0.00 0.08
Switzerland 2.93 6.81 0.31 0.48 1.19 0.02 1.53 0.00 0.27
United Kingdom 245 8.35 0.05 1.28 0.10 1.10 1.58 0.00 0.28
OECDE 2.78 9.97 1.35 1.71 1.20 0.43 0.86 0.00 0.29
Colombia 0.01 6.40 . 0.83 . 0.29 1.16 . 0.26
Costa Rica 0.62 472 0.69 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.20

Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031959

2.57. Government expenditures by function of health as percentage of GDP, 2017

Medical products, appliances and equipment Outpatient services Hospital services Public health services R&D Health Health n.e.c.
Austria 112 147 4.64 0.18 0.46 0.31
Belgium 0.79 2.66 3.91 0.13 0.02 017
Czech Republic 0.90 1.57 3.40 1.34 0.05 0.21
Denmark 0.55 1.18 5.96 0.15 0.20 0.34
Estonia 0.66 0.54 3.64 0.04 0.12 0.05
Finland 0.63 3.15 3.10 0.03 0.12 0.04
France 1.43 2.91 3.39 0.1 0.09 0.10
Germany 1.60 2.13 2.72 0.06 0.08 0.51
Greece 1.49 0.48 3.20 0.00 0.04 0.03
Hungary 0.90 1.36 215 0.13 0.03 0.24
Iceland 0.49 1.80 5.09 0.02 0.00 0.16
Ireland 0.76 1.86 1.95 0.14 0.01 0.42
Israel 0.69 1.57 2.87 0.11 0.00 0.11
Italy 0.81 2.59 2.99 0.27 0.07 0.09
Japan 1.26 2.97 278 0.45 0.01 0.16
Latvia 0.55 0.93 1.88 0.05 0.00 0.09
Lithuania 0.74 1.46 2.11 0.06 0.00 1.29
Luxembourg 3.44 1.06 0.07 0.05 0.19 0.07
Netherlands 0.75 2.49 3.50 0.22 0.34 0.27
Norway 0.54 2.00 5.03 0.25 0.41 0.31
Poland 0.06 1.46 2.89 0.07 0.08 0.12
Portugal 0.35 2.08 3.30 0.04 0.1 0.12
Slovak Republic 1.48 2.22 3.02 0.04 0.00 0.35
Slovenia 0.95 2.21 2.73 0.34 0.08 0.27
Spain 0.97 4.60 . 0.09 0.25 0.03
Sweden 0.75 3.03 2.55 0.22 0.18 0.19
Switzerland 0.00 0.19 1.70 0.13 0.1 0.05
United Kingdom 0.52 1.00 5.37 0.22 0.16 0.16
OECDE 0.97 2.23 314 0.16 0.13 0.22
Colombia 458 . . 0.21 0.03 0.07
Costa Rica 0.27 2.32 3.03 0.13 0.12 0.24

Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031978
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3. PUBLIC E

Governments across OECD countries carry out many tasks
that are fundamental to well-functioning societies. The
diversity of these tasks partly reflects distinct cultures of
public administration across countries and diverging citizen
expectations. The large difference in relative sizes of public
sector employment highlights the variety of functions
carried out by governments as well as the wide array of
delivery mechanisms at their disposal to provide services.
Services can be delivered by government employees or
through a range of partnerships with the private or not-
for-profit sectors. In some countries, the large majority of
health care providers, teachers and emergency workers,
for example, are directly employed by the government. In
other countries, these and other types of professionals are
employed by the private sector or non-profit organisations.

The size of general government employment varies
significantly among OECD countries. Nordic countries report
high levels of general government employment, reaching in
some cases (Norway) more than 30% of total employment.
On the other hand, less than 6% of people working in Japan
and 8% of people working in Korea are working in general
government. The average across the OECD is 18%.

In general, the numbers employed in general government
tend to remain relatively stable over time. Some OECD
countries reported considerable reductions in general
government employment stemming from the 2007-08
financial crisis, but the average level of general government
employment as a percentage of total employment across
the OECD in 2017 (17.7%) was only marginally lower than
the same figure in 2007 (17.8%). In the United Kingdom,
Israel and Turkey, however, the number of people working
in general government employment between 2007 and 2017
decreased by 3.1%, 2.9% and 2.3% respectively. In Norway, on
the other hand, more people worked in general government
in 2017 than in 2007 (around 1% more).

Regarding the annual growth rate of general government
employment, the OECD average remains relatively stable
with an average annual growth rate of 0.6% during
2007-09, a decrease of 0.2% during 2011-12, and 0.4%
growth during 2016-17. Many countries show general
government employment growth stifled during the
2011-12 period due to austerity measures, with close to
half returning to recovery by 2017. However, a look at
individual countries paints a more nuanced picture. For
example, Ireland displays the highest growth in 2016-17
at 3.5%, while Estonia displays the greatest reductions of
more than 5% in the same period.
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Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the OECD National Accounts
Statistics (database), which are based on the System
of National Accounts (SNA), a set of internationally
agreed concepts, definitions, classifications and
rules for national accounting. General government
employment covers employment in all levels of
government (central, state, local and social security
funds) and includes core ministries, agencies,
departments and non-profit institutions that are
controlled by public authorities. Data represent the
total number of persons employed directly by those
institutions. Total employment covers all persons
engaged in productive activity that falls within the
production boundary of the national accounts. The
employed comprise all individuals who, during a
specified brief period, were in the following categories:
paid employment or self-employment.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/
en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

OECD (2017), Skills for a High Performing Civil Service,
OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264280724-en

OECD (2016), Engaging Public Employees for a High-Performing
Civil Service, OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264267190-en.

Figure notes

Data for Australia, Chile, Iceland and New Zealand are not available.
On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for
Korea and Switzerland are not included in the OECD average due
to missing time series. Data for Poland before 2010 are based on
estimates. Data for Poland before 2010 are based on estimates.

3.1. Data for Mexico, Switzerland and Costa Rica refer to 2016 rather
than 2017. Data for the United States refer to 2008 rather than
2009.

3.2.2007-09: annual average growth rate. Data for Mexico, Switzerland
and Costa Rica are for 2015-16 rather than 2016-17. Data for the
United States refer to 2008-09 rather than 2007-09.
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Employment in general government

3.1. Employment in general government as a percentage of total employment, 2007, 2009 and 2017
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Japan, Korea, Mexico, Switzerland, Turkey and the United States are from the International
Labour Organization (ILO), ILOSTAT (database), Public employment by sectors and sub-sectors of national accounts.
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3.2. Annual growth rate of government employment, 2007-09, 2012 and 2017
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Japan, Korea, Mexico, Switzerland, Turkey and the United States are from the International
Labour Organization (ILO), ILOSTAT (database), Public employment by sectors and sub-sectors of national accounts.

StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032016
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3. PUBLIC E

The proportion of staff employed at sub-central levels of
government is an indicator of the level of decentralisation
of public administrations. Larger shares of government
employees employed at the sub-central level typically
means that local and regional governments have more
responsibility for providing public services. While
decentralisation can increase the responsiveness of
government to local needs and priorities, it can also result
in variations in service delivery within countries.

In 2017, more general government employees were employed
at the sub-central level than at the central level, though this
varies across countries. Some federal states, such as Belgium,
Germany and Switzerland, characteristically demonstrate
higher levels of general government employees working
at the sub-central level. Others with a unitary state model,
such as Ireland, Israel and Turkey, tend to concentrate most
general government workers at the central level.

Between 2011 and 2017, the percentage of general
government staff employed at the central level has
remained relatively stable, continuing a trend observed
during the period 2009-14. This suggests that in countries
that experienced adjustments to government employment
levels over this period (see Employment in general
government), these adjustments were, on the whole,
equally shared at central and sub-central levels and
have not markedly changed since the 2007-08 financial
crisis. Only Hungary has experienced significant change
over this period, where the share of government staff
employed at the central level has increased by 27 p.p. This
increase was due to the reorganisation of the territorial
public administration during this period. Additionally, the
proportion of government staff employed at the central
level in the United Kingdom as well as in the Netherlands
grew by 8.5 p.p. and 5 p.p., respectively, between 2011 and
2017. In both cases, this was the result of an increase in
the staff employed at the central level and a decrease in
the staff at the sub-central levels that produced an overall
reduction of the general government staff over this period.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected by the International Labour
Organization (ILO), ILOSTAT (database). The data are
based on the System of National Accounts (SNA) definitions
and cover employment in central and sub-central levels
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of government. Sub-central government is comprised
of state and local government including regions,
provinces and municipalities. Together the central
and sub-central levels comprise general government.
In addition, countries provided information on
employment in the social security funds component
of general government, which include all central, state,
and local institutional units whose principal activity
is to provide social benefits. As social security funds
refer to different levels of government, employment
in this category has been recorded separately unless
otherwise stated. However, in most countries, with
the exceptions of France, Germany and Mexico, social
security funds employ few staff and represent a small
percentage of the total workforce. Data represent the
total number of persons employed directly by each of
those different levels of government and social security
funds institutions. The following countries are federal
states in the dataset: Belgium, Germany, Mexico, Spain
(considered a quasi-federal country), Switzerland and
the United States.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, https://legalinstruments.oecd.
org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-04450ECD (2017), Skills
for a High Performing Civil Service, OECD Public
Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264280724-en

OECD (2016), Engaging Public Employees for a High Performing
Civil Service, OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264267190-en.

Figure notes

Data for Australia, Austria, Canada, Chile, Iceland, Japan, Luxembourg,
New Zealand and Slovenia are not available. Data for Estonia, Greece,
Spain and Costa Rica are based on the Labour Force Survey. Social
security funds are not separately identified (i.e. recorded under
central and/or sub-central government) for Estonia, Ireland, Norway,
Spain, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the United States.
Data for France, Hungary, Mexico and Switzerland are for 2016. On
data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. For Poland
other non-profit institutions (NPIs) have been redistributed among
central and sub-central levels of government.

3.4. Data for Lithuania are for 2010 rather than 2011.
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General government employment across levels of government

3.3. Distribution of general government employment across levels of government, 2017
% [0 Central Sub-central Social security

TUR
IRL
ISR

GRC

PRT

HUN

GBR
ITA

SVK

EST
LTU
LVA

POL

FRA

KOR

NOR

NLD

DNK

MEX
FIN

ESP

USA

SWE
BEL

DEU

CHE

CRI ! | I J

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
%

Source: International Labour Organization (ILO), ILOSTAT (database), Public employment by sectors and sub-sectors of national accounts.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032035

3.4. Percentage of government staff employed at the central level, 2011 and 2017
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Source: International Labour Organization (ILO), ILOSTAT (database), Public employment by sectors and sub-sectors of national accounts.
StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032054
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3. PUBLIC_E

Equal representation of women in the public sector
represents a key indicator of progress towards building
a more diverse and inclusive workforce. The public
sector is expected to lead the way and set standards in
implementing gender equality and promoting diversity in
the public sector. In turn, encouraging a greater diversity of
staff in public employment can contribute to organisational
performance and foster policies and services that better
reflect citizens’ needs.

In OECD countries on average, women are over-represented
in the public sector workforce (59.6%), though there are
broad variations. In 2017, only one-quarter of positions in
the Turkish public sector were filled by women, whereas
the corresponding figure for the Nordic countries (Finland,
Sweden, Norway, Denmark) was between 69% and 71.3%.
Some countries, such as Mexico (51.5%) and Greece (48%)
approached parity between the sexes in the public sector
workforce. The trend across OECD countries points to an
increasing rate of participation of women in the public
sector workforce from 2011 to 2017. Japan, for example,
increased the share of women working in the public sector
by almost 3 p.p. between 2011 and 2017.

The share of women working in public sector workforces
(60.1%) has usually been higher than in total employment
in OECD countries (45.9%). It is also the case in all OECD
countries with the exceptions of the Netherlands and
Turkey, where the share of women employed in the public
sector is slightly lower. The relative difference in the
shares of women in public sector employment compared
to that in total employment is as high as 20 p.p. in
countries such as Finland, Sweden, Norway and Denmark.
At the same time, these countries also record the highest
shares of women in total employment. One reason for
explaining the relative higher women participation in the
public sector workforce is that some key public sector
occupations, such teachers and nurses, are traditionally
considered “women’s jobs”. Discouraging such gender
stereotyping and ensuring that women have access to
varied public sector occupations is a key goal across OECD
countries. Ensuring that women can access and compete
on an equal footing for leadership and decision-making
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positions (traditionally dominated by men), is part of the
move toward more diverse, inclusive - and effective -
public sector workforces.

Methodology and definitions

Data on public sector employment were collected by
the ILO, ILOSTAT (database). Data are based on the
Labour Force Survey unless otherwise indicated. Public
sector employment covers employment in general
government plus employment in publicly owned
resident enterprises and companies. Data represent
the total number of persons employed directly by
those institutions, without regard to the particular
type of employment contract and working hours. The
employed comprise all persons of working age who,
during a specified brief period, are in the following
categories: paid employment or self-employment.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/
en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

OECD (2017), Skills for a High Performing Civil Service, OECD
Public Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264280724-en

OECD (2014), Women, Government and Policy Making in OECD
countries: Fostering Diversity for Inclusive Growth, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264210745-en.

Figure notes

Data for Austria, the Czech Republic, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Luxembourg,
New Zealand and Slovenia are not available. Data for Australia,
Korea, Latvia, the Netherlands and Turkey are not included in
the OECD average due to missing time series. Data for Denmark,
Germany and Switzerland are based on administrative records or
establishment survey. Data for Japan are for 2010 rather than 2011.
Data for Switzerland are for 2015 rather than 2017. Data for Brazil
are for 2012 rather than 2011. Data for Indonesia are for 2016 rather
than 2017.
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Gender equality in public sector employment

3.5. Gender equality in public sector employment, 2011 and 2017
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Source: International Labour Organization (ILO) ILOSTAT (database), Employment by sex and institutional sector. Data for Italy, Korea and Portugal were
provided by national authorities.
StatLink sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032073

3.6. Gender equality in total employment, 2011 and 2017
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Source: International Labour Organization (ILO) ILOSTAT (database), Employment by sex and institutional sector. Data for Korea and Portugal were provided
by national authorities.
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032092
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3. PUBLIC E

Cabinets and legislatures are key players of institutional
efforts to promote gender equality and diversity in public
life. The laws and policies that create the legislative and
regulatory framework for promoting gender equality
and for preventing and responding to gender-based
discrimination can be initiated, debated and adopted
within the legislatures. These laws and policies help
shape societal attitudes toward women’s roles, capacities
and responsibilities. Given this role, it is important that
legislatures themselves serve the needs of women and men
as well as manifest the values they seek to promote through
legislative processes. However, gender equality in politics is
not merely achieving an equal share of seats and positions.
A co-ordinated, whole-of-government commitment is crucial,
as well as clear and effective mechanisms for translating
public policies, services and budgets into concrete benefits
for men and women from diverse backgrounds.

In 2019, women'’s participation in the lower/single house
of parliaments across OECD countries averaged at 30.1%
and have ranged between over 45% in Finland, Mexico and
Sweden to less than 15% in Hungary and Japan. There is an
overall positive trend in women'’s participation in the lower/
single house of parliaments in OECD countries marking with
an average 3.8 p.p. increase between 2012 and 2019. During
this period, Mexico, France and Italy have witnessed a steady
and sharp increase (over 10 p.p.) in the number of women
elected to the lower/single house of parliaments. In most
of the cases, the results can be attributed to changes in
the political landscape and initiatives that favoured gender
equality. In France, for example, the current governing
party’s decision to nominate women for seats in “winnable
districts” had a positive impact on the 2017 electoral results,
with the highest proportion of women elected that any
party ever reached. Ensuring continued balance in women'’s
representation in political decision-making requires ongoing
vigilance. Between 2015 and 2019, the Netherlands, Germany
and Slovenia have undergone important setbacks in this
regard (-6 p.p., -5.6 p.p., and -12.3 p.p. respectively).

On average across OECD countries, women held one-third
of federal/central governments’ ministerial positions in
2019. This marks an increase of over 6 p.p. since 2012. The
gender composition of the cabinet can be a strong signal of a
government’s commitment to gender equality. An increasing
number of OECD countries manifest such political will:
Sweden, Canada and France have achieved gender parity in
the Cabinet since 2015. Women held nearly 65% of ministerial
posts in Spain in 2019, marking a sharp increase of almost
34 p.p. in comparison to 2015. Despite the overall positive
trend, several countries have witnessed backslides. Between
2015 and 2019, women’s participation in the cabinet posts in
Finland, Lithuania and Slovenia have decreased by 25 p.p.,
21 p.p. and 19 p.p., respectively.

)

i

Methodology and definitions

Data for gender equality in parliament refer to the
share of women in lower/single house of parliament
obtained from the Inter-Parliamentary Union’s
PARLINE database. Legislative quotas are enshrined
in the election law, political party law or other
comparable law of a country. By definition, quotas
based on election and political party laws oblige all
political entities participating in elections to apply
them equally. Data on quotas were obtained from
the Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance
(IDEA) Global Database of Quotas for Women.

Data on gender equality in ministerial positions in
national government were obtained from the Inter-
Parliamentary Union’s “Women in Politics” database.
Data represent women appointed ministers as of
January 1 of each year of reference. Data show women
as a share of total ministers, including Deputy Prime
Ministers and Ministers. Prime Ministers/Heads of
Government were also included when they held
ministerial portfolios. Vice-Presidents and heads
of governmental or public agencies have not been
included.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Fast Forward to Gender Equality:
Mainstreaming, Implementation and Leadership, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/92g9faa5-en

OECD (2018), Gender Equality in Canada: Mainstreaming,
Governance and Budgeting, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264301108-en.

OECD (2016), 2015 OECD Recommendation of the Council
on Gender Equality in Public Life, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264252820-en.

Figure notes

3.7.Bars in light orange represent countries with lower or single house
of parliaments with legislated candidate quotas as of April 2019.
Data refer to the share of women parliamentarians recorded as of
1 January 2019, 1 December 2015 and 31 October 2012. Percentages
represent the number of women parliamentarians as a share of
total filled seats.

3.8. Data represent women appointed ministers as of January 1 of
each year of reference.

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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Gender equality in politics

3.7. Gender equality in parliament and legislated gender quotas, 2012, 2015 and 2019
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Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) PARLINE (database), and IDEA Quota Project (database). Data for Finland for 2019 were provided by national
authorities.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031199

3.8. Gender equality in ministerial positions, 2012, 2015 and 2019
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Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) “Women in Politics”, 2019, 2015 and 2012.
StatLink Sa<r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031218
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Ensuring gender balance in judicial leadership has been
increasingly highlighted by OECD countries as a key
governance issue related to fairness, transparency and the
effective rule of law. A diverse judicial workforce, composed
of both men and women from different backgrounds, can
bring different voices and perspectives to the bench. Such
diversity can also strengthen the integrity of the judiciary,
promoting citizens’ trust in justice services. Strengthened
participation of women in judicial professions, particularly
at senior levels, can help eliminate gender stereotypes and
increase women'’s willingness to enforce their rights.

Gender equality in the judicial workforce has made
important progress in various OECD countries. As of 2016,
women composed 50% of the professional judges on
average across OECD countries ranging from 77% in Latvia
to 20% in Mexico. Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, Switzerland
and Turkey experienced at least a 10 p.p. increase in the
share of women in the judiciary between 2010 and 2016.
Among OECD countries where time series is available,
there has been an overall increase in the average share of
women as professional judges - from 44% in 2010 to 50%
in 2016. When comparing gender balance among judges,
it is important to consider the unique features of national
legal systems and professional development patterns. For
example, differences exist between the civil law system
and the common law system: through the former, women
can be recruited directly from law schools before they face
possible career disruptions, while in the latter, women face
a statutory requirement for at least five or seven years
post-qualification experience for legally qualified posts in
the judiciary. In Canada, for instance, federally appointed
judges are drawn from existing legal professionals, after
ten years of membership at a provincial or territorial
law society, or directly from provincially or territorially
appointed judges. In turn, this may delay the start of their
careers within the judiciary, limiting their reach to senior-
level appointments due to potential career interferences.

Despite recent progress in women'’s overall presence in
the judicial workforce, gender representation remains
uneven in high-level courts. In fact, in 2016, while women
represented on average 56% of first-instance courts and
48% in courts of second instances in OECD countries, they
only held 33% of positions in supreme courts. This pattern
can be explained by persisting bias and gender stereotypes
that continue to affect younger women in particular, as
they often do not correspond to the perceived image of
a judge. In addition, throughout the recruitment stage,
the lack of encouragement and professional development
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opportunities can also hinder women’s presence among
the senior lawyers who usually serve as the pool for the
selection of senior judicial positions.

Methodology and definitions

Data on gender equality of professional judges refers
to the overall share of women occupying judgeship
positions in 2010 and 2016 in all instances. The data
were retrieved from the Council of Europe European
Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPE]) and
the OECD 2017 Survey on Gender-sensitive Practices
in the Judiciary.

Data on gender equality of professional judges by court
refers to the share of women occupying judgeships
in all three-instance courts as of 2016: first, second,
and supreme courts. The data were retrieved from the
CEPEJ and the OECD 2017 Survey on Gender-sensitive
Practices in the Judiciary.

Courts of first instance are where legal proceedings
begin; courts of second instances review decisions issued
by lower courts; supreme courts are the highest courts
within the hierarchy of many legal jurisdictions,
and primarily function as appeal courts, reviewing
decisions of lower and intermediate-level courts.

Professional judges are those recruited, trained and
remunerated to perform the function of a judge as the
main occupation. This category includes professional
judges from first instance, appeal and supreme courts.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Fast Forward to Gender Equality:
Mainstreaming, Implementation and Leadership, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/92g9faa5-en

OECD (2016), 2015 OECD Recommendation of the Council
on Gender Equality in Public Life, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264252820-en

Figure notes

OECD average represents a simple arithmetic average.

3.9. Data for Latvia and Luxembourg are for 2014 rather than 2016. Data
for Portugal are for 2011 rather than 2010. Data for Denmark, Israel
and Luxembourg are not included in the OECD average because of
missing time series.

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602
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Gender equality in the judiciary

3.9. Gender equality of professional judges, 2010 and 2016
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Source: OECD 2017 Survey on Gender-sensitive Practices in the Judiciary. Data for Germany and Portugal were provided by national authorities.
StatLink sism https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032111

3.10. Gender equality of professional judges by level of court, 2016
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Source: Council of Europe European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice data (2016); OECD 2017 Survey on Gender-sensitive Practices in the
Judiciary. Data for Germany and Portugal were provided by national authorities.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031237

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2019 © OECD 2019 93


https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032111
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031237

- - B
. - s i Ry
: E= f....l.il.i.. o s ..Illnlil =Ry -

v W N m— - —
J R T e —




4. INSTITUTIONS

Roles and responsibilities of the centres of government
Role of the centre of government in open government
Institutionalisation of policy evaluation systems

Promoting the use of policy evaluations
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Roles and responsibilities of the centres of government

The centre of government (CoG), also known as the
Cabinet Office, Office of the President, Privy Council,
General Secretariat of the Government, among others, is
the structure that supports the Prime Minister and the
Council of Ministers (i.e. the regular meeting of government
ministers). The CoG includes the body that serves the head
of government and the Council, as well as the office that
specifically serves the head of government (e.g. Prime
Minister’s Office).

The scope of the responsibilities assigned to such a
structure varies largely among countries. In Greece, the CoG
is responsible for 11 functions, including communication
with the public, policy formulation and analysis. In Ireland
and Japan, only the preparation of cabinet meetings falls
entirely under CoG responsibility. When considering both
shared and exclusive tasks, the CoG has the broadest
influence in Mexico, the United States and Greece (16
areas of responsibility in total). At the other end of the
spectrum, in the Netherlands the centre is responsible
for co-ordination and communication functions, but not
policy content (e.g. it is not responsible for preparing the
government programme or for policy analysis).

All OECD countries assign the preparation of cabinet
meetings to the CoG. The preparation of such meetings
is mostly co-ordinated through briefings, ministerial
committees and inter-ministerial or department meetings.

In addition, CoG is involved in reviewing items submitted
to the cabinet. All CoGs ensure that the procedures for
preparation and presentation are respected, and the
majority also ensure that the item has been subject to
an adequate consultation process (e.g. with external
stakeholders). In Estonia, the Ministry of Justice is also
involved when the items in question is a draft law. In
Finland, Japan and Switzerland, the CoG is not involved in
reviewing the consultation process. The CoG is responsible
for ensuring that the items presented to the cabinet are in
line with the programme of the government in 28 countries.
In Finland, Japan and Norway, this is the responsibility of
the sponsoring ministry.

When reviewing the costing of items, the CoG is the sole
responsible in 11 countries, and it shares the task in another
9. The Ministry of Finance is involved in reviewing the
costing of items in Australia, Belgium, Canada, the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Iceland, the Netherlands, Norway, the
Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and Turkey.

The responsibility for co-ordinating policies across
government falls under the CoG in all OECD countries,
either alone or together with another body. Four countries
(Australia, Estonia, Iceland and Mexico) indicated that
the Ministry of Finance is also involved in this task
and another four (Ireland, Italy, Norway and Sweden)
specified that each ministry is responsible for policy co-
ordination. The preferred mechanisms for co-ordinating
policies are regular cabinet meetings (mentioned by
28 countries), followed by ad hoc meetings of senior officials
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(26 countries). Australia and the Netherlands use a wide
range of instruments, including performance management
and providing written guidance to ministries. Hungary and
Spain, on the other hand, use only regular cabinet meetings
for this purpose.

The CoGisinvolvedin strategic planningin all OECD countries,
except for Turkey — where the Ministry of Development is
mandated with this task. In six countries (Chile, Estonia,
Iceland, Lithuania, Mexico and the United Kingdom) the
responsibility is shared with the Ministry of Finance.

Transition planning and management falls under the sole
responsibility of CoG in 21 countries and is shared with
other bodies in another 11. In five of these, each ministry is
responsible for briefing the incoming government. Relations
with Parliament fall within the scope of CoG responsibilities
in all OECD countries. In 16 of them, the CoG is solely
responsible for this task. In another 18 countries, this
responsibility is shared with other ministries, according
to the subject at hand.

Methodology and definitions

The data were collected via the 2017 OECD Survey
on Organisation and Functions of the Centre of
Government, to which 34 OECD countries and 4
other economies responded. Respondents were senior
officials who provide direct support and advice to
heads of government and the council of ministers or
cabinet and provided information for the year 2016.

Typical units of the centre of government include
the ministry or general secretariat of the presidency,
the Office of the Prime Minister, and the Cabinet
Office, although these functions can in some cases
be performed by units based in other parts of the
government (e.g. finance, planning, budget office).

Further reading

OECD (2018), Centre Stage II: The Organisation and Functions
of the Centre of Government in OECD countries, https://wwu.
oecd.org/gou/centre-stage-2.pdyf.

OECD (2014), Centre Stage: Driving Better Policies from the
Centre of Government, https://www.oecd.org/gov/Centre-
Stage-Report.pdf.

Figure notes

Data for Korea and Poland are not available. On data for Israel, see
http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for Italy, where available,
refer to 2019.

4.3 (Involvement of CoG and other bodies in reviewing items sent
to Cabinet) and 4.4 (Mechanisms for co-ordinating policies) are
available online in Annex F.
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Roles and responsibilities of the centres of government

4.1. Responsibilities of the centre of government, 2016

Preparle_lr:g:;ig;gabmet Policy co-ordination Translﬂggazmzwf and Strategic planning Government programme Momtorm%glfi gyovernment Rﬂ::;;ﬁe\g'tth

Australia [ q q (] [] q (]
Austria [ q ° [] [] ° q
Belgium ° o q ) [} ° q
Canada ° ° ° ° ° ° °
Chile ° ° (] (] (] ° °
Czech Republic [ ° ° [] o (] <
Denmark [ ° ° [] ° q q
Estonia ° (] ° [] ° ° °
Finland [ ° ° ° q ° °
France ° ° [ ° ° (] °
Germany ° ° ° ° ° ° (|
Greece ° ° ° ° ° ° °
Hungary ° ° (] (] o ° ()
Iceland ° ° ° (] ° [] °
Ireland o (] [] (] o (] (]
Israel ° [ [ ° [] ° []
Italy (] (] ° (] ° (] (]
Japan ° [] [] q (] o (]
Latvia ° ° ° ° ° ° (]
Lithuania ° ° ° (] ° ° (]
Luxembourg ° [ ° ° (] (] [
Mexico ° [] [] (] [] [] []
Netherlands [ (] (| ° o o (]
New Zealand ° ° [] ° ° ° °
Norway ] q o q q o q
Portugal ) ° o ° q q o
Slovak Republic ° ° (] ° ° ° °
Slovenia ° [ q ¢ [] ° °
Spain ] ° ° ] ] q °
Sweden [ [] ° ° ° (1 []
Switzerland ° (| (] ° ° ° (]
Turkey ° ° o ° q °
United Kingdom () ° ° (] [ (] °
United States ° ° ° ° [] [] []
OECD Total

® Responsibility of the CoG 34 24 21 20 18 16 16
;OSdr;ared between CoG and another 0 10 11 13 12 15 18
O Responsibility of another body 0 0 1 1 4 3 0
Brazil ° ° q (] (] (| °
Costa Rica ° ° ° ° [] ° °

Source: OECD (2017), OECD Survey on Organisation and functions of the Centre of Government.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032130

4.2. Instruments to co-ordinate discussion of Cabinet agenda items prior to meeting, 2016
25

20

Briefings Ministerial Committees Inter-ministerial or departamental meetings

OECD (2017), OECD Survey on Organisation and functions of the Centre of Government.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032149
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Role of the centre of government in open government

Open government is defined as a culture of governance
that promotes the principles of transparency, integrity,
accountability and stakeholder participation in support
of democracy and inclusive growth (OECD, 2017). Due to
the cross-cutting nature of its strategies and initiatives,
they require strong institutional arrangements for co-
ordination. In this way, countries can ensure goals are
met and an adequate involvement of a wide range of
stakeholders, including independent institutions, civil
society organisations, academia, the media, and others.
The centre of government (CoG) has a strategic position
to co-ordinate, implement, monitor and evaluate open
government strategies and initiatives, since these require
a whole-of-government approach and strong political
leverage, commitment, support and leadership.

In the majority of OECD countries, the CoG plays an
importantrole in designing, implementing, communicating,
co-ordinating, monitoring and evaluating open government
strategies and initiatives. In Australia, the Czech Republic,
Estonia, Israel, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico and the United
Kingdom, the CoG is involved throughout the life-cycle of
these strategies. In Canada, France, Japan and Slovenia, the
CoG intervenes only at one stage of the process. In Belgium,
Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Norway, Spain, Sweden and
Switzerland, other institutions outside the CoG carry out
the open government agenda. For instance, in Spain, this
role is played by the Ministry of Territorial Policy and Public
Administration and in Finland by the Ministry of Finance.

In 28 OECD countries, the CoG directly consults with
stakeholders on policies. Citizens and professional
associations (such as trade unions) are the most mentioned
by respondents, followed by academic institutions.
Australia, Estonia, Greece, Ireland, Japan, Lithuania,
Mexico and the United Kingdom carry out consultations
with a wide range of stakeholders, including civil society
organisations, the media, independent state institutions
and representatives from subnational levels of government.
Twenty-four countries link such consultations to the policy
cycle, and all of them consult at the time of drafting. For
instance, in the Czech Republic, consultations took place
for the end-of-term self-assessment report of the second
Open Government Partnership (OGP) national plan, the
development of the third plan, as well as for the lobbying
and whistleblowing regulations. The CoGs of Australia, the
Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, Israel, Latvia and Mexico
also consult stakeholders when defining policy priorities
and when implementing, monitoring and evaluating
policies.

CoGs are using digital platforms to collect suggestions
or feedback on proposed policies from citizens. Some
countries, like Lithuania, have a single open government
platform for such purposes. In other cases, a portal is
designed to collect feedback on a specific draft policy.
For example, when considering the reform of the federal
electoral system in 2016-17, the Privy Council Office of
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Canada collected feedback on an online platform where
citizens were asked their views on democratic practices.
After completing the questionnaire, respondents received
information on their own perspective compared to the
public discussion. By providing a user-friendly interface,
the site sought to attract the participation of citizens in
general, and the youth in particular. In this way, the CoG
was able to raise awareness of the policy and collect data
on citizens’ opinion.

Methodology and definitions

The data were collected via the 2017 OECD Survey
on Organisation and Functions of the Centre of
Government, to which 34 OECD countries and 4
other economies. Respondents were senior officials
who provide direct support and advice to heads of
government and the council of ministers or cabinet
and provided information for the year 2016

Typical units of the centre of government include the
ministry or general secretariat of the presidency, the
Office of the Prime Minister, and the Cabinet Office,
although other parts of the government can perform
the functions.

Open government strategy is a document that
defines the open government agenda of the central
government and/or of any sub-national level, or of
a single public institution or thematic area. Such a
document includes key open government initiatives,
together with short, medium and long-term goals and
indicators.

Open government initiatives are actions undertaken
by the government, or by a single public institution, to
achieve specific objectives in this area, ranging from
the drafting of laws to the implementation of specific
activities such as online consultations.

Further reading

OECD (2017), Recommendation of the Council on Open
Government, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/
instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0438.

OECD (2016), Open Government: The Global Context and the
Way Forward, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264268104-en.

Figure notes

Data for Korea and Poland are not available. On data for Israel, see
http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for Italy, when available,
refer to 2019.

4.7 (Stages of the policy-cycle at which CoG consults with stakeholders)
is available online in Annex F.
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Role of the centre of government in open government

4.5. Role of the centre of government in open government strategies and initiatives, 2016
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OECD (2017), OECD Survey on Organisation and functions of the Centre of Government.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032168

4.6. Stakeholders involved in consultations carried out by centres of government, 2016

30
25 |
20 |
15
10 |
0
Citizens Academic Organised Organised civil Representatives Independent Media/journalists
institutions professional society from the state
groups sub-national level institutions

OECD (2017), OECD Survey on Organisation and functions of the Centre of Government.
StatLink Si=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032187
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Institutionalisation of policy evaluation systems

Policy evaluation can be understood as the structured
and objective assessment of the design, implementation
and/or results of a future, ongoing or completed policy
initiative. The goal of an evaluation could be to assess
the efficiency, effectiveness, impact or sustainability of
a given policy. Evaluation provides an insight into why
and how a policy was successful or not, and can lead
to understanding how the links between decisions and
outcomes can be strengthened. As such, it is a crucial
element of evidence-informed policy making, and thus
of good governance.

The importance of policy evaluation can be gauged by
its inclusion in legal frameworks. Germany, Mexico and
Switzerland have embedded it in their constitutions.
The United States has framed it as part of the 2010 GPRA
(Government Performance and Results Act Modernization
Act), which was a large public management reform aimed
at improving performance.

Institutional arrangements vary across countries, as
policy evaluation can be embedded in the public sector
through the executive branch, the legislative branch
and/or Supreme Audit Institutions. The majority of OECD
and partner economies have explicitly allocated the
responsibility for policy evaluation across government to
one or several institutions within the executive, except
Denmark and Sweden. Twenty-one OECD countries have
assigned competencies to more than one institution in the
executive, and another twelve have allocated them to a
single one. In particular, France and the Slovak Republic
have assigned responsibilities to several institutions.

The centre of government (CoG) is where policy evaluation
is the most institutionalised. Greece, Korea, Latvia and
Turkey assigned it exclusive overall competence for policy
evaluation across government. The Ministry of Finance
was selected by 22 countries, out of which Ireland, the
Netherlands, Norway and Switzerland singled it out as the
sole institution with responsibilities in this area. Austria,
Belgium and Japan have assigned the competency of policy
evaluation across government only to the Ministry of Public
Sector Reform (or equivalent), and the Czech Republic
has chosen the Ministry for Regional Development to
carry out this function. Beyond the previously mentioned
institutions, France, Mexico, Poland and the United States
have also assigned competencies at the level of one or more
autonomous agencies.

From those countries that assigned responsibilities for
government wide policy evaluation to the CoG, 19 have
tasked it with promoting its use across government. In
Canada and New-Zealand, this is the only responsibility of
the CoG. This institution was assigned the task of defining
and updating the evaluation policy in 16 countries. Further,
14 countries indicated that this institution is in charge
of developing guidelines and 13 indicated that providing
incentives for carrying out evaluations falls under its duty.
Iceland has only assigned the CoG the role of serving as a
knowledge centre and providing a platform for exchange
across government.
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Portugal has assigned the CoG the widest range of
responsibilities on policy evaluation among OECD
countries, with 14 duties falling under it. These include
undertaking evaluations, training evaluators, promoting
stakeholder engagement, following up on reports, among
others. Ministries of finance have received the duties of
promoting the use and of defining guidelines in twelve
countries, while Ministries of public sector reform serve
as a knowledge centre, provide a platform for exchange
and develop guidelines in seven countries.

Methodology and definitions

The data come from the OECD Survey on Policy
Evaluation launched in May 2018. The survey seeks
to assess the main features and the maturity of a
country’s policy evaluation system through three main
components: nature and degree of institutionalisation
(trends, practices and, challenges); promotion of the
quality of policy evaluations; and, promotion of the
use of policy evaluations.

Survey respondents were OECD countries and
selected economies, from the centre of government
and line ministries (health ministry, public sector
reform ministry, and a third, optional line ministry).
In March 2019, 37 OECD and partner economies have
responded to the survey.

Responses represent countries’ own assessments
of current practices and procedures. Data refer only
to central/federal governments and exclude policy
evaluation practices at the state/local levels.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Institutionalisation, Quality and Use
of Policy Evaluation: Governance Lessons from Countries’
Experience OECD Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2018), Survey on Policy Evaluation, www.oecd.org/gou/
policy-monitoring-evaluation.htm.

Figure notes

Denmark and Sweden are not displayed because they have not attributed
competences related to policy evaluation across government to an
institution within the executive. On data for Israel, see http://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888932315602. Data is not available for Luxembourg.

4.8 Answers reflect responses to the question “Which of the following
institutions within the executive have competences related to policy
evaluation across government?”

4.9 Answers reflect responses to the question “Please list the duties
and responsibilities of this/these institution(s) related to policy
evaluation across government”

4.10 (Legal frameworks guiding policy evaluation across government)
is available online on Annex F.
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Institutionalisation of policy evaluation systems

4.8. Institutions within the executive with competences related to policy evaluation across government, 2018

Il Centre of Government Ministry of Finance / Economy / Treasure or equivalent ~ E&8 Ministry of Planning or equivalent
Ministry of Public Sector Reform or equivalent Autonomous Agency

I | I
;MMMLLMMMLMU LT

Source: OECD (2018) Survey on Policy Evaluation
StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032206

4.9. Duties and responsibilities of key government bodies related to policy evaluation
across government (selected), 2018
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Source: OECD (2018) Survey on Policy Evaluation.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032225
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Promoting the use of policy evaluations

The use of policy evaluation plays an important role as
a feedback loop in the policy cycle, both ex ante to gauge
the impact of future initiatives, and ex post to assess the
results and outcomes of policy implementation. It helps
to assess policy outcomes, impacts, and to connect them
with the decisions of policy makers, facilitating mutual
learning with a strong focus on accountability. Policy
evaluations are demanding in terms of time, human and
financial resources. Governments, therefore, face the task
of ensuring that the invested resources generate public
value by promoting the use of findings in decision-making.

The majority of OECD countries have developed
mechanisms to promote the use of policy evaluation
findings (e.g. incorporation of findings in the budget cycle,
discussion at the Council of Ministers), except Belgium,
the Czech Republic, Iceland, Slovenia, Spain, and Turkey.
Japan and Mexico have currently five different mechanisms
in place to promote the use of policy findings, and Latvia
has four. Eight OECD countries have two mechanisms in
place and eight have three. Nine countries have one single
mechanism in place.

Twenty-one countries explicitly incorporate evaluation
findings into the budget cycle. This is the sole mechanism
for promoting their use in France, Israel, Sweden and the
United Kingdom. In Canada, findings are required to inform
the Treasury Board decisions on expenditure and allocation
as they are part of the management accountability
framework.

The results are brought for consideration at the highest
political level in 11 countries, and this is the only
mechanism to promote their use in Hungary and Lithuania.
In Korea, for instance, line ministries inform the Council of
Ministers on the implementation of specific items requiring
improvement according to the annual evaluation results.
The United States has created an Interagency Council on
Evaluation Policy, co-chaired by the Office on Management
and Budget (OMB and the Department of Labour, composed
of about ten high-capacity officers from government
agencies, who every month to discuss evaluation results.

A management response mechanism exists in ten
countries in order to promote the use of policy findings,
and it is the only way of doing so in New Zealand. Eleven
OECD countries (Estonia, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Japan,
Latvia, Mexico, Norway, Poland, the United Kingdom and
the United States) use co-ordination platforms across
government for such purpose. Norway has chosen it to be
the only way to promote the use of findings.

In eight of those countries, online platforms share evaluation
findings with practitioners and local governments. In
Norway, for instance, the creation of the web service that
gathers the findings of evaluations carried out by the
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central government in one place aims to increase the use
of evidence in all state policy areas and future evaluations.
The platforms aim to ensure that evidence is directed to
inform policy design in seven countries. Other mechanisms,
such as the mapping of the evidence brokerage function
are less used, although Estonia and the United States
stand out in this area. In Germany and Mexico, the co-
ordination platforms serve four different functions. In
Poland and Japan, they serve none of the aforementioned
functions.

Methodology and definitions

The data come from the OECD survey on Policy
evaluation launched in May 2018. Survey respondents
were OECD countries and selected economies, from
the centre of government and line ministries (health
ministry, public sector reform ministry, and a third,
optional, line ministry).

Policy evaluation is defined in the survey as the
structured and objective assessment of an ongoing
or completed policy or reform initiative, its design,
implementation and results. The aim is to determine
the relevance and fulfilment of objectives, efficiency,
effectiveness, impact and sustainability, etc. Evaluation
also refers to the process of determining the worth or
significance of a policy.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Institutionalisation, Quality and Use
of Policy Evaluation: Governance Lessons from Countries’
Experience, OECD Publishing, Paris

OECD (2019) Building Capacity for Evidence Informed Policy
Making, lessons from the countries experience, OECD
Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2018), Survey on Policy Evaluation, OECD Publishing,
Paris, www.oecd.org/gov/policy-monitoring-evaluation.
htm

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data are not
available for Luxembourg.

4.11 Data reflect responses to the question “How does your government
promote the use of the findings of policy evaluations?”

4.12 Data reflect responses to the question “What functions are being
carried out by this co-ordination platform?”
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Promoting the use of policy evaluations

4.11. Mechanisms to promote the use of the findings of policy evaluations in OECD countries, 2018
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4.12. Number of functions carried out by the co-ordination platform across government to promote the use
of the findings of policy evaluations in policy making, 2018
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StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032263
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5. BUDGETING PRACTICES AND PROCEDURES

Capital budgeting and infrastructure
Fiscal risks management

Gender budgeting

Budget transparency

Budgeting for environmental and sustainable development
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Capital budgeting and infrastructure

A sound capital budgeting framework ensures the
alignment of the budget with national strategic priorities in
a cost-effective and coherent manner. The OECD Principles
of Budgetary Governance highlight: 1) the grounding of
capital investment plans in objective appraisal of economic
capacity gaps, infrastructural development needs and
sectoral/social priorities; 2) the prudent assessment of
costs and benefits of such investments, affordability,
relative priority among various projects, and overall value
for money; 3) the evaluation of investment decisions
independently of the specific financing mechanism; and
4) the development and implementation of a national
framework for supporting public investment.

There are several possibilities for including capital
expenditures in the budget process ranging from full
integration with current expenditures to having a
completely separate budget. Each of these has advantages
and disadvantages. While full integration can improve
planning, facilitate co-ordination and increase flexibility,
separated budgets can ensure that mandatory items such
as entitlements do not crowd out discretionary items such
as capital investment (Posner, Ryu and Tkachenko, 2009).
According to the latest available data, 74% of surveyed
countries reported that line ministers submit their capital
and current expenditure in an integrated way to the
central budget authority (CBA). In the remaining 26%, the
submission of capital budget requests and the approval by
the CBA is fully separated from the process that decides on
current expenditures.

Likewise, there have been improvements in strategic,
long-term planning, with more than half of OECD
countries reporting having an overall, long-term strategic
infrastructure vision that cuts across all sectors. This is a
new practice in some countries such as Luxembourg and
Norway. Motivations for long-term strategies differ across
countries and heavily depend on the strategic priorities and
economic conditions. Transport bottlenecks, demographic
trends, and regional development imbalances are the most
common drivers of strategic infrastructure plans in surveyed
OECD countries. A good practice, currently implemented by
countries such as Ireland and Norway is the identification
of shortlists of priority projects that can form the basis of
“project pipeline planning” and communication.

Infrastructure projects are usually built and used over long
periods. Although the preparation and construction phases
inevitably require the majority of resources, responsibility
for the monitoring and evaluation of projects over their
lifespan needs to be clearly allocated. To do so, in most
countries (69%), there is a formal policy ensuring that the
relevant line ministry or agency conducts performance
assessment of each project. From these, in 31% of surveyed
countries, the policy is defined and managed by the central
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government, while in 38% of countries, there is a general
mandate, but it is the line department’s responsibility to
decide upon such policies.

Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the 2018 OECD Survey of Capital
Budgeting and Infrastructure Governance. The survey
was conducted at the beginning of 2018, encompassing
26 OECD country responses. Respondents were
predominantly senior officials in the central/federal
ministry of finance, as well as in other relevant line
ministries.

The governance of infrastructure encompasses a range
of processes, tools and norms of interaction, decision
making and monitoring used by governments and
their counterparts providing infrastructure services. It
thus relates to the interactions between government
institutions internally, as well as their interactions
with private sector users and citizens.

Value for money (ViM) can be defined as what a
government judges to be an optimal combination of
quantity, quality, features and price (i.e. cost), expected
over the whole of the project’s lifetime.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Budgeting and Public Expenditures in OECD
Countries 2019, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264307957-en.

OECD (2017), Getting Infrastructure Right: A Framework
for Better Governance, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/9789264272453-en.

Posner, P, S. Ryu and A. Tkachenko (2009), “Public-private
partnerships: The relevance of budgeting”, OECD Journal
on Budgeting, Vol. 9/1, https://doi.org/10.1787/budget-v9-
art3-en.

Figure notes

Data for Belgium, Canada, Finland, Iceland, Korea, Latvia, Poland and
the United States are not available. On data for Israel, see http://
doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for Lithuania were not collected.

5.1.In Germany capital and current expenditures are outlined separately
in the budget, but negotiated and decided in an integrated way.

5.2. The Slovak Republic indicated that the Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister for Investment and Informatization is responsible for
preparing the National Investment Plan.

5.3. Data for Portugal are not available for this question.
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Capital budgeting and infrastructure

5.1. Distinction between capital and current expenditure requests, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018), OECD Survey of Capital Budgeting and Infrastructure Governance.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032282

5.2. Existence of long-term strategic infrastructure plans, 2018

Sectoral and
overall (44%)

None (4%)

Only
overall
(8%)

06‘(, Only
sectoral

N o
5 Y (44%)

S
N
© 5
(%)

NOR
Ys|

Source: OECD (2018), OECD Survey of Capital Budgeting and Infrastructure Governance.
StatLink =a=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032301

5.3. Formal policy for the implementation of a performance assessment of each project, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018), OECD Survey of Capital Budgeting and Infrastructure Governance.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032320
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Fiscal risks management

In OECD countries and beyond, the government has the
ultimate responsibility to guarantee the smooth functioning
of the economic system as a whole. To do so, it has to deploy
several tools and assume different responsibilities. This, in
turn, means that the risks affecting government finances
can emanate from countless sources and government’s
forecasts and plans are constantly at risks of being derailed
or proven wrong.

Although fiscal risks are, by definition uncertain, awareness
and understanding of them allow policy makers to increase
a government’s capacity to adapt and rebound from them.
Accordingly, the 2015 OECD Recommendation of the Council
on Budgetary Governance advises governments to “identify,
assess and manage prudently longer-term sustainability
and other fiscal risks.”

In 2018, the trend was clear: a majority of OECD countries
have taken steps to strengthen their fiscal risk management.
About 60% of OECD countries have in place a framework
or guidance - in the form of a supra-national directive or
national law, regulation or policy document — for monitoring
fiscal risks. Responsibility for implementing the framework
often lies within the Ministry of Finance. Some countries,
such as Austria and the United Kingdom have, however,
taken the step to establish dedicated cross-ministerial
committees to monitor fiscal risks, so as to enhance
co-ordination of actors involved in fiscal risks monitoring
and management. In Belgium, the Czech Republic,
Luxembourg, and the United Kingdom, the independent
fiscal institution identifies and analyses fiscal risks as part
of its oversight function of government’s economic and/or
fiscal forecasts (OECD, 2019).

Public reporting on fiscal risks is also increasingly common
practice: around 75% of OECD countries publicly disclose
some information on their fiscal risks. However, the means
for disclosing them, as well as the breadth and depth of
information published, varies widely. Information on fiscal
risks is often provided in the annual budget documentation,
alongside economic and fiscal forecasts. For example,
Canada includes a chapter on “upside and downside risks
to the economic and fiscal outlook” in its budget plan. Only
Finland and the United Kingdom have taken the step to
establish stand-alone fiscal risks reports. There are also
some countries, like Sweden, which disclose high-quality
information on specific risks in a range of reports but do
not provide a consolidated vision.

OECD countries monitor similar types of fiscal risks. A
vast majority of countries monitor the main variables that
underlie fiscal forecasts and macroeconomic forecasts,
such as the government debt, growth and demography;
the stability of the financial sector; as well as potential
claims on budgetary resources due to guarantees granted
by the government. Within these broad categories, each
country may identify specific risks related to its own
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circumstances. For example, risks related to government
debt can include financing risks (liquidity and refinancing
risks), market risks (interest and foreign exchange risks),
credit risks, legal and operational risks, and model risks.
Risks related to macro-economy can include the fiscal
impact of an unexpected fall in output, and risks related
to the demography can include an increase in age-related
expenditure, such as pensions and health care expenditure
(e.g. Mexico). Litigations, guarantees associated with
public-private partnerships (PPPs), recapitalisation of state-
own enterprises, bailouts of sub-national governments,
or natural disasters are identified as fiscal risks by fewer
countries. Additional fiscal risks mentioned include tax
expenditures (France) and mandatory spending.

Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the 2018 OECD Budget
Practices and Procedures Survey. Respondents were
predominantly senior budget officials in OECD
countries. Responses represent the countries’ own
assessment of current practices. Unless specified
otherwise responses refer to central/federal
government.

According to Kopits (2014), fiscal risks denote the
uncertainty associated with the outlook in public
finances and can be defined as the probability of
significant differences between actual and expected
fiscal performance, over the short to medium-term
horizon.

A balance sheet is a financial statement that reports
a government’s assets, liabilities and net worth at a
specific point in time.

Further reading

Kopits, G. (2014), “Coping with fiscal risk: Analysis and
practice”, OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 14/1, https://
doi.org/10.1787/budget-14-5jxrgssdqnlt.

Moretti, D. and T. Youngberry (2018), “Getting added value
out of accruals reforms”, OECD Journal on Budgeting,
Vol. 18/1, https://doi.org/10.1787/budget-18-5j81804hpumt.

OECD (2019), Budgeting and Public Expenditures in OECD
Countries 2019, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264307957-en

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for the
United States are not available.
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Fiscal risks management

5.4. Framework or guidance for fiscal risks 5.5. Disclosure of fiscal risks in a report,
management, 2018 2018
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5.6. Fiscal risks monitored by countries, 2018
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StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032377

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2019 © OECD 2019 109


https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032339
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032358
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032377

Gender budgeting

Gender inequalities are still inherent in many public
policy areas, and these are often reinforced through
decisions on how public resources are allocated and
used. Gender budgeting is a practice that can help ensure
that gender equality considerations are systematically
taken into account in budget decisions. The 2015 OECD
Recommendation on Gender Equality in Public Life
identifies gender budgeting as a key tool of a system-wide
government approach to deliver gender equality outcomes.
Effective implementation of gender budgeting can help
redress gender inequalities, through raising awareness
of how policies included in the budget impact people
differently, and prioritising projects that help close gender
gaps.

Results from the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures
Survey, show that gender budgeting is becoming more
popular among OECD countries. Almost half of OECD
countries (17) have now introduced gender budgeting,
compared to 12 in 2016. Of the 17 OECD countries that
have already introduced gender budgeting, more than half
have legal provisions underpinning the practice (Austria,
Belgium, Canada, Iceland, Italy, Korea, Mexico, Norway,
Portugal and Spain). A legal foundation can contribute to
safeguarding gender budgeting from fluctuations arising
from the short-term economic or political context.

Where countries are in terms of implementing gender
budgeting varies. The OECD’s exploratory “first pass at
a composite index on gender budgeting” is designed
to summarise discrete, qualitative information on key
aspects of gender budgeting and to help policy makers
and the public assess adoption and depth. It intends to
capture three different components of gender budgeting:
the strategic framework, tools of implementation and the
enabling environment in place. Each of these is measured
independently allowing countries to assess their performance
in each dimension. While implementation tools are essential
for gender budgeting, a strong strategic framework and the
right enabling environment can help make the practice
more effective. In consequence, weightings of the sub-
components emphasise the tools of implementing gender
budgeting (40%), followed by the strategic framework (30%)
and the enabling environment (30%).

The value of a composite index ranges from 0 to 1; a high
score in the three dimensions indicates that countries have
created a strong strategic framework, have a wide range of
tools applied across the budget cycle and a comprehensive
enabling environment supporting the practice. Countries
have been categorised as having an advanced gender
budgeting practice (score 0.9 or above); a mainstreamed
gender-budgeting practice (score between 0.5 and 0.9); an
introductory gender budgeting practice (score between 0.2
and 0.5); or a threshold gender budgeting practice, where
there is limited gender budgeting in place (score below 0.2).
The index shows that no countries yet qualify as advanced
practice. However, Spain, Canada, Mexico, Korea, Iceland,
Sweden, Austria, Japan and Norway have successfully
attained a level of gender budgeting practice that can be
categorised as mainstreamed. For example, Spain, Mexico
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and Iceland each have a national gender equality strategy
guiding the implementation of gender budgeting, have
legal provisions underpinning the practice, use a broad
range of implementation tools and have general availability
of gender-disaggregated data.

Further development of the index would entail moving
from the availability of frameworks, tools and a supportive
environment to an assessment of how well systems of
gender budgeting operate and the extent to which that
operation is helping achieve overarching gender objectives.

Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the 2018 OECD Budget
Practices and Procedures Survey. Respondents were
predominantly senior budget officials in OECD
countries. Responses represent the country’s own
assessment of current practices and procedures. Data
refer only to central/federal governments and exclude
the subnational level.

The composite index contains 15 variables. Weightings
are based on expert judgement. For further details
about the questions used, the weighting structure
and the composite calculation see Annex E. The
composite index is the result of adding together the
normalised scores from the three subcomponents that
individually vary from 0 to 1. The variables comprising
the index were selected based on their relevance to
the concept by OECD experts and have been reviewed
by county delegates to the Senior Budgeting Officers
Experts Meeting on Gender Budgeting.

Further reading

Downes, R. and S. Nicol (2019), “Designing and implementing
gender budgeting - a path to action”, https://www.oecd.
org/gou/budgeting/designing-and-implementing-gender-
budgeting-a-path-to-action.pdyf.

OECD (2019), Budgeting and Public Expenditures in OECD

Countries 2019, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264307957-en.

OECD (2015), Recommendation of the Council on Gender
Equality in Public Life, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/
instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0418.

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for the
United States are not available.

5.7.France and Turkey report that the introduction of gender budgeting
is under consideration.

5.8. Only shows data for OECD countries that have introduced gender
budgeting. Data for Canada reflects the introduction of the Canada
Gender Budgeting Act in December 2018. Information for countries
will continue to be updated as new information is collected.
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Gender budgeting

5.7. Existence of gender budgeting, 2018
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5.8. First pass at a composite indicator on gender budgeting, 2018
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Budget transparency

Budget transparency refers to the full disclosure of all
relevant fiscal information in a timely and systematic
manner. It is a multi-dimensional concept addressing
the clarity, comprehensiveness, reliability, timeliness,
accessibility and usability of public reporting on public
finances, as well as citizen engagement in the budget
process. Some of the most important benefits of budget
transparency include enhanced accountability, legitimacy,
integrity, inclusiveness and quality of budget decisions all of
which could ultimately develop trust between governments
and citizens. Beyond the disclosure of key budgetary
information, budget transparency also encompasses public
participation in the budget process (OECD, 2017, 2019). The
OECD actively promotes and guides the adoption of practices
aimed at increasing budget transparency as reflected in
the OECD Best Practices for Budget Transparency (2001), its
Recommendation of the Council on Budgetary Governance (2015),
and the OECD Budget Transparency Toolkit (2017).

As a general trend, budget transparency has improved
in recent years across OECD countries, driven mainly by
the availability of core budget reports. All OECD countries
with available information now publish a draft budget
and the approved budget (34 countries), with a majority of
countries also making available the underlying datasets
of these documents in a machine-readable format (e.g.
open data), (respectively 24 and 27 countries). A similar
trend is observed with the publication of citizens’ guides
to these key budget documents, which are short, easy-
to-understand documents aimed at presenting budget
decisions simply and clearly. While in 2012, citizens’ guides
to the budget were produced in 14 OECD countries (42%),
they are now produced in 23 (68% of surveyed countries).
The nine countries that have started producing citizens’
guides to the budget since 2012 include the Czech Republic,
Denmark, France, Hungary, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain,
Turkey and the United Kingdom. In 2018, citizens’ guides
were most often published for the approved budget (17
countries) and the executive budget proposal (11 countries)
and were less likely to be published for the wider range of
budget documents, although these documents and their
underlying datasets remain widely available.

Parliaments are responsible for approving the executive
budget proposal and ensuring that the budget reflects
citizens’ preferences while being aligned with fiscal
constraints. For all countries with available information,
the breadth of budget documents provided to parliament
by OECD countries has increased since 2012, signalling
countries’ efforts to promote transparency and encourage
improved budget oversight. In 2018, all surveyed OECD
countries presented macroeconomic assumptions to the
legislature, 97% presented budget priorities, and 82%
presented a medium-term perspective on total revenue and
expenditure. A further trend in relation to budget oversight
is the growing role of OECD country parliaments at the ex
ante phase of the budget process. The number of countries
reporting that the government submits a pre-budget report
to the legislature increased from 19 in 2012 to 22 in 2018.
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While in 2012 only 3 OECD countries reported that the
legislature held a pre-budget debate, this figure increased to
15 in 2018. Of these, more than half send the results of the
pre-budget debate as a report to the government, including
Canada, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy and Sweden.

Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the 2012 and 2018 OECD Budget
Practices and Procedures Surveys, as well as the 2018
OECD Parliamentary Budget Officials (PBO) Network
Survey on Parliamentary Budgeting Practices.
Respondents to the 2012 and 2018 OECD Budget
Practices and Procedures Surveys were predominantly
senior budget officials in the central/federal ministry
of finance. For the 2012 survey, data comprises all 34
OECD countries at the time. For the 2018 Survey, data
are available for all OECD countries except the United
States. Respondents to the 2018 OECD Parliamentary
Budgeting Practices Survey were predominantly
parliamentary budget officials in OECD countries.
Responses represent the country’s own assessment
of current practices and procedures.

Open data refers to digital data that are made available
with the technical and legal characteristics necessary
for it to be freely used, re-used and redistributed by
anyone, anytime, anywhere.

A citizens’ guide is an easy-to-understand summary
of the main features of the annual budget or other
budget-related documents. It is a user-friendly
summary that helps the general reader to make sense
of the technical information and avoids technical
language.

Further reading

OCDE (2019), Budgeting and Public Expenditures in OECD
Countries 2019, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264307957-en.

OECD (2017), OECD Budget Transparency Toolkit: Practical
Steps for Supporting Openness, Integrity and
Accountability in Public Financial Management, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264282070-en.

OECD (2015), Recommendation of the Council on Budgetary
Governance, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/
instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0410.

Figures notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
5.9 and 5.10. Data for the United States are not available.

5.11. Data for Mexico are not available.
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Budget transparency

5.9. Means of availability and transparency of key budgetary information, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018), OECD Budget Practices and Procedures Survey.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032415

5.10. Budget documents presented to the legislature, 2018
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Source: OECD (2012, 2018), OECD Budget Practices and Procedures Survey.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032434

5.11. Does the legislature hold a pre-budget debate?, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018), OECD PBO Network Survey on Parliamentary Budgeting Practices.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032453
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Budgeting for environmental and sustainable development

The process and arrangements for allocating public funds
are key levers for achieving sustainable development.
In recent decades, countries all over the globe have
committed to domestic and international objectives for
sustainable development, including the Paris Agreement
on Climate Change and the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) - with the implication to advance national policy
responses. To support governments in this context, the
OECD is engaging in new approaches to budget planning
and preparation, promoting transparency and engagement
with citizens and advocating for monitoring and evaluation
processes that can support the achievement of national
and international commitments. The Paris Collaborative
on Green Budgeting is one of these initiatives, working
closely with countries to align public revenue and spending
processes with environmental and climate goals.

Green budgeting aims to provide decision makers,
parliament and public with a clearer sense of the potential
environmental impacts of budgeting choices. Having
complete information on the long term effects of policies
could shape revenue raising and resource-allocation
decisions by incorporatingthe interests of future generations
and considerations on the sustainability of resources.
Still, the availability of data on environmental impacts of
budget choices can be limited or not systematically used.
In 2018, 20% of surveyed OECD countries published the
environmental and climate impact of individual budget
measures. Only Germany and Italy followed a more
comprehensive approach by disclosing the impact that
implementing the budget as a whole would have on the
environment. Information on the effects of the budget on
societal wellbeing indicators is equally rare (26% of surveyed
countries). In the case of capital investments, such an
environmental assessment is more common. Most OECD
countries conduct environmental impact assessments at
the beginning of the development of public infrastructure
projects, but only 12 OECD countries estimate a project’s
potential carbon dioxide emissions.

Integrating environmental considerations across all policy
domains of the budget, ranging from environment and
climate to transport, health and finances, would support
the alignment of incentives and lead to a coherent
environmentally informed approach to policy making
supported by budgetary decisions. In most OECD countries,
climate change is reflected in the budget programmes of
the ministry with the lead responsibility (e.g. Ministry of
Environment). A few countries, such as Canada, Finland
and Ireland reflect on climate change systematically
across budgetary programmes). Performance information
associated tothebudgetcould contribute toamore systematic
reflection on sustainability, as well as increase transparency
and accountability of progress towards environmental
goals and other international commitments. Only 25% of
surveyed OECD countries have started to systematically
reflect (6%) or closely align (19%) the SDGs in performance
budgeting systems. For example, in Norway, each of the
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17 SDGs is assigned to one co-ordinating ministry that needs
to report on the follow-up of various targets under the goal of
the budget documents since 2016. In Mexico, the systematic
alignment of budget programmes with the SDGs through
the performance evaluation system was introduced in 2018.

Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the 2018 OECD Budget Practices
and Procedures Survey, the 2018 OECD Performance
Budgeting Survey and the 2018 OECD Survey of
Capital Budgeting and Infrastructure Governance.
Respondents to the surveys were predominantly
senior officials in the ministry of finance, as well as
in other relevant line ministries.

Sustainable development refers to development that
meets the needs of the present without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs. It assumes the conservation of natural assets
for future growth and development.

The Paris Collaborative on Green Budgeting is the first
cross-country and cross-sectoral initiative to support
governments in their efforts to embed environmental
sustainability commitments and green growth
within budget and policy frameworks. It serves as a
platform to advance analytical and methodological
groundwork, support peer learning and exchange
of best practices, test innovative tools and pilot
projects and channel this knowledge to offer targeted
assistance to governments.

In most OECD countries, the budget is presented to
the legislature as a set of budgetary programmes or
functional areas consisting of related budget activities.
This may be in addition to, or replace, presentation
based on administrative and economic classification.
Programme budgeting is a characteristic element of a
performance-based budgeting system.

Further reading

OECD Paris Collaborative on Green Budgeting, http://wwuw.
oecd.org/environment/qgreen-budgeting/

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for the
United States are not available.

5.13. Greece did not reply to this survey question. Ireland is in the
process of systematically integrating climate considerations across
budgetary programmes.

5.14. Belgium, Ireland and Italy did not reply to this survey question.

5.15. (Environment and climate effect considerations in public
infrastructure projects) is available on line in Annex F.
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Budgeting for environmental and sustainable development

5.12. Environmental and general well-being considerations published in the budget, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018), OECD Budget Practices and Procedures Survey.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032472

5.13. Process for integrating climate change in the 5.14. Reflection of Sustainable Development Goals
budget, 2018 in performance budgeting systems, 2018
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StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032491
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6. HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

Employment conditions of civil servants and other
public employees

Learning and development in the civil service

Performance management of senior leaders
in the public service
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Governments employ people in a variety of ways through
different types of employment contract, or “contractual
modality”. One of the most common distinctions is between
people hired as statutory civil servants (usually governed
by a distinct legal framework) and other employees hired
under a different type of legal framework, such as the private
sector labour law, with different employment conditions.
Employment modalities can affect pay, job security,
performance evaluation and access to training, among
others. They also have a clear impact on the effectiveness
of public employment systems in attracting and retaining
skilled employees, and motivating them to contribute
at the best of their potential to the production of good
governance outcomes. If used well, different employment
modalities can give public services the flexibility they need
to develop and manage a workforce with the appropriate
range of skills. However, without a clear understanding of
the ideal mix of modalities and employment contracts for
various occupational functions, public administrations risk
fragmentation of their internal labour market.

A common trend in most OECD countries is for central
government administrations to be staffed mainly by civil
servants. The average share of civil servants in central
administration across OECD countries where data were
available was 68% in 2018. In Italy, the Netherlands,
Poland, Slovenia and Switzerland, people who work in
central government administrations apart from external
consultants and temporary workers are all civil servants.
On the other end of the spectrum, Sweden does not
distinguish between civil servants and “other employees”.
Similarly, Denmark, Mexico and Ireland, too, count
relatively few statutory civil servants in their central public
administration. The importance of this distinction derives
from the fact that the roles and responsibilities of civil
servants and other public employees vary greatly from
country to country.

In 67% of OECD countries, civil servants are reported to have
more job security compared to other public employees.
Civil servants also undergo a more rigorous recruitment
process in 58% of the cases, have greater access to career
advancement opportunities and have a different pay scale.
Slightly less than half of OECD countries have a specific
performance management regime for civil servants and,
in 39% of countries, specific values and ethical standards
apply to civil servants. When it comes to health insurance
and pension rights, there appears to be less difference
between civil servants and other public employees.

The policy challenges of the future will require a continuous
reassessment of the mix of skills and competences in
the civil service (OECD, 2017). Clear and transparent
employment modalities, aligned to the job and labour
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market, are key to prospective candidates and retain in-
house talent in the public sector, particularly in areas
where there could be skills shortages.

Methodology and definitions

Data were initially collected through the 2016 OECD
Survey on Strategic Human Resources Management
(SHRM) and updated in 2019. Most respondents
were senior officials in central government human
resources management (HRM) departments, and data
refer to HRM practices in central government. The
survey was completed by all OECD countries, as well
as the OECD accession countries Colombia and Costa
Rica. Considerable variation in definitions of the civil
service, as well as the organisations governed at the
central level of government, exists. In this survey, civil
servants are only those public employees covered
under a specific public legal framework or other
specific provisions, whereas the category of other
employees covers the persons hired under a different
type of legal framework, such as the private sector
labour law, with different employment conditions. The
data do not capture consultants contracted under a
different employment framework in the public sector.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/
en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

OECD (2017), Skills for a High Performing Civil Service,
OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264280724-en

Figure notes

Data for, Iceland, Turkey and Colombia refer to 2016. On data for Israel,
see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

6.1. Data for Denmark, Israel, Japan, Mexico and New Zealand refer
to 2019. Data for France, Germany, Korea and Poland refer to 2017.
Data for Italy, Latvia, and the United States refer to 2016. Data for
Slovenia refer to 2015. Data on other public employees were not
available for Hungary, Norway and the Slovak Republic. For Korea,
data for civil servants were compiled by the Ministry of Personnel
Management and data for ‘other public employees’ were compiled
by the Ministry of Employment and Labour. For Portugal, ‘other
public employees’ includes executive limited-term managers. Civil
servants defined as civil public employees covered under a specific
public legal framework or other specific provisions refers in Denmark
to “tjenstemaend”.
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Employment conditions of civil servants and other public employees

6.1. Civil servants and other employees in central administrations, 2018
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Source: OECD (2019), OECD Survey on Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM).

StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032529

6.2. Differences in employment frameworks for civil servants compared to other employees
in central administrations, 2019
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Source: OECD (2019), OECD Survey on Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM).
StatLink sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032548
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Learning and development in the civil service

Historically, the recruitment and development model of
the public sector in many countries has been to recruit
at entry-level and develop civil servants through specific
training. However, cuts to training budgets implemented
during recent periods of austerity have reduced access to
traditional classroom training in many OECD countries
(OECD, 2016). Nevertheless, strategic and targeted learning
and development investments are essential for public
services to keep up with fast-changing demands of citizens
and technological advancements. Furthermore, access to
learning opportunities can be an important attractor and
motivator for high-performing civil servants. The 2019
OECD Recommendation on Public Service Leadership and
Capability recommends that adherents create a learning
culture and environment in the public service that extends
well beyond traditional classroom training.

In 2019, around 61% of OECD countries (22 out of 36) have
civil-service-wide training strategies or action plans -
an increase from slightly less than half in 2016. In 2016,
Portugal revised its approach to skills development in the
civil service: the current civil service-wide training strategy
includes initial training (compulsory for most staff),
continuous training and self-training. Even more, about
70% of countries develop organisational learning plans
within the central public administration. However, only
half of the countries (18) require civil servants themselves
to develop individual learning plans. The data suggest a
focus on executive leadership training and coaching as
a training priority, and that mixed learning models are
increasingly sought after. Coaching and mentoring for non-
executives is a training priority in eleven OECD countries,
such as Germany and Korea.

Used strategically, mobility programmes can be a part
of learning and development initiatives, and a valuable
development tool for staff and organisations. However, less
than half of OECD countries have specific programmes to
encourage mobility in the civil service. In turn, less than
one-third of OECD countries reported civil servants having
the right to a minimum amount of time to pursue training
initiatives each year.

These data suggest a wide recognition of the importance
of learning and development in OECD countries, as seen,
for example, in the number of civil services that now have
civil-service-wide training strategies. The prioritisation of
training for executive leadership in two-thirds of OECD
countries demonstrates the important role of this group
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as catalysts for strategic reforms across the civil service.
For example, Germany has established a coaching pool for
executive leaders, while the United States uses its Centre
for Leadership Development. The relatively low investments
in coaching and mentoring initiatives indicates scope
for enhancing learning and development by drawing on
institutional knowledge.

Methodology and definitions

Data were initially collected through the 2016 OECD
Survey on Strategic Human Resources Management
and updated in 2019. Most respondents were senior
officials in central government HRM departments, and
data refer to HRM practices in central government.
The survey was completed by all OECD countries, as
well as by the OECD accession countries, Colombia
and Costa Rica.

Considerable variation in definitions of the civil
service, as well as the organisations governed at the
central level of government, exists. In this survey,
civil servants are only those public employees
covered under a specific public legal framework or
other specific provisions. For more information on
the classification of senior managers, please refer to
Annex D.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/
en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

OECD (2017), Skills for a High Performing Civil Service,
OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264280724-en.

OECD (2016), Engaging Public Employees for a High-Performing
Civil Service, OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264267190-en.

Figure notes

Data for Colombia, Iceland and Turkey refer to 2016. On data for Israel,
see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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Learning and development in the civil service

6.3. Learning and development initiatives and training priorities in central administrations, 2019
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Source: OECD (2019), OECD Survey on Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM).
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032567

6.4. Existence of specific programmes to encourage 6.5. Right for civil servants to a certain amount
mobility in the civil service, 2016 of training days per year, 2019
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Senior civil servants and managers work at the interface
of political and administrative authority, often drawing on
vast institutional knowledge and networks built over the
course of a broad and varied career. They are responsible
not only for a wide variety of outputs and outcomes but
also for overseeing the processes, budgets and people that
achieve these. Increasingly, civil services of OECD countries
use performance management systems to help focus
leadership and management efforts and align incentives
with desired behaviour and outcomes. When designed and
used effectively, performance management systems can
ensure accountability for results and develop important
professional and leadership competencies. Previous OECD
research has suggested, however, that all-encompassing,
technocratic performance monitoring systems and
contractual arrangements have had mixed results, as have
performance-related pay reforms (OECD, 2015).

In two-thirds of OECD countries where there exists a
performance management regime for senior managers,
senior civil servants are often subject to specific performance
agreements with their minister (15 countries) and/or the
administrative head of the civil service (7 countries). For
example, countries such as the Netherlands and Norway
use both. In slightly over half of OECD countries, senior
managers can be granted a bonus if they meet certain
performance criteria. Whereas just 17% of countries link
promotion prospects with good performance, 19 OECD
countries allow for dismissal in the case of poor results in
performance assessment.

In slightly over three-quarters of OECD countries, senior
managers are subject to fixed-term appointments. This may
reflect a desire in these countries to facilitate mobility and
provide the flexibility to bring in new skills and experience
for this important cohort. Slightly more than 60% of OECD
countries link appointment renewal for senior managers
to performance assessment. However, in about 70% of the
countries where this link is established, senior managers are
not obliged to meet a certain minimum standard.

Based on available data, central public administrations
reported prioritising mechanisms to deal with poor
performance over establishing a more strategic use of
performance management to identify, retain and promote
high achievers (such as the Australian Public Service
Commission’s emphasis on talent management). More
than 60% of OECD countries do not report having policies
in place to identify potential senior managers early on in
their careers.

Methodology and definitions

Evidence presented here was initially collected
through the 2016 OECD Survey on Strategic Human
Resources Management and updated in 2019.
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Most respondents were senior officials in central
government HRM departments, and data refer to
HRM practices in central government. The survey was
completed by all OECD countries, as well as the OECD
accession countries Colombia and Costa Rica.

The definitions of the civil service, as well as the
organisations governed at the central level of
government, vary significantly. In this survey, civil
servants are only those public employees covered
under a specific public legal framework or other specific
provisions. Senior managers are D1 and D2 managers,
alternatively referred to as “senior civil servants” or
“top managers”. The word “senior” denotes rank, and
is not a reference to age or seniority in terms of length
of career or tenure. Senior managers can be younger
and have fewer years of experience than middle
managers, for example. The D1 and D2 managers for
which data is presented here are adapted from the
International Standard classification of occupations
(ISCO-08) developed by the International Labour
Organization. For detailed definitions of each of the
levels, see Annex D online. A performance agreement
is an agreement between an employee and his/her
supervisor concerning objectives against which the
employee’s performance can be assessed.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/
en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

OECD (2017), Skills for a High Performing Civil Service,
OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264280724-en

OECD (2016), Engaging Public Employees for a High-
Performing Civil Service, OECD Public Governance
Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris. http://doi.org/10.1787/
9789264267190-en.

Figure notes

Data for Colombia, Iceland, and Turkey refer to 2016. On data for Israel,
see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

6.6. In Austria, the Netherlands, Slovenia, Switzerland, Turkey and Costa
Rica, there exists a performance management regime that is the
same for all civil servants.

For Germany, the answer “yes” for “Existence of a performance-
management regime for senior managers” and “Performance
appraisal system which includes Outcome indicators” only applies
to those senior managers who are civil servants. The answer “yes”
for “Performance-related pay” and “Dismissal for bad performance”
only applies to those senior managers who are public employees.
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Performance management of senior leaders in the public service

6.6. Features of the performance regime for senior managers, 2019

Existence of a Performance  Performance agreement Performance appraisal system which includes: ) .
performance- Performance- agreement with  with the Administrative o mermo“g" Dflsrr'nl;s;al
management regime  related pay  the Minister  head of the Civil Service Outcome Output Organizational 360 degree r(f) goo fo 4
for senior managers (at D1 level) (at D1 level) indicators indicators  management indicators  appraisal ~ Periormance - performance
Australia | | | O | | | | | | | m} | |
Austria ] O O O | | | | O O O n
Belgium | | ] | (m} | || | | O m} |
Canada u ] O O ] u | | ] [m] |
Chile | | | || (m} (m} | | | (m} O |
Czech Republic | | ] O O ] ] | | [m] O ]
Denmark | | | O | | O O O O O O
Estonia | | | O O O O [m} n O [m]
Finland | | o O O | | | | | O | |
France || | | O | | O [m} | | O [m]
Germany | | | | O a | | O O O O |
Greece | | O | O | | | | | u u |
Hungary m} O O m} (m] ] O O O ]
Iceland [m} [m} O [m} [m} O [m] [m} [m] [m]
Ireland | | O || O [m] O | | | O O
Israel u O O O u ] | | | | ] ]
Italy | | | | | | m} m} (m} | | m} O |
Japan | | O O O O O O [m} [m] ]
Korea | | | O | | | | | | | | |
Latvia | | | | | | O | | O O | O |
Lithuania O O O O O O O O O O
Luxembourg [m} [m} [m} [m} [m} [m} [m] [m} O O
Mexico m} m} (m} m} | | | | | m} O | |
Netherlands O [m} | | | | [m] [m} [m] [m] O [m}
New Zealand | || O | [m] [m] O [m] O O
Norway | | | | | | | | a [} O O [m} [m}
Poland O m} m} m} m} m} O m] O O
Portugal | | ] | | O | | | | u O O | |
Slovak Republic | | O O O | | O O O |
Slovenia O | O O O O O O O O
Spain | | | O O O O O O | |
Sweden | | | | | O O O O O O O
Switzerland ] | | | [m] [m] m} O [m] m} m}
Turkey [m] O || O O O u O | [m]
United Kingdom | | | O | | | | | | | | O |
United States | | ] O ] | | | | ] | | |
OECD Total
Yes @ 25 20 5 7 16 15 16 9 6 19
No OO 1 16 21 29 20 21 20 27 30 17
Colombia O ] O O O O O O O
Costa Rica O O O O O O O O O |
Source: OECD (2019), OECD Survey on Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM).
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032624
6.7. Existence of a relationship between contract 6.8. Existence of policies to identify potential
renewal for SCS and results of formal performance senior managers early on in their career,
assessment, 2019 2019

22.2% - Not
applicable, no fixed
term contracts for

44.4% - Yes Senior managers

but without
aminimum
standard
DNK

ESP

EST
69.4% - No iy

16.7% - No,
performance
assessmentsare
not taken
into account

16.7% - Yes, a minimum

resultis necessary Source: OECD (2019), OECD Survey on Strategic Human Resource
Source: OECD (2019), OECD Survey on Strategic Human Resource Management Management (SHRM).
(SHRM). StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032662

StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032643
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Stakeholder engagement helps to ensure that regulations
focus on user needs by involving citizens, businesses,
civil society and others. These stakeholders can provide
expertise and evidence about policy problems and possible
solutions to address them, thereby improving the quality
of regulatory design. Stakeholder engagement also makes
regulations more inclusive and helps affected parties
develop a sense of ownership of regulations. This in turn
strengthens trust in government, social cohesion and
compliance with regulations.

OECD countries show a general commitment to stakeholder
engagement, but there is much room for improvement to
make consultations more open to the wider public and
useful in the policy process. All surveyed jurisdictions
require stakeholder engagement for the development of
at least some regulations. Overall, formal requirements and
consultation practices are less stringent for subordinate
regulations. Early stakeholder engagement to inform
officials about the nature of a problem and possible
solutions does not take place on a systematic basis in
most OECD countries. Canada, Iceland and the European
Commission have recently introduced reforms to broaden
the scope of stakeholder engagement at different stages of
the regulatory development process.

Countries have alot to gain from improving the transparency
and oversight of their stakeholder engagement. For
example, while many countries publish consultation
comments online and pass them on to decision makers,
most countries do not systematically inform the public in
advance about upcoming consultations or provide feedback
on how comments were taken into account. In the area
of oversight, most countries currently do not conduct
regular evaluations of the performance of their stakeholder
engagement systems.

Compared to 2014, countries have only slightly improved
their stakeholder engagement practices, with greater
improvements for engagement regarding primary laws
than for subordinate regulations. Countries such as Israel,
Italy, Korea and the Netherlands have broadened their
consultation practices and made them more accessible to
the wider public. In contrast, evidence of the implementation
of stakeholder engagement is weaker in some countries
compared to 2014, which is reflected in a decreased score.

The Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG)
provide a comprehensive evidence base of progress made by
OECD countries in improving the way they regulate based on
the practices described in the 2012 OECD Recommendation
on Regulatory Policy and Governance. The more of these
practices a country has adopted, the higher is its indicator
score. The composite indicator is composed of four equally
weighted categories: methodology gathers information on
methods and tools for stakeholder engagement; oversight
and quality control records information on mechanisms to
monitor and evaluate stakeholder engagement practices;
systematic adoption records formal requirements and how
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often they are conducted in practice; transparency records
information relating to the principles of open government.
The maximum score for each category is 1, and the total
score for the composite indicator ranges from 0 to 4. The
iREG composite indicator on stakeholder engagement
presented here is also one of the central indicators used
to measure the dimension “civic engagement” of the OECD
Better Life Index.

Methodology and definitions

The Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG)
draw upon responses provided by delegates to the
OECD Regulatory Policy Committee and central
government officials to the 2017 and 2014 OECD
Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance Survey
for 38 OECD member and accession countries, and
the European Union. The data only covers primary
laws and subordinate regulations initiated by the
executive. In the majority of OECD and accession
countries, a majority of primary laws are initiated
by the executive. The exceptions are Colombia,
Costa Rica, Korea and Mexico, where a higher share
of primary laws is initiated by the legislature. All
questions on primary laws are not applicable to the
United States as the US executive does not initiate
primary laws at all. More information on the iREG
indicators can be found in Annex E and at oe.cd/ireg.

Primary laws are regulations that must be approved
by the legislature, while subordinate regulations
can be approved by the head of government, by an
individual minister or by the cabinet.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), OECD Best Practice Principles for Regulatory
Policy: Stakeholder Engagement, OECD Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2018), OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264303072-en.

OECD (2012), Recommendation of the Council on Regulatory
Policy and Governance, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/
instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0390

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for
Latvia, Lithuania, Colombia and Costa Rica are not available for 2014.

7.1. Country scores are not presented for the United States where all
primary laws are initiated by Congress. *In the majority of OECD
countries, most primary laws are initiated by the executive, except
for Korea, Mexico, Colombia and Costa Rica where the majority of
primary laws are initiated by the legislature.
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7.1. Stakeholder engagement in developing primary laws, 2014 and 2017
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) 2015 and 2018, http://oe.cd/ireg.
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7.2. Stakeholder engagement in developing subordinate regulations, 2014 and 2017
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) 2015 and 2018, http://oe.cd/ireg.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032681
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Regulatory impact assessment (RIA) is a key tool for
policy makers to decide on whether and how to regulate
to achieve public policy goals. RIA analyses the costs and
benefits of regulation and non-regulatory alternatives of
achieving policy goals to identify the approach that is likely
to deliver the greatest net benefit to society. RIA unveils the
trade-offs inherent in regulatory proposals, and identifies
who is likely to benefit from a regulation and who will bear
the costs. RIA supports the use of evidence in policy making
and helps avoid regulatory failure (e.g. from unnecessary
regulation or lack thereof). Finally, RIA documents the
evidence underlying policy decisions and hence increases
government accountability.

Overall progress in RIA systems is stalling across OECD
countries, although individual countries have made
substantial improvements. In 2017, all OECD and accession
countries and the European Commission require a RIA
during the development of at least some regulations. Some
countries have reinforced the systematic adoption of RIA,
with investments in broadening formal requirements and
more proportionate approaches in the past three years. For
example, Chile issued a Presidential Instruction in 2016
that establishes its first-ever obligation to conduct RIA
for ministries with portfolios affecting economic matters,
and Portugal strengthened its RIA framework by making it
compulsory for ministries to quantify the impact of new
regulations on businesses as well as to assess the legislative
impacts on citizens. Other countries, such as Israel, Italy,
Poland and Spain have issued new RIA procedures and
guidelines. RIA in a growing number of jurisdictions
focuses specifically on those regulatory proposals that are
expected to have the greatest impacts. Notably, several
countries, such as Japan and Korea, have recently adopted
a threshold test to decide whether a simplified or detailed
RIA is needed.

Although oversight and quality control is still the area
where OECD countries are the least advanced, some
countries have made significant progress in fostering their
oversight mechanisms for RIA. For example, Norway and
Finland created the Norwegian Better Regulation Council
and the Finish Council for Regulatory Impact Analysis,
bodies at arm’s length from the government that review the
quality of selected RIAs and regulatory proposals. In 2015,
the Slovak Republic established the Permanent Working
Committee of the Legislative Council at the Ministry of
Economy, which is responsible for overseeing the quality
of RIAs.

The indicator presented here is part of the iREG indicators
and a key OECD indicator to measure OECD countries’
adoption of evidence-based policy making processes.
It is based on the practices described in the 2012 OECD
Recommendation on Regulatory Policy and Governance. The
more of these practices a country has adopted, the higher
isits indicator score. The composite indicator is composed
of four equally weighted categories: methodology gathers
information on different assessments included in RIA;
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oversight and quality control records mechanisms to monitor
and ensure the quality of RIA processes; systematic
adoption records formal requirements and how often RIA
is conducted in practice; transparency records how open
RIA processes are. The maximum score for each category
is 1, and the total score for the composite indicator ranges
from O to 4.

Methodology and definitions

The Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG)
draw upon responses provided by delegates to the
OECD Regulatory Policy Committee and central
government officials to the 2017 and 2014 OECD
Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance Survey
for 38 OECD member and accession countries and the
European Union. The data only covers primary laws
and subordinate regulations initiated by the executive.
In the majority of OECD and accession countries,
a majority of primary laws are initiated by the
executive. The exceptions are Colombia, Costa Rica,
Korea and Mexico, where a higher share of primary
laws is initiated by the legislature. All questions on
primary laws are not applicable to the United States
as the US executive does not initiate primary laws at
all. More information on the iREG indicators can be
found in Annex E and at oe.cd/ireg.

Primary laws are regulations that must be approved
by the legislature, while subordinate regulations
can be approved by the head of government, by an
individual minister or by the cabinet.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), OECD Best Practice Principles for
Regulatory Policy: Regulatory Impact Assessment, OECD
Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2018), OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264303072-en.

OECD (2012), Recommendation of the Council on Regulatory
Policy and Governance, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/
instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0390.

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for
Latvia, Lithuania, Colombia and Costa Rica are not available for 2014.

7.3: Country scores are not presented for the United States where
primary laws are initiated by Congress. *In the majority of OECD
countries, most primary laws are initiated by the executive, except
for Korea, Mexico, Colombia and Costa Rica where a majority of
primary laws are initiated by the legislature.
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7.3. Regulatory Impact Assessment for developing primary laws, 2014 and 2017
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) 2015 and 2018, http://oe.cd/ireg.
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032700

7.4. Regulatory Impact Assessment for developing subordinate regulations, 2014 and 2017
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) 2015 and 2018, http://oe.cd/ireg.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032719
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Countries should regularly review their stock of existing
regulations to ensure that regulations remain fit for
purpose. Only after a regulation has been implemented
in practice can governments assess its full effects, costs,
benefits and unintended consequences. Given the rapid
pace of societal change and technological advancement,
even regulations that are fit for purpose may become
outdated over time and increase unnecessary regulatory
burden that complicates the life of citizens and the efficient
operation of businesses. Ex post evaluations can provide
important insights for improving the design of regulations
and create a feedback loop into regulatory planning and the
development of new regulations. They can also enhance
trust in government by increasing the transparency and
accountability of regulatory performance.

OECD countries still underinvest in ex post evaluation,
leaving the regulatory policy lifecycle incomplete. Countries
focus their better regulation efforts much more on the
design of laws and regulations than their enforcement and
evaluation. This picture looks largely similar for the ex post
evaluation of primary laws and subordinate regulations.
Australia and the United Kingdom have invested most
in implementing the systematic adoption, methodology,
transparency and oversight and quality control of ex post
evaluations in line with the OECD Recommendation on
Regulatory Policy and Governance. Other OECD countries,
however, have not evaluated the effectiveness and fitness
for purpose of their regulations in practice yet, including
Greece and Turkey.

A majority of OECD countries still lacks a systematic
approach to ex post evaluation, including broad requirements
and a well-established methodology. As of 2017, only
Austria, Germany, Italy, Korea and the United Kingdom
report to have a systematic requirement to conduct ex post
evaluations for primary laws and subordinate regulations
and assess whether a regulation has achieved its goals
when conducting ex post evaluations. Oversight and quality
control of ex post evaluation is still the weakest area in
most OECD countries despite some improvements in a
few jurisdictions. In contrast, OECD country practices are
most advanced in the area of transparency, i.e. if ex post
evaluations are conducted, they are frequently made public.

Progress in the use of ex post evaluation has been marginal
in most OECD countries over the past three years. Some
individual countries have undertaken more substantive
reforms of their ex post evaluation practices since 2014.
The greatest improvements were made in the systematic
adoption of ex post evaluation as well as in the area of
oversight and quality control. For example, Austria, Japan
and Spain introduced a criteria for identifying regulations
for which ex post evaluations are mandatory. In Japan for
instance, this criteria determines that, for regulations
which are subject to ex ante impact assessment, an ex
post evaluation has to be carried out. The Danish Business
Forum for Better Regulation conducted in-depth reviews
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of the cumulative impact of the regulatory framework in
different policy areas, including transport, digitization and
the circular economy. Italy and Korea improved oversight
of their ex post evaluation systems by preparing regular
reports on the performance of their ex post evaluation
systems.

The iREG indicator for ex post evaluation is based on the
practices described in the 2012 OECD Recommendation
on Regulatory Policy and Governance. The more of these
practices a country has adopted, the higher its indicator
score. The composite indicator is composed of four equally
weighted categories: methodology gathers information on
different assessments used in ex post evaluations; oversight
and quality control records mechanisms to monitor the
quality of ex post evaluations; systematic adoption records
formal requirements and the use of different types of ex
post evaluations; transparency records the openness of ex
post evaluations. The maximum score for each category is
1, and the total score for the composite indicator ranges
from 0 to 4.

Methodology and definitions

The Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG)
draw upon responses provided by delegates to the OECD
Regulatory Policy Committee and central government
officials to the 2017 and 2014 OECD Indicators of
Regulatory Policy and Governance Survey for 38 OECD
member and accession countries and the European
Union. More information on the iREG indicators can
be found in Annex E and at oe.cd/ireg.

Primary laws are regulations that must be approved
by the legislature, while subordinate regulations can
be approved by the head of government, an individual
minister or the cabinet.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), OECD Best Practice Principles for
Regulatory Policy: Reviewing the Stock of Regulation, OECD
Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2018), OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2018, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264303072-
en.

OECD (2012), Recommendation of the Council on Regulatory
Policy and Governance, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/
instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0390.

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Data for
Latvia, Lithuania, Colombia and Costa Rica are not available for 2014.
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7.5. Ex post evaluation for primary laws, 2014 and 2017
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) 2015 and 2018, http://oe.cd/ireg.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032738

7.6. Ex post evaluation for subordinate regulations, 2014 and 2017
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Size of public procurement

Public procurement, the purchase of goods, services and
works by governments and state-owned enterprises,
is increasingly used by governments as a strategic tool
to deliver their mandates. In addition to carrying it out
in line with standard principles and existing rules,
governments are working to increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of this key function. From an economic
perspective, public procurement is recognised as a lever
for improving the efficiency and effectiveness of public
spending. In addition, the realisation of broader policy
objectives (such as promoting innovation, sustainability,
social inclusiveness and supporting small and medium-
sized enterprises [SMEs]) is an increasingly important part
of public procurement strategies for governments.

The sheer size of public procurement, representing
approximately 12% of gross domestic product (GDP)
in OECD countries, makes it a key economic activity,
ranging from 4.9% in Mexico to 19.5% in the Netherlands.
The economic weight of public procurement is more
pronounced at times of economic recession: therefore,
in three-quarters of OECD countries the relative size of
public procurement spending in terms of GDP reached
a peak in 2009, when economic recession struck most of
them. Since then, the relative size of public procurement
spending in OECD countries has been slowly decreasing,
but remained rather constant over the last four years, both
as a percentage of GDP (11.8% in 2017) and in terms of
general government expenditures (29.1% in 2017).

Being under fiscal pressure, governments have been
reforming their public procurement systems to optimise
this significant public expenditure item. Such reforms are
highly relevant for central governments, and even more
for sub-central governments that make up 63% of overall
public procurement spending in OECD countries, with
substantial variations reflecting the institutional set-up of
each country.

Public procurement has a strong impact in all forms of
public service delivery, as reflected in the sectoral spending,
from health to environmental protection, public order or
economic affairs (comprising infrastructure, transport,
communication, energy, and research and development
[R&D]). Health expenditures represent the largest share of
public procurement spending, accounting for around 30% in
OECD countries and over 40% in some European countries
(Belgium, Germany, Italy and the Slovak Republic) and in
Japan. Notable exceptions include Hungary, Latvia and
the United States, where economic affairs represent the
largest share of public procurement spending. Economic
affairs (16.3%), education (11.7%), defence (10%) and social
protection (10.2%) represent the remaining largest areas of
public procurement spending across OECD countries, with
substantial variations between countries.
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Methodology and definitions

The size of general government procurement
spending is estimated using data from the OECD
National Accounts Statistics (database), based on the
System of National Accounts (SNA). General government
procurement is defined as the sum of intermediate
consumption (goods and services purchased by
governments for their own use, such as accounting or
IT services), gross fixed capital formation (acquisition
of capital excluding sales of fixed assets, such as
building new roads) and social transfers in kind via
market producers (purchases by general government
of goods and services produced by market producers
and supplied to households). Public corporations were
excluded in the estimation of procurement spending.
Data on general government procurement spending
are disaggregated according to the Classification of
the Functions of Government (COFOG) in Figure 8.2.
Further information about the types of expenditures
included in each category is available in Annex C.

Further reading

OECD (2015), Recommendation of the Council on Public
Procurement, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/
instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0411

OECD (2019), Productivity in Public Procurement: A Case Study
of Finland: Measuring the Efficiency and Effectiveness of Public
Procurement, http://www.oecd.org/gou/public-procurement/
publications/productivity-public-procurement.pdf.

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

8.1. Data for Chile are not available. Data for Turkey are not included in
the OECD average due to missing time series. A large share of general
government procurement in the Netherlands is spent on social
transfers in kind via market producers-this relatively high level
could be due, in part, to the country’s system of scholastic grants as
well as the country’s mandatory health insurance system whereby
the government subsidises individuals’ purchase of coverage from
private providers.

8.2. Data are not available for Australia, Canada, Mexico, New Zealand
and Turkey. Data for Chile and Iceland are not included in the OECD
average due to missing time series. Data for Chile include changes
in inventories and acquisitions less disposals of valuables. Data for
Chile and Korea are for 2016 rather than 2017.

8.3. (Change in the structure of general government procurement
spending by function, 2012 to 2017) and 8.4. (General government
procurement spending by level of government, 2009, 2015 and 2017)
are available online in Annex F.
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Size of public procurement

8.1. General government procurement spending as a percentage of GDP and total government expenditures,
2007, 2009 and 2017
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8.2. Structure of general government procurement spending by function, 2017

General public Public order ) ) Environmental Housing and Recreation, culture B Social
services Defence and safety Economic affairs protection community amenities Health and religion Education protection

Austria 1.8 15 3.1 219 13 0.7 35.8 3.9 9.2 10.7
Belgium 11.9 1.2 21 10.3 33 11 49.3 3.1 74 10.3
Chile 6.0 55 8.5 19.1 13 6.9 216 2.6 16.9 1.5
Czech Republic 6.5 22 36 20.4 5.3 3.0 35.2 5.0 14.0 4.8
Denmark 147 5.1 2.7 11.0 13 0.8 311 55 11.8 16.0
Estonia 12.0 10.1 45 19.6 4.0 20 22.6 741 14.4 37
Finland 218 4.6 2.2 13.3 0.6 11 228 3.8 11.6 18.3
France 7.0 6.3 25 124 41 3.0 38.5 46 6.7 14.8
Germany 10.0 4.0 3.2 9.3 2.6 1.0 40.6 23 6.5 20.6
Greece 16.3 7.7 1.0 29.3 36 13 31.7 24 5.2 16
Hungary 18.1 37 41 23.4 22 2.3 21.9 9.5 10.0 48
Iceland 8.9 0.4 3.8 19.4 2.6 2.2 25.5 9.1 20.8 7.3
Ireland 55 0.8 46 15.1 3.0 49 34.4 4.0 9.7 17.9
Israel 6.9 25.5 3.6 2.8 2.7 1.6 31.8 41 10.0 11.0
Italy 11.6 39 36 9.0 7.8 34 44.4 47 53 6.4
Japan 6.2 3.2 19 14.3 5.9 2.1 44.6 1.6 6.5 13.8
Korea 115 1.1 3.1 18.3 41 46 314 2.8 10.7 24
Latvia 8.3 85 741 20.2 26 6.8 14.7 7.0 18.1 6.8
Lithuania 7.7 83 5.0 19.2 3.0 34 26.0 4.8 15.3 74
Luxembourg 9.8 1.0 23 23.6 43 2.8 29.7 5.7 76 13.2
Netherlands 6.6 2.8 3.6 11.8 5.1 15 35.7 31 8.7 211
Norway 10.9 7.3 2.7 19.6 41 43 25.0 4.8 1.1 10.0
Poland 6.5 7.0 4.4 25.2 2.3 4.2 29.4 5.4 11.6 3.9
Portugal 145 23 29 22.1 43 25 33.8 47 9.9 3.1
Slovak Republic 10.9 33 43 20.1 37 2.6 42.8 31 6.8 25
Slovenia 1.4 23 36 20.5 25 34 33.7 5.4 13.2 4.0
Spain 10.6 3.7 3.3 14.0 6.9 2.8 32.8 58 11.5 85
Sweden 19.0 45 2.8 13.0 11 37 215 29 15.4 16.1
Switzerland 231 5.9 5.8 14.7 42 14 16 29 18.7 22.0
United Kingdom 34 10.2 6.3 13.2 44 32 31.6 29 10.9 13.8
United States 9.9 20.3 6.6 22.3 0.0 24 14.4 1.7 19.0 34
OECD 9.2 10.0 4.3 16.3 3.0 2.4 30.1 2.8 11.7 10.2
Costa Rica 44 0.0 74 19.5 35 43 341 1.8 204 47

Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032795
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Strategic public procurement

Used strategically, public procurement can help make
economies more productive, public sectors more efficient,
and institutions more trusted. Countries are using public
procurement to pursue complementary policy objectives
that are aligned with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development. Public procurement is increasingly
recognised as a potential strategic instrument and a lever
for achieving government policy goals, e.g. stimulating
innovation, developing green public procurement and the
circular economy, supporting small-and medium-sized
enterprises’ (SMEs’) access to public procurement and
promoting ethical behaviour and responsible business
conduct.

In 2018, all OECD countries reported to have developed
policies regarding broader policy objectives. For example, 28
countries have a green public procurement strategy or policy
at the central level. The majority of OECD countries have
policies focusing on SMEs’ access to public procurement
(29) and on public procurement for innovation (26). These
policies encompass removing obstacles to using public
procurement as a strategiclever. Alarge obstacle to achieving
public procurement outcomes related to innovation,
environment and sustainability is using the lowest price
as the exclusive award criterion. The use of award criteria
that take into account dimensions such as maintenance
and exploitation costs along the lifecycle favours goods
and products with better environmental performance,
while also encouraging innovation. Furthermore, complex
public procurement systems and processes are a major
hurdle to SME participation in public procurement markets,
as they are disproportionately affected by these factors,
considering their financial, technical and administrative
capacities. Countries are addressing this issue through
a variety of measures including enabling the division of
contracts into lots, developing the use of eprocurement or
promoting joint bidding of SMEs with larger companies.

Between 2016 and 2018, there has been an upward trend in
the development of policies addressing green procurement
and, particularly, responsible business conduct (RBC).
Several approaches are being used in different jurisdictions,
including for instance the Canadian certification of suppliers
as part of the bidding process in procurements falling
under its Ethical Procurement of Apparel Initiative (where
violation of certification can risk contract termination). RBC
is now a mandatory dimension of procurement by central
government entities in the Netherlands.

An increasing number of OECD countries also collect data
on the degree to which strategic public procurement goals
are met, and some provide reports to various levels of
government. This is particularly the case regarding green
public procurement (73%) and support to SMEs (67%). In
contrast, only 30% of countries measure the results of
procurement processes related to some dimension of
innovation or RBC, as is the case in Korea and Slovenia.
Some countries, such as Chile, Korea, and Japan, have
policies aimed at increasing the participation of women-
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owned businesses in public procurement and thus measure
the results of procurement processes in this regard.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the 2018 OECD Survey
on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendations on Public Procurement. The
survey focused on each of the 12 principles of
the recommendation. Thirty-one OECD countries
responded to the survey and one OECD accession
country (Costa Rica). Respondents were country
delegates responsible for procurement policies at
the central government level and senior officials in
central purchasing bodies.

The European Commission defines green public
procurement as “a process whereby public authorities
seek to procure goods, services and works with a reduced
environmental impact throughout their life cycle when
compared to goods, services and works with the same
primary function that would otherwise be procured.”

Responsible business conduct refers to business
contributing positively to economic, environmental
and social progress to achieve sustainable development,
and avoiding and addressing adverse impacts
— whether from their own activities or through a
business relationship - in the value chain.

Further reading

OECD (2018), SMEs in Public Procurement: Practices and
Strategies for Shared Benefits, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264307476-en.

OECD (2017), Public Procurement for Innovation: Good Practices
and Strategies, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264307476-en.

OECD (2015), Going Green: Best Practices for Sustainable
Procurement, https://www.oecd.org/governance/
ethics/Going_Green_Best_Practices_for_Sustainable_
Procurement.pdf.

Figure notes

Data for the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom and the United States are missing. On data for Israel, see
http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

8.5. This figure does not consider Canada’s Procurement Strategy for
Aboriginal Business (PSAB) as a policy/strategy related to responsible
business conduct. The PSAB aims to increase qualified Aboriginal
business participation in government procurement through a program
of mandatory and selective set-asides and supplier development
activities.

8.6. Data for France are not included because they did not answer the
2016 round of the survey.
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Strategic public procurement

8.5. Development of public procurement strategies/policies to support complementary policy objectives,
2016 and 2018

Green public procurement SMEs Innovative goods and services | Responsible business conduct Women-owned businesses
2016 2018 2016 2018 2016 2018 2016 2018 2016 2018

Australia n [ ] [ ] ([ ] ([ ] (] ([ ] ([ ] o (@)
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0ECD Total
@ Strategies/policies developed at the 26 28 24 24 20 22 15 18 6 6
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4 Internal strategies/policies developed 10 10 8 8 9 8 5 8 1 1
by some procuring entities
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Sources: OECD (2016), Survey on Public Procurement; OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD Recommendations on Public Procurement.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032814

8.6. Measuring the results of procurement processes with respect to complementary policy objectives,
2016 and 2018

2016 = 2018

Green public procurement

SMEs

Innovative goods and services

Responsible business conduct

Women-owned businesses

80 100
%

Source: OECD (2016), Survey on Public Procurement; OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD Recommendations on Public Procurement.
StatLink sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032833
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E-procurement systems enable governments to increase
the transparency of public procurement activities as well
as collect consistent, up-to-date and reliable data on
procurement processes. This, in turn, can feed into other
government information technology (IT) systems through
automated data exchanges, reducing risks of errors and
duplication. Furthermore, integration with other digital
government systems, such as digital invoicing, are essential
to make e-procurement systems fully functional during
all phases of the procurement cycle, including contract
execution and payment.

The ability to disseminate information is expanding with
the proliferation of data and enabling technology, hence the
increase in the availability of public procurement documents
to the general public between 2016 and 2018. Consequently,
possibilities for participation in public procurement
processes, opportunities for beneficial research and
competition are also increasing. Open data standards, such as
the Open Contracting Data Standard, contribute to open up
public contracting through disclosure, data and engagement
so that contract details become traceable and auditable,
including for infrastructure. However, governments need to
strike a balance between accountability and competition on
the one hand, and trade secrets and suppliers’ information
confidentiality on the other.

OECD countries are increasingly integrating their
e-procurement systems with other government IT systems,
such as budgeting interfaces, business and tax registries,
social security databases, public financial systems and
enterprise resource planning (ERP), demonstrating the
fast pace of digital government transformation and public
service integration. While only 37% of OECD countries
reported some kind of integration with other government
IT systems in the 2016 Survey, this percentage has
increased to 72% in the 2018 Survey, following the trend to
cover the entire public procurement cycle with full-fledged
e-procurement solutions, from planning and preparation to
contract execution and payment. In Belgium, Chile, France,
Israel, Portugal and Slovenia, the e-procurement system
is connected with the budgeting and accounting ERP of
the central government. Also, in Austria, Estonia, Greece,
Latvia and the Slovak Republic, the e-procurement system
is integrated with the business registry. Estonia and Latvia
have integrated their e-procurement system with the
local tax register. Many countries have started to integrate
e-procurement systems with e-signature and e-invoicing
systems. Overall, the Korean ON-line E-Procurement System
(KONEPS) provides the highest connectivity to external
databases, as it is interconnected to over 200 of them, out of
which 65 are from public entities, others include interfaces
with databases from private sector business associations,
credit rating companies and the payment systems of
commercial banks. Even though e-procurement systems
are major drivers of efficiency in public procurement, only
a minority of OECD countries measure said efficiencies.
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Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the 2018 OECD
Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendations on Public Procurement. The
survey focused on each of the 12 principles of the
recommendation. Thirty-one OECD countries and
one accession country (Costa Rica) responded to the
survey Respondents consisted of country delegates
responsible for procurement policies at the central
government level and senior officials in central
purchasing bodies. For detailed information on the
2016 Public procurement Survey, please refer to the
public procurement section in the 2017 edition of
Government at a Glance.

E-procurement refers to the integration of digital
technologies in the replacement or redesign of paper-
based procedures throughout the procurement cycle.
Public procurement cycle refers to the sequence of
related activities, from needs assessment, through
competition and award, to payment and contract
management, as well as any subsequent monitoring or
auditing. Availability of public procurement documents
to the general public means that documents are
available without registration as a supplier.

Further reading

OECD (2018), Mexico’s eProcurement System: Redesigning
CompraNet through Stakeholder Engagement, OECD Public
Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264287426-en.

OECD (2016), The Korean Public Procurement Service: Innovating
for Effectiveness, OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264249431-en.

Figure notes

Data for the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, Switzerland, and the
United States are not available. On data for Israel, see http://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888932315602.

8.7. Several respondents highlighted the need to protect trade secrets
and proprietary information, particularly regarding contract text.
Germany responded that contracts generally contain sensitive
information that neither contracting authorities nor suppliers are
free to publish. In the Netherlands, contract texts may be available in
aredacted form (precise value of the contract omitted, for instance).
In Sweden, all public procurement documentation should be
available using the principle of public access to official documents.

8.8. Data for Germany and Ireland are not available.
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Digital transformation of public procurement

8.7. Availability of public procurement documents to the general public, 2016 and 2018

Tender notice Bidding documents

Evaluation criteria

Award notice

Contract text

2016 2018 2016 2018

2016 2018

2016

2018

2016

2018

Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Chile
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Japan
Korea
Latvia
Lithuania
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal

Slovak Republic

Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Turkey

United Kingdom

OECD Total
® Yes
O No
Costa Rica

00 0000OCOO
L ON N NONeNe)

00 0000000 0

00 000000000000 O0CEOCOOEOCEOGOEOEOSONONONONOEOOEOOE OO
000000000 O:

00 00000000 00OCOCEFOGEOGEOONOGOE OO O0OOCGEOGELOOEOSEOS OO

00 000060 0O0OCOGO:
00000000000 0:

18 25
12 6
L] [ ]

nN
©
[
=

o —
® o

000000600

000000000 0

00 0000000000000 000OC0OCOGEOGNOGEOGINOGNOGINOGSNONOINEOIOFO

000000 0C0OOOGO:

n
° =5
[ JE

00 0000000 0C: COOGNONOGNOSNOIOPO

0000006000 0O O

~
@ 3

00 00000000000 OCEOCEOEOGONONOEOEONONONOOEEOOEEOOE OO

30
1
[ ]

L _ON JNoNoNeoNe)

00 C 000000 O0:

0000 000 O®@00O O O0:

000 0000000000000 O0OGOOGOG0OGOEOCOO0OOO0O0OOO

Sources: OECD (2016), Survey on Public Procurement; OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD Recommendations on Public Procurement.
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032852

8.8. Integration of the e-procurement system(s)
with other digital government systems, 2018

Yes, at the level
of contracting
authorities 10%

NLp

LVA

iy Yes, systems are

connected centrally
62%

Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendations on Public Procurement.

StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032871
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8.9. Measuring of efficiencies generated
by the use of e-procurement system(s), 2018

Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendations on Public Procurement.
StatLink =azm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032890
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The main objective of a public procurement system is
to deliver efficiency and value for money in the use of
public funds. Ensuring that public entities carry out public
procurement in line with these objectives constitutes
one of governments’ important mandate. Countries
increasingly measure efficiency and cost-effectiveness of
public procurement by using performance indicators, along
with increasing availability of procurement data. Public
procurement data can help benchmark similar contracting
authorities, or manage performance by tracking trends
over time and measuring results against pre-defined
targets. Such structured measurement and management
of performance in public procurement constitutes the
main pillars of a performance management framework.
Additionally, a procurement workforce with adequate skills
underpins the efficient and effective delivery of desirable
procurement outcomes.

More than half of OECD countries report that they analyse
procurement information and data to support strategic
policy making on procurement. Price savings achieved as
aresult of a purchase is the most widespread performance
indicator that contracting authorities measure in OECD
countries, even though many of them also measure costs
and time spent on procurement processes. However,
only 30% of OECD countries established key performance
indicators measuring outcomes of procurement processes
versus set targets. Similarly, 33% of OECD countries have
an authority in charge of managing the performance
measurement framework. This suggests that many OECD
countries analyse public procurement data and indicators
in a decentralised, non-systematic fashion.

The skills required for public procurement officials vary
considerably in OECD countries, across systems and levels
of government, but also sometimes from one contracting
authority to another. A certification system in public
procurement can provide regular and targeted training on
relevant skills to the workforce, contributing to boosting
efficiency and to strategic public procurement objectives. It
is closely linked to competency frameworks that map critical
skills to the overall strategic direction of an organisation. A
low number of OECD countries have certification processes
(21%) and competency models to help set up entry
requirements (30%) for public procurement professionals,
both used to plan and design training for procurement staff.
In Chile, the central purchasing body issues certificates to
officers after they go through specific training. In France, the
Ministry of Finance developed a comprehensive proficiency
model with corresponding training modules while also
exerting oversight on the training offer that each ministry
develops for its procurement staff.

E-catalogues are a widespread efficiency tool for low-value
purchases that usually qualify for simplified procurement
processes or direct contracting. Some 52 % of OECD countries
report that their e-procurement systems encompass
e-catalogues. In Italy, Consip — the main the central
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purchasing body - manages an advanced e-catalogue: the
MEPA (Electronic Marketplace for the Public Administration)
on behalf of the Ministry of Economics and Finance. The
MEPA processed 640 000 low-value transactions in 2017.
E-reverse auctions are another popular efficiency module
incorporated into the e-procurement systems of 58% of
OECD countries.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the 2018 OECD
Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendations on Public Procurement. The
survey focused on each of the 12 principles of the
recommendation. Thirty-one OECD countries and
one accession country (Costa Rica) responded to the
survey. Respondents consisted of country delegates
responsible for procurement policies at the central
government level and senior officials in central
purchasing bodies.

E-catalogues list available products and services that
can be bought in an electronic format and typically
include illustrations, prices, and product or service
descriptions. Reverse auction/e-auctions are online
functionalities that allow economic operators to
submit downwards revised prices in real time, on
line. Price savings are usually the difference between
prices obtained through procurement and reference
prices (for instance, average prices of bids, maximal
allocated budget, etc.)

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Report on the Implementation of the 2015
Recommendation of the Council on Public Procurement, OECD
Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2019), Productivity in Public Procurement: A Case Study
of Finland: Measuring the Efficiency and Effectiveness of Public
Procurement, http://wwuw.oecd.org/gov/public-procurement/
publications/productivity-public-procurement.pdf.

Figure notes

Data for the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom and the United States are not available. On data for Israel,
see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

8.10. Data for Germany are missing.

8.11. Data for Ireland and Italy are not available. In Norway, there is a
certification for procurers at basic level, but it is not widely used.

8.12. Includes Japan and Italy, where online catalogues exist in
the national e-procurement system, but also in the distinct
e-procurement systems of specific contracting authorities.
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Public procurement capacity and performance

8.10. Performance management frameworks for public procurement, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD Recommendations on Public Procurement.

8.11. Certification process for public procurement
officials, 2018

Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD

Recommendations on Public Procurement.

StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032928
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8.12. Existence of online catalogues in e-procurement
systems, 2018

Yes, in a national
central e-procurement
system* 36%

No 48%

Yes, in the e-procurement
system of specific contracting
authorities 16%

Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendations on Public Procurement.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032947
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Managing risks in public procurement

Public procurement is a high-risk sector. The OECD Foreign
Bribery Report found that almost two-thirds of cases of
bribes paid in international transactions involved public
procurement. Governments are emphasising publicintegrity
as a strategic and sustainable response to corruption.
Safeguarding the public interest is the fundamental mission
of governments and public institutions. They must ensure
that public officials do not allow their private interests and
affiliations to compromise their official duties. In addition
to the risks of integrity breaches, many other risks are
present across the public procurement cycle, including,
among others: risks of waste or inefficiency in all aspects
of the procurement process, from planning to tendering;
contract execution and payment; risks related to failures
in the information technology (IT) infrastructure, including
e-procurement systems and related databases/e-registries;
financial risks, and reputational risks/potential damage to
the image of the contracting authority.

Risk management encompasses several steps in assessing
risks (including an assessment of the nature, causes and
potential consequences of risks) and mitigating them.
While only 52% of OECD countries indicated that they have
developed a strategy for the assessment, prevention and
mitigations of public procurement risks, there may also
be government-wide risk and control policies that apply.
Public procurement risks need to be actively managed
from an early stage, particularly in cases of procurement
for large and complex projects, such as in the case of public
infrastructure. Public procurement laws and regulations
are at least partially applicable to the procurement of
public infrastructure in all OECD countries, with 61% of
countries applying it to all infrastructure projects. Building
on the application of public procurement principles and
frameworks, tailored tools can help identify and mitigate
risks that are often associated with procurement of major
infrastructure projects, like risks of inefficiency, lack of
quality, cost overrun and corruption.

Countries are paying much attention to the development
of integrity systems and tools to mitigate integrity risks.
One major integrity risk in public procurement is conflict
of interest. According to the most recent data, 90% of
OECD countries have a definition of conflicts of interest
for public procurement officials in their regulatory
framework. However, the declaration of whether or not
there are conflicts of interest is not universally applied
in all OECD countries. Results from the OECD Survey on
the Implementation of the 2015 OECD Recommendations
on Public Procurement show that declarations by public
officials as to whether or not they have a conflict of interest
during a public procurement procedure were made in 81%
of OECD countries. A vast majority of OECD countries
also promote integrity in public procurement through the
debarment of suppliers found guilty of bribery or other
integrity breaches. Some countries, such as Canada, have
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Codes of conduct consolidating relevant regulations and
policies into a concise and transparent statement of the
expectations the government has of its employees and
its suppliers. In around one-third of OECD countries,
suppliers commit to avoiding any kind of corruption when
submitting an offer (“no corruption warranty” as part of
bid documents).

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the 2018 OECD
Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendations on Public Procurement. Thirty-
one OECD countries and one accession country
(Costa Rica) responded to the survey Respondents
were country delegates responsible for procurement
policies at the central government level and senior
officials in central purchasing bodies.

A conflict of interest involves a conflict between the
public duty and the private interest of a public official,
in which the official’s private-capacity interest could
improperly influence the performance of their official
duties and responsibilities.

Public infrastructure is defined as facilities, structures,
networks, systems, plants, property, equipment or
physical assets and the enterprises that employ
them, that provide public goods or goods that meet
a politically mandated, fundamental need that the
market is not able to provide on its own.

Further reading

OECD (2018), Third Progress Report on the Development of
the New International Airport of Mexico: Achievements
and Lessons Learned, http://wwuw.oecd.org/centrodemexico/
medios/Full%20report%20EN.pdf.

OECD (2016), Preventing Corruption in Public Procurement, http://
wwuw.oecd.org/gov/ethics/Corruption-Public-Procurement-
Brochure.pdf.

OECD (2015), Recommendation of the Council on Public

Procurement, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/
OECD-LEGAL-0411.

Figure notes

Data for the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom and the United States are not available. On data for Israel,
see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

8.15. Data for Finland and the Netherlands are not available. Most
respondents understood “public procurement risks” as the risk of
fraud, corruption or other breaches of integrity.
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Managing risks in public procurement

8.13. Mechanisms to prevent and manage conflicts of interests among public procurement officials, 2018

Regulatory framework includes Public procurement officials Public procurement officials have to declare Certain public officials and political appointees
a definition of a conflict of interest have to declare their private ‘no conflict of interest’ or notify the competent have certain limitations in participating
for public procurement officials interests authority in case of potential conflict of interest in public procurement opportunities.
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Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD Recommendations on Public Procurement.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032966

8.14. Application of public procurement law 8.15. Existence of a strategy for assessment,
and regulations to infrastructure prevention and mitigation of public procurement
projects, 2018 risks, 2018

Yes, they are partially
applicable. Specific law and
regulations (PPP, concession,
etc...) exist for some or all
infrastructure projects 39%

No specific risk
assessment &
management
strategy 48%

Yes, they are Yes, there is (are)

applicable to all risk assessment &
infrastructure management
projects 61% strategy(ies) 52%
Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD  Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendations on Public Procurement. Recommendations on Public Procurement.
StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934032985 StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033004
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9. DIGITAL GOVERNMENT AND OPEN
GOVERNMENT DATA

Digital government
Open government data: Enabling policy maturity and sustainability

Data availability: Policy frameworks, stakeholder engagement
and data release

Data accessibility: Open, free and accessible formats

Engaging users: Promoting awareness and re-use of open
government data
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Over the past decades, countries have enacted large-scale
public sector reforms to prioritise digitalisation to enable
greater efficiency and effectiveness of public services. As
part of these efforts, they have been investing considerable
resources to adopt new practices to modernise their
services and make them more responsive to citizens’
needs. Consequently, they have established online service
platforms common to several public sector organisations to
simplify administrative processes and improve interaction
with citizens.

Despite the progress achieved so far, becoming fully
digital requires further coherence and integration of
decisions and activities within and between public sector
organisations. This entails a shift from e-government (e.g.
online tax payments systems) to digital government, which
refers to the use of digital technologies as an integrated
part of governments’ modernisation strategies to create
public value. It relies on a digital ecosystem comprised
of government actors, non-governmental organisations,
businesses, citizens’ associations and individuals, which
supports the production of and access to data, services
and content through interactions with the government
(for example, open data platforms common to several
governmental institutions).

The OECD Recommendation of the Council on Digital
Government Strategies,—adopted on 15 July 2014,-provides
a sound basis for countries to establish governance
frameworks that secure sound leadership and co-ordination,
and that foster system-based decisions.

According to the 2019 Survey on Digital Government,
30 OECD countries have assigned the role of leading and co-
ordinating digital government strategies at the central and/
or federal levels to one or several bodies. In 44% of these
countries, the office/unit responsible for digitalisation
strategies is located in the centre of government. In
another 33%, the co-ordinating ministry is responsible,
and in the remaining 23%, a line-ministry is in charge.
The management of these bodies/units is assigned to an
appointed official, often referred to as the chief information
officer (CIO).

The body in charge of digital government can have both
advisory responsibilities (e.g. co-ordinating the development
of the national digital government strategy and monitoring
its implementation), and decision-making responsibilities
(e.g. prioritising information and communication technology
[ICT] project investment across the government and
providing financial support for their development and
implementation). On average, across OECD countries, these
bodies have six out of the seven advisory responsibilities and
three out of five decision-making responsibilities enquired
about in the survey. In the Czech Republic, Hungary, Iceland,
Israel, Korea, Luxembourg and Colombia, these bodies
have the widest range of responsibilities. On the contrary,
in Belgium, Mexico and Costa Rica, they only have an
advisory role. Moreover, Mexico has only assigned three
responsibilities to such bodies.
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To support the implementation of the digital government
strategy, three major policy levers can be identified as
substantial tools for strategic funding and budgeting and
focused implementation of digital technologies projects:
the existence of a business case methodology, of an ICT
project management model and of a government-wide
strategy for procuring digital technologies. Only 11 out of
30 OECD countries and one accession country (Colombia)
have adopted the three policy levers as part of their
strategy. The adoption of a standardised model for ICT
project management is used by 21 OECD countries as well
as two partner countries (Brazil and Colombia). Further,
21 OECD countries have adopted a business-case approach
(e.g. conducting cost-benefit and/or cost-effectiveness
analyses), and 23 OECD countries have a specific ICT
procurement strategy for the public sector, while another
10 indicate having a whole-of-government procurement
strategy that covers ICT procurement.

Methodology and definitions

Data for this section are derived from 2019
OECD Survey on Digital Government, which was
designed to monitor the implementation of the
OECD Recommendation of the Council on Digital
Government Strategies, and aims to assess progress
made by governments in their evolution from
e-government to digital government. The survey was
completed by 30 OECD countries, 2 accession countries
(Colombia and Costa Rica) and 1 key partner country
(Brazil). Survey respondents were predominantly
senior officials in central and federal governments
dealing with the digitalisation of the public sector.

Policy levers are tools that can be used by governments

as a means of action in specific sectors to achieve
system-wide change.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Governance of Digital Government, OECD
Publishing, Paris.

OECD (forthcoming), The Digital Transformation of the Public
Sector: Helping Gouvernments Respond to the Needs of
Networked Societies, OECD Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2014), Recommendation of the Council on Digital
Government Strategies, https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/
en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0406.

Figure notes
Data from Australia, Poland, the Slovak Republic, Switzerland, Turkey

and the United States are not available. On data for Israel, see http://
doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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Digital government

9.1. Location of the body responsible for the digital government strategy, 2019
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Source: OECD (2019), Survey on Digital Government.
StatLink su=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033023
9.2. Responsibilities of the body in charge of the digital government strategy, 2019
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9.3. Use of standardised policy levers at the central/federal government level, 2019
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Source: OECD (2019), Survey on Digital Government.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033061
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Data are one of the most valuable resources in today’s
societies, economies and governments. Open government
data (OGD) policies are set on ideas and principles that
centre on making data from public bodies available to
everyone in open, free and accessible formats. Practices
from OECD countries show that access to government data
can foster social participation, business opportunities, and
innovation, creating added value from existing information.

The Open Useful Re-usable data (OURdata) Index assesses
and benchmarks open government data policies and their
implementation. It ranges from 0 to 1, 0 being the lowest
score and 1 the highest. It is composed of three indicators,
which have an equal weight of 0.33: data availability, data
accessibility and government support for data re-use. Each
indicator ranges from 0 to 0.33.

The results of the 2019 OURdata Index reveal an overall
growing maturity in terms of OGD. The OECD average
increased from 0.53 in 2017 to 0.60 in 2019, driven by
improvements in the three indicators: data availability
increased from 0.18 in 2017 to 0.20 in 2019, data accessibility
from 0.21 to 0.23; and government support from 0.15 to 0.17.

Previously low performing countries are starting to
catch up to frontrunners such as Korea (total score 0.93),
France (0.90) and Japan (0.75). Ireland’s National Open
Data Strategy, Poland’s Public Open Data Programme, and
Slovenia’s Public Administration Development Strategy are
examples of strategies that have resulted in great progress.
Other countries have sustained their progress since 2017,
including the Netherlands and Canada, scoring 0.65 and
0.73 respectively in 2019. In contrast, Finland and the United
Kingdom, who were among the top in 2017, now perform
more poorly, explained by shifts in political priorities,
reallocation of policy responsibility and decreasing overall
support.

Stronger policy frameworks, and an increasing
understanding of the value of stakeholder engagement,
have increased data availability in most OECD countries.
Australia stands out with an increase from 0.14 in 2017 to
0.24 in 2019, largely due to a higher level of stakeholder
engagement for data release. Although, in general, there
was only a slight improvement on the number of available
datasets, some countries have prioritised a “publish with
purpose” approach, i.e. publishing government datasets
that are of higher value for citizens and businesses as
open data (for instance, business registers, weather data,
and state budget data)- most notably Australia, the Czech
Republic and Slovenia.

Data accessibility is strong across OECD countries. As in
2017, Austria (0.32), Colombia (0.32) and France (0.31) are
leaders in the area. Today, 30 out of 33 OECD countries
require government data to be available free of charge; 29
require data to be available with an open licence, and 31
require data to be provided in machine-readable formats.
The advancement of OGD portals has also contributed to
increased levels of interaction with users for data quality
and completeness.
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In general, governments have also intensified their efforts
to support the reuse of OGD. For example, 21 out of 33 OECD
countries, are prioritising building skills and capacities
within the public administration. Compared to 2017,
more countries are exploring the potential impacts of
OGD through research or by collecting re-use examples.
Nevertheless, the support for OGD reuse among citizens,
businesses and other external stakeholders has remained
constant.

Methodology and definitions

Data for the OURdata Index are collected through
the OECD Open Government Data Survey. Thirty-two
OECD countries and one accession country (Colombia)
responded to the 2018 survey. Respondents where
predominantly senior government department
officials in charge of digital and open government
policies. Data refer only to central/federal governments
and exclude practices at the state/local level.

The composite OURdata Index is based on the
International Open Data Charter principles and
methodology described in OECD work (Lafortune
and Ubaldi, 2018). It consists of three indicators: Data
availability, Data accessibility and Government support for
data re-use. The score for each indicator corresponds to
an unweighted simple average of each sub-indicator
The Index does not measure the impact of open
government data on socio-economic outcomes, but
rather the work governments do to provide sufficient
conditions to enable and stimulate its re-use.

For more information on the methodology and
underlying data, see Annex E.

Further reading

Lafortune, G. and B. Ubaldi (2018), “OECD 2017 OURdata
Index: Methodology and results”, OECD Working Papers on
Public Governance, No. 30, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://
doi.org/10.1787/2807d3c8-en

OECD (2018), “Open Government Data Report: Enhancing
Policy Maturity for Sustainable Impact”, OECD Digital
Government Studies, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264305847-en.

Figure notes
Data for 2017 are not available for, Hungary, Iceland and Luxembourg. Data

for 2019 is not available for Hungary, Iceland, Turkey and the United
States. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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9.4. Open Useful Re-Usable data (OURdata) Index, 2017 and 2019
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Source: OECD (2016, 2018), Open Government Data Survey.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934031180
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Data avallablhty Policy frameworks, stakeholder -engagement

and data release

Government data availability is at the core of open data
policies. Greater availability is related to stronger and
more sustainable open data agendas, interaction with
stakeholders for data release, and publication of high-value
datasets (as identified in the G8 Open Data Charter), such
as data on infrastructure or business registers. A central/
federal open government data portal enables users to
find data easily, and creates a channel for the open data
community to engage with the government.

The indicator on data availability ranges from 0 to 1,
0 being the lowest and 1 the highest score. It has three
sub-indicators: content of the open by default policy; stakeholder
engagement for data release; and implementation. Each is
weighted equally with a maximum score of 0.33.

The OECD average of data availability increased from 0.53 in
2017 to 0.59 in 2019. The improvement is the result of more
progressive open data agendas and frequent stakeholder
consultations to inform open data policies. Most OECD
countries increased their data availability, even those below
the average, such as Chile whose score increased from 0.28
to 0.44, Switzerland whose score rose from 0.28 to 0.38 and
Portugal whose score rose from 0.32 to 0.48.

Most OECD countries have upgraded the content of their
open by default policies; hence, the average moved from 0.19
in 2017 to 0.22 in 2019. Those who recently adopted central/
federal strategies, programmes, or laws devoted to open data
improved the most, such as Poland, moving from 0.06 to 0.26,
Ireland, from 0.13 to 0.25, and Germany, from 0.08 to 0.19.

All OECD countries have established explicit formal
requirements for government data to be open by default,
except for Austria and Sweden. Nevertheless, Austria is
one of the best performers in terms of data accessibility
(see Data accessibility, page 152). Despite embracing
open by default principles, only half of OECD countries
include the implementation of open data requirements
(such as the provision of updated and machine-readable
data) among the performance indicators for public sector
organisations.

The OECD average of stakeholder engagement for data release
increased from 0.18 in 2017 to 0.20 in 2019. Some countries
have made improvements, for example Australia (from
0.07 to 0.23) and Denmark (from 0.03 to 0.17). In line with
advancements of their open data plans, Slovenia (from 0.19
to 0.29) and Ireland (from 0.21 to 0.29) have also prioritised
this area. The high performances of Japan and Korea (0.33)
are a result of them imposing requirements for public
sector organisations to conduct regular consultations with
data users.

Since 2017, the quantity of available datasets has slightly
increased; the OECD average of implementation moved from
0.16 to 0.18 in 2019. The Czech Republic and Slovenia have
respectively increased their scores from 0.08 to 0.21 and
from 0.08 to 0.20 by publishing high-value datasets such as
zip codes and national/local maps. Denmark (0.02), Estonia
(0.06) and Lithuania (0.04) still lack many important datasets,

150

including open budget data. Canada is the OECD country
with the most high-value datasets available, scoring 0.31.

Methodology and definitions

Data availability measures the extent to which
governments have adopted and implemented
formal requirements to promote open government
data at the central/federal level. The indicator data
availability covers Principle 1 (“Open by default”)
and Principle 2 (“Timely and comprehensive”) of
the International Open Data Charter. It consists of
three sub-indicators: content of the open by default
policy; stakeholder engagement for data release; and
implementation. The three sub-indicators have
an equal weight and each ranges from 0 to 0.33.
Hence, the indicator ranges from 0 (minimum) to
1 (maximum). When aggregating to the final OURData
Index, the score of data availability is transformed to
range from 0 to 0.33 and with this, it is assigned an
equal weight to the other two indicators.

Data for the OURdata Index and the indicator on
data availability are collected through the OECD
Open Government Data Survey. Survey respondents
were predominantly senior government department
officials in charge of digital or open government
policies. Responses represent countries’ own
assessment of current practices and procedures
regarding data availability. Data refer only to central/
federal governments and exclude practices at the
state/local level. The OURdata Index is a composite
index based on the International Open Data Charter
principles and methodology described in OECD work
(Lafortune and Ubaldi, 2018).

For more information on the methodology and
underlying data, see Annex E.

Further reading

Lafortune, G. and B. Ubaldi (2018), “OECD 2017 OURdata
Index: Methodology and results”, OECD Working Papers on
Public Governance, No. 30, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://
doi.org/10.1787/2807d3c8-en

OECD (2016), Open Government Data Review of Mexico: Data
Reuse for Public Sector Impact and Innovation, OECD Digital
Government Studies, OECD Publishing, Paris,https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264259270-en.

Figure notes
Data for 2017 are not available for Hungary, Iceland and Luxembourg. Data

for 2019 are not available for Hungary, Iceland, Turkey and the United
States. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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Data availability: Policy frameworks, stakeholder engagement and data release

9.5. Data availability, 2017 and 2019
I 2019 Content of the open by default policy [0 2019 Stakeholder engagement for data release Il 2019 Implementation
<> 2017 Content of the open by default policy O 2017 Stakeholder engagement for data release A 2017 Implementation

KOR > o A 0.94
FRA 3 O A 0.89
CAN @ O A 0.82

JPN & D 0.81 A
MEX 3 O A 0.79

SVN 3 O A 0.79

IRL 3 O A 0.77

AUS > O A 0.71

POL X3 @ A 0.70

GRC L3 O A 0.69

ISR < O A 0.68

NLD > O A 0.66

ITA g3 O A 0.66

NOR < O A 0.64

NZL K3 O A 0.64

CZE ¥ o A 0.64

ESP ¥ o 0.61 A
OECD < O A 0.59

GBR @ o 0.58 A

BEL 3 o A 0.56

LVA 3 N 0.53

DEU 3 O A 0.50

PRT > O A 0.48

FIN & O 044 A

CHL O A 0.44

DNK IO A 0.43

SVK > o A\ 0.43

EST > O A 041

LUX 0.40

CHE & O A 0.38

AUT > o A 034

SWE & o 0.32 A

LTU 9. O 0.31 A

USA & (@) A

TUR & O A

coL K3 ® A 078

0 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.00

Source: OECD (2016, 2018), Open Government Data Survey.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033080
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Data acce551b111ty Open, free and accessible formats

The re-use of government data by citizens, businesses,
and other stakeholders is contingent upon the provision
of data in formats and procedures that allow the data to be
used by anyone, and for all possible purposes. Core features
of accessible data include providing them free of charge,
with unrestricted access, and in machine-readable formats.
Governments can create frameworks with standards on
data formats and publication procedures for greater data
quality and accessibility. Moreover, feedback channels on
central/federal open government data portals can foster
the contribution of open data users.

The indicator on Accessibility of government data has three
sub-indicators: content of unrestricted access to data policy,
stakeholder engagement for data quality and completeness, and
implementation, each scoring a maximum of 0.33 points.
Since 2017, the OECD average increased from 0.62 in 2017
to 0.70 in 2019 (out of a minimum of 0.00 and maximum of
1.00 points), as a result of more advanced government data
portals that collect feedback from users. Central/federal
OGD portals across the OECD are becoming more user-
driven and collaborative platforms, by allowing users to
add data and visualisations, and through more advanced
feedback mechanisms, hence the improvement in the sub-
indicator stakeholder engagement.

Formal requirements for public bodies to provide data free
of charge, with open access, and in re-usable formats are
common in OECD countries. The OECD average for the sub-
indicator content of the data policy increased from 0.25 in 2017
to 0.27 in 2019. Further, 10 out of 33 OECD countries score
the highest possible value (0.33) in this indicator, including
Chile, Italy and the Netherlands, whereas Sweden still lags
considerably behind, scoring 0.06. Through the adoption
of its Federal Open Data Act, Germany has made one of
the most notable policy advancements to support data
accessibility over the last couple of years, increasing its
score from 0.19 to 0.33.

More countries are engaging with open data users and other
stakeholders on their open data platforms for data quality
and completeness. The OECD average for the sub-indicator
on stakeholder engagement increased from 0.11 in 2017 to
0.14 in 2019. Austria and France both have highly advanced
OGD portals that ensure contribution from users, and, as a
result, are leaders in terms of data accessibility. The total
score of data accessibility in Japan (0.67) and Mexico (0.68)
are below the OECD average, mostly due to weaker levels of
stakeholder engagement (0.13 and 0.07 respectively).

In practice, most OECD countries publish accessible and
high-quality data on their central/federal open government
data portals, including Latvia, which launched its portal in
2017. The OECD average for implementation increased from
0.27 in 2017 to 0.28 in 2019. Sweden is one of the better
performing countries in terms of providing accessible
government data on its open data portal (score 0.30), despite
having few requirements for public sector organisations to
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do so. Denmark (0.22) and Lithuania (0.21) score relatively
low. A reason for Denmark’s score is that users have to
register in order to access and re-use data.

Methodology and definitions

Data accessibility measures the extent to which
government data are provided in open and re-usable
formats, with their associated metadata. The indicator
covers primarily Principle 3 (“Accessible and usable”)
and Principle 4 (“Comparable and interoperable”) of
the International Open Data Charter. It consists of
the three sub-indicators: content of the free and open
access to data policy; stakeholder engagement for data
quality and completeness; and implementation. The three
sub-indicators have an equal weight and each ranges
from O to 0.33. Hence, the indicator ranges from
0 (minimum) to 1 (maximum). When aggregating to
the final OURData Index, the score of data accessibility
is transformed to range from 0 to 0.33 and with this, it
is assigned an equal weight to the other two indicators.

Data for the OURdata Index and the indicator data
accessibility are collected from the OECD Open
Government Data Survey. Survey respondents were
predominantly senior government department officials
in charge of digital or open government policies.
Responses represent countries’ own assessment
of current practices and procedures regarding
data availability. Data refer only to central/federal
governments and exclude practices at the state/local
level. The OURdata Index is a composite index based
on the International Open Data Charter principles and
methodology described in OECD work (Lafortune and
Ubaldi, 2018).

For more information on the methodology and
underlying data, see Annex E.

Further reading

Lafortune, G. and B. Ubaldi (2018), “OECD 2017 OURdata
Index: Methodology and results”, OECD Working Papers on
Public Governance, No. 30, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://
doi.org/10.1787/2807d3c8-en.

OECD (2018), Open Government Data in Mexico: The Way Forward,
OECD Digital Government Studies, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264297944-en.

Figure notes
Data for 2017 are not available for Hungary, Iceland and Luxembourg. Data

for 2019 are not available for Hungary, Iceland, Turkey and the United
States. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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Data accessibility: Open, free and accessible formats

9.6. Data accessibility, 2017 and 2019

I 2019 Content of the unrestricted access to data policy &8 2019 Stakeholder engagement for data quality and completeness M 2019 Implementation
<> 2017 Content of the unrestricted access to data policy O 2017 Stakeholder engagement for data quality and completeness A 2017 Implementation
AUT <& Q N0.97
FRA & D 7\ 0.94
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NOR > O A 0.84
PRT 3 O A 0.82
DEU K3 O A 0.81
EST @ O 7l 0.80
ESP 3 D A
NZL > ® N 0.77
LUX 0.73
FIN @ a A 0.72
CAN 3 O 0.72 A
GBR > o 0.72 A
NLD g3 o A0.71
AUS 3 O A 0.71
OECD K3 O A 0.70
GRC & O A 0.70
ITA > D yll 0.70
IRL 3 O A 0.69
ISR 3 O A 0.68
MEX <& o 0.68 A
SVK O A 0.67
SVN 3 O A 0.67
JPN @ D 0.67 A
CZE O A 0.63
POL K> ® N 0.63
BEL O A 0.62
CHL O A 0.59
LTU & O A 0.58
LVA O A 0.57
DNK o A 0.55
CHE O 0.51A
SWE O A 0.39
USA (O Ne) A
TUR O A

coL > O A 0.96

0 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.00

Source: OECD (2016, 2018), Open Government Data Survey.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033099
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Engaging users: Promoting awareness and re-use of open

government data

Promoting, collecting and presenting successful cases
of government data re-use that have had an impact on
social and economic well-being is essential to unlocking
the full potential of open government data (OGD). As data
providers, governments play a key role in raising awareness
and promoting greater re-use, both within and outside
the public sector. For such purpose, they can enhance
capacities and skills inside the public administration, along
with organising events, competitions, programmes and
partnerships that stimulate the data re-use among external
stakeholders. Monitoring social and economic impacts of
OGD is also key.

The indicator governments support for data re-use has three
sub-indicators: data promotion initiatives and partnerships;
data literacy programmes in government; and monitoring impact,
each one scoring a maximum of 0.33 points. The OECD
average has increased from 0.44 in 2017 to 0.52 in 2019
(out of a minimum of 0.00 and maximum of 1.00 points).
Improvements across OECD countries are largely due to
investments in open data programs and events that target
public servants, as well as increasing efforts to monitor
impacts of OGD through research and by displaying re-use
examples on central OGD portals.

Korea remains as the leader in this domain, scoring the
highest value for all three sub-indicators. Despite overall
enhanced support for re-use, some countries perform less
well. The score for data promotion decreased in Norway and
Finland, from 0.24 in 2017 to 0.08 in 2019 and from 0.29 to
0.03 respectively, because they organised fewer events to
involve civil society and businesses than in 2017.

The support for OGD re-use among external stakeholders
has generally remained constant between 2017 and 2019;
the OECD average for data promotion remains at 0.16 (out of
0.33). However, countries that have kept open government
data high on the political agenda in recent years,
including Ireland and Latvia, have organised activities and
programmes that aim to support re-use among businesses
and civil society (e.g. hackathons, open data conferences
and co-creation events).

As noted earlier, a majority of countries have devoted
resources to building open data skills and capabilities
within their respective public administration. The OECD
average for the sub-indicator data literacy programmes in
governments increased from 0.17 to 0.21. For example, New
Zealand has made considerable progress in training its
public servants on the benefits and use of open data, thus
moving from 0.13 to 0.29.

In line with the advancement of OGD portals across OECD
countries, more of them are seeking to collect and display
various kinds of examples of re-use to inspire users. This
has led to an increase in the OECD average for the sub-
indicator monitoring impact from 0.10 in 2017 to 0.14 in 2019.
Some countries have undertaken research to assess the
social and economic impact of OGD. Denmark and Latvia
have, for instance, investigated the economic effects of
open geospatial data.
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Methodology and definitions

Government support for data re-use measures the
extent to which governments play a proactive role in
promoting the re-use of government data inside and
outside of government. It covers primarily Principle 5
(“Improved governance and citizen engagement”) and
Principle 6 (“Inclusive development and innovation”)
of the International Open Data Charter. It consists
of three sub-indicators: data promotion initiatives and
partnerships; data literacy programmes in government;
and monitoring impact. The three sub-indicators have
an equal weight of 0.33, as a result, each ranging from
0 to 0.33. The indicator ranges from 0 (minimum) to
1 (maximum). When aggregating to the final OURData
Index, the score of government support for data re-use is
transformed to range from 0 to 0.33 and with this. it is
assigned an equal weight to the other two indicators.

Data for the OURdata Index and the indicator on
government support for data re-use are collected
through the OECD Open Government Data Survey.
Survey respondents were predominantly senior
government officials in charge of digital or open
government policies. Responses represent countries’
own assessments of current practices and procedures
regarding open government data. Data refer only to
central/federal governments and exclude practices at
the state/local level. The OURdata Index is a composite
index based on the International Open Data Charter
principles and methodology described in OECD work
(Lafortune and Ubaldi, 2018).

For more information on the methodology and
underlying data, see Annex E.

Further reading

Lafortune, G. and B. Ubaldi (2018), “OECD 2017 OURdata
Index: Methodology and results”, OECD Working Papers on
Public Governance, No. 30, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1787/2807d3c8-en

OECD (2015), Open Government Data Review of
Poland: Unlocking the Value of Government Data, OECD
Digital Government Studies, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264241787-en

Figure notes
Data for 2017 are not available for Hungary, Iceland and Luxembourg. Data

for 2019 are not available for Hungary, Iceland, Turkey and the United
States. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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Engaging users: Promoting awareness and re-use of open government data

9.7. Government support for data re-use, 2017 and 2019
I 2019 Data promotion initiatives and patnerships W80 2019 Data literacy programmes in government I 2019 Monitoring impact
<> 2017 Data promotion initiatives and patnerships O 2017 Data literacy programmes in government A 2017 Monitoring impact
KOR > a 1.00 A
FRA & O A 0.88
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ESP & ® 0.70 A
GRC K3 O 0.70
MEX & O 0.67 A
CAN 3 O A 0.64
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POL 3 O A 0.57
SVN @ O N 0.57
NLD & O Yl 0.57
CZE & O 0.57
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DNK IO 0.49
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SWE K3 Ol 0.42
ISR & O 0.42
NOR O A 0.41
GBR & 0.40 o A
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CHE & O 0.36 A
EST K3 @ A 0.31
PRT 3 O ’bN 0.24
FIN 024 & O A
CHL 3 O 0.21
DEU @ 0.20 O
LTU O 0.16
USA & (¢} A
TUR &

coL K3 O A 0.90
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Source: OECD (2016, 2018), Open Government Data Survey.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033118
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Trust in government

Trust is defined as a person’s belief that another person or
institution will act consistently with their expectations of
positive behaviour (OECD 2017a). Institutional trust is the
basis upon which the legitimacy of governments is built
and is key for ensuring compliance with regulations and
the tax system,; it is of essence for implementing reforms
and ensuring governments’ capacity to govern without
resorting to force. There is consensus in the academic
literature that trust influences the relationship between
citizens and governments, and has an impact on the
outcomes of public policy (OECD 2017b).

The most comprehensive source for internationally
comparable trust data currently available is the Gallup World
Poll covering all OECD countries and strategic partners.
Trust levels vary widely across countries, spanning from
above 70% in Luxembourg and Switzerland to 20% or less
in Greece and Latvia. Yet, on average in 2018, trust levels
in OECD countries are at 45%, a similar value to 2007 (pre-
crisis) levels. Still, in a group of countries — primarily those
severely affected by the last financial crisis - trust levels
remain substantially below pre-crisis levels, as evidenced
by sustained reductions from 2007 to 2018 in Slovenia
(24 p.p.), Greece (22 p.p.), Finland (20 p.p.) and Spain (19 p.p.).
At the other end of the spectrum, countries with sustained
and better economic performance in comparative terms
such as Germany (24 p.p.), Poland (24 p.p.), Switzerland
(22 p.p.) and Israel (20 p.p.) have experienced increases in
levels of trust in government during the same period.

Trust along generational lines shows statistically significant
differences within countries. In 2018, young people (aged
15-29) trusted government more than those 50 years and
older in the Netherlands (by 15p.p.), Finland (by 8 p.p.),
Lithuania (by 8 p.p.), Italy (by 8 p.p.) and Belgium (by
6 p.p.) While the explanation for these differences could
be manifold and country specific, a plausible reason is
that younger cohorts report higher trust as students who
are benefiting, or have recently benefited, from public
education. On the contrary, those aged 50 and over report
higher trust levels than their younger cohorts in countries
such as Hungary (by 26 p.p.), Turkey (by 15 p.p.), Chile (by
13 p.p.), France (by 14 p.p.) and Poland (by 13 p.p.). Similarly,
explanations for these differences are diverse but could be
related to youth perceptions regarding lack of opportunity
and/or perceptions of not being able to reach a life standard
similar to that of older generations.

Trust in government remains a key measure of government
performance, yet it is a multidimensional concept
influenced by factors beyond economic performance, or
generational divides such as public governance elements,
among which public sector integrity, most profoundly. The
perception of government corruption in OECD countries
has a strong negative relationship with levels of trust in
government. Further evidence and analysis on institutional
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trust and its drivers could contribute to tailoring policies
to restore or sustain trust levels in OECD countries and
beyond.

Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the Gallup World Poll (GWP),
which uses a statistically representative sample,
generally of about 1 000 citizens in each country.
However, in some countries samples may be smaller
and/or refer exclusively to the capital or largest
cities. The GWP includes questions on confidence in
financial institutions, the judicial system, local police,
the military and national government as well as a
question on the approval of political leadership. The
question on confidence in the national government
does not differentiate between politicians and
the bureaucracy nor does it specify which parts of
national government are assessed. More information
on the Gallup World Poll can be found at: www.gallup.
com/ services/170945/world-poll.aspx.

Further reading

OECD/KDI (2018), Understanding the Drivers of Trust in
Government Institutions in Korea, OECD Publishing, Paris.
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264308992-en

OECD (2017a), OECD Guidelines on Measuring Trust, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264278219-en.

OECD (2017b), Trust and Public Policy: How Better Governance
Can Help Rebuild Public Trust, OECD Public Governance
Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/
10.1787/9789264268920-en.

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/88893231560210.1:

10.1. Data refer to the percentage who answered “yes” to the question:
“Do you have confidence in national government?” Data for Iceland
are for 2017 rather than 2018. Data for Austria, Finland, Ireland,
Norway, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Switzerland
are for 2006; data for Iceland and Luxembourg are for 2008 rather
than 2007.

10.2. Data for the 15-29 age group are not available for Australia, Iceland,
Japan and Slovenia. For the 15-29 age group data for Finland and
New Zealand are for 2017 rather than 2018. Also, 95% confidence
intervals represented by H.

10.3. Data refer to the percentage who answered “yes” to: “Is corruption
widespread throughout the government in this country, or not?”
Data for Iceland are 2017 for rather than 2018.
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10.3. Correlation between confidence in national government and perception of government corruption
in OECD countries, 2018
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Perception of government responsiveness: External political efficacy

External political efficacy refers to one’s belief that one has
a say in what the government does. This is important as
people expect that their views and needs will affect the
decisions taken by public institutions. In turn, external
political efficacy can be built and destroyed by people’s
experiences when interacting with public institutions
and by institutions that are not perceived as responsive
to people’s needs (e.g. policy-making processes and
government decisions that do not respond to public
preferences). External political efficacy is of paramount
importance to democratic systems as it relates to the
belief that political and social change are possible and that
people can play a part in bringing about this change. This
belief is also associated with the idea that it is worthwhile
to perform civic duties (OECD, 2017).

There is a long tradition of including external political
efficacy metrics in political participation surveys such as the
American National Electoral Study, which has collected these
data biennially for the United States since 1952. More recently,
General Social Surveys (i.e. European Social Survey [ESS])
and Surveys on Adult Skills (Programme for International
Assessment of Adult Competencies [PIAAC]) have picked up
the topic as part of their regular measurement plans. According
to the latest available data, in 2016 only 37% of people, on
average, reported having a say in what government does in
23 OECD (mainly European) countries. There is, however, wide
variation ranging from about 74% in Switzerland, a country
with a long tradition of direct democracy, to just about 10%
in Italy. From 2014 to 2016 the percentage of the population
who believe they can influence government action increased
the most in Iceland (24.5 percentage points) and Germany
(14.4 p.p.) while the steepest declines happened in Poland
(12.4 p.p.) and Sweden (9.9 p.p.).

In the academic literature, levels of external political
efficacy are related to citizen engagement, satisfaction with
democracy, and trustin publicinstitutions, such as parliament.
People who feel that they could influence their government
are also those who are more satisfied with democracy and
trust their assembly of elected representatives more (OECD,
forthcoming). Switzerland, the Netherlands and Nordic
countries such as Norway, Sweden and Finland, display the
highest perception of external political efficacy, the greatest
satisfaction with democracy and the greatest level of trust
in their parliament. On the contrary, southern and eastern
European countries such as Italy, Portugal, Poland, Lithuania
and Slovenia trust their elected representatives less and are
less satisfied with democracy overall.
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Methodology and definitions

The ESS is an academically driven cross-national
survey that has been conducted across Europe since
its establishment in 2001. Every two years, face-to-
face interviews are conducted with newly selected,
cross-sectional samples. Each country must achieve
a minimum effective sample size of 1500. For smaller
countries (those with a population of less than
2 million), this number is reduced to 800. The survey
measures the attitudes, beliefs and behaviour patterns
of diverse populations in European countries.

Further reading

Borgonovi, F. and A. Pokropek (2017), “Mind that gap: The
mediating role of literacy and education in explaining
disparities in external political efficacy in 28 countries”,
Intelligence, Vol. 62, pp. 125-137, https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.intell.2017.03.006.

Gonzalez, S. (forthcoming), “Statistical accuracy of
responsiveness measures in public governance”, OECD
Working Papers on Public Governance, OECD Publishing
Paris.

OECD (2017), How’s Life? Measuring Well-being, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/how_life-2017-en.

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

10.4. Data for 2016 refer to the percentage who answered “some”, “a
lot”, or “a great deal” to “How: much would you say the political
system in [country] allows people like you to have a say in what
the government does? Data for 2014 refer to the percentage who
answered 5 or more on a scale of 0 (not at all) to 10 (completely
agree).. Data presented are OECD calculations based on Rounds 7
and 8 of the ESS, from data available for 21 European countries.
Data for Italy are available in Round 8, but not in Round 7. Data
for Denmark are available in Round 7, but not in Round 8. Data for
Israel are only available in Round 8.

10.5. Data refer to the percentage who answered 5 or more on a scale
of 0 (extremely dissatisfied) to 10 (extremely satisfied) to “As a
whole, how satisfied are you with the way democracy works in
your country?”

10.6. Data refer to the percentage who answered 5 or more on a scale
of 0 (not trust at all) to 10 (complete trust) to “How much you
personally trust each of the institutions, your country’s parliament?”
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10.4. Having a say in what the government does, 2014 and 2016
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Source: OECD calculations based in Rounds 7 and 8 of the European Social Survey.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033194

10.5. Political efficacy versus satisfaction with democracy, 2016
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10.6. Political efficacy versus trust in parliament, 2016
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One of the most pervasive consequences of the 2007-08
economic crisis hasbeen the increase inincome inequality to
historically high levels in many OECD countries. Increasing
income inequality could affect material conditions, human
capital formation and access to opportunities for those at
lower levels of the income distribution. Additionally, higher
inequality could also lead to loss of trust in government
and its capacity to implement policies that favour the many
over the few. Governments’ capacity to level the playing
field for people by ensuring equality of opportunity and a
minimum standard of living is key to avoiding social unrest
and fostering well-being.

Governments can play a role in increasing or reducing
income inequality through taxes (e.g. tax exemptions) and
transfers (e.g. allowances or subsidies). The Gini coefficient
is the standard measure of inequality representing the
income distribution of the population within a given
country. It takes the value of 0 when all households have
identical income and 1 when one household has all the
income. In 2016, on average income inequality before taxes
reached 0.47 in OECD countries and declined to an average
of 0.32 after government intervention. Redistribution levels
are highest in European countries with consolidated
welfare states, such as Finland (24.6 p.p.), Ireland (23.4 p.p.)
and Belgium (23.3 p.p.).

Household wealth is more unequally distributed than
household income, due to the very high levels of
concentration at the top of the wealth distributions. Across
OECD countries, the wealthiest 10% of households hold 52%
of total net wealth, compared with 24% of total income held
by the 10% of people at the top of the income distribution.
Wealth inequality, as measured by the net wealth share
held by the top 10% of households, is highest in the United
States (79%) and the Netherlands (68%), and lowest in Japan
(41%) and the Slovak Republic (34%).

Considering the distribution of wealth alongside that
of income provides a more comprehensive view of the
economic means available to cope with income changes.
In OECD countries, many people who are not considered
income poor are nevertheless economically vulnerable
in the event of a sudden loss of income, e.g. through
unemployment, family breakdown, or disability. If income
were to stop suddenly, such people would not have
enough readily available financial assets to keep living
above the poverty line for at least three months. Economic
vulnerability is highest in Latvia (62.2%) and Greece (55.4%).
In turn, it is the smallest in Japan (13.6%) and Korea (4.3%)
(Balestra and Tonkin, 2018). The high concentration of
wealth and high levels of economic vulnerability shed
light on governments’ key role in contributing to reducing
income inequalities.
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Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the OECD Income Distribution
Database and OECD Wealth Distribution Database.
Redistribution of income is measured by comparing
Gini coefficients for household market income (i.e. total
income from market sources not adjusted for public
cash transfers and household taxes) and for household
disposable income (i.e. net of direct government
transfers and direct taxes) of the working age
population. Net wealth includes both real-estate assets
such as secondary homes and investment properties,
and financial assets (e.g. voluntary pensions, personal
savings and inheritances) net of liabilities. Pension
wealth in the form of social security entitlements and
defined benefit occupational pensions are excluded.
An individual is asset-based poor if she belongs to a
household with liquid financial wealth insufficient to
support them at the level of the income poverty line
for at least three months. Those asset-poor individuals
who are not income poor are described here as being
economically vulnerable. Economic vulnerability
does not take into account social transfers (e.g.
unemployment benefits) that people may receive in
the event of some types of shocks. An individual is
considered income poor when his/her household
income is below a certain threshold, in this case 50%
of the national median income before taxes (income
poverty line).

Further reading

Balestra, C. and R. Tonkin (2018), “Inequalities in household
wealth across OECD countries: Evidence from the OECD
Wealth Distribution Database”, OECD Statistics Working
Papers, No. 2018/01, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
org/10.1787/7e1bf673-en

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

10.7: Data for Finland, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom, Canada,
the United States, Israel, Korea and Chile are for 2017, and for
New Zealand for 2014 rather than for 2016. Data for Japan, Iceland,
Switzerland and Turkey are for 2015 rather than 2017. Market income
is post taxes and before transfers for Mexico and Turkey, so data
are not strictly comparable.

10.8: Data for Finland, Latvia, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom,
and the United States are for 2016; for Australia, Hungary, and New
Zealand are for 2014; and for Japan are for 2012. In some cases,
methodological issues may affect relative positions of countries.

10.9: Data for Canada are for 2016;for Australia, Austria, Belgium, Chile,
France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Luxembourg,
New Zealand, Norway, Poland, the Slovak Republic and Slovenia
are for 2014; for Estonia, Finland, Ireland, Portugal, and the United
States are for 2013; and for Spain are for 2012. In some countries,
income data from the wealth survey lags the assets data, which
may affect cross-country comparability.
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10.7. Differences in household income inequality pre and post-tax and government transfers, 2016
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Source: OECD(2016) Income Distribution Database.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033251

10.8. Shares of household income and wealth held by units in the top 10 of the distribution, 2015 or latest
year available
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Source: Balestra and Tonkin (2018), based on the OECD Wealth Distribution Database and OECD Income Distribution Database.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033270

10.9. Percentage of individuals experiencing income and/or asset-based poverty, 2015 or latest available year
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Source: Balestra and Tonkin (2018), based on the OECD Wealth Distribution Database.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033289
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Rule of law

The idea that everyone is equal before the law is a
cornerstone of democratic systems. The rule of law refers
to the idea that the same rules, procedures and principles
apply to all individuals and organisations, including
government itself. In practice, the concept is enshrined in
laws, codes and procedures guaranteeing fair treatment
by institutions and equal access to justice. In turn, its
application relies on the expected predictability, reliability
and accountability of the legal system. In itself, the rule of
law is a multidimensional concept encompassing diverse
elements such as fundamental rights, order and security,
absence of corruption and open government. Most of
these elements are also recognised as key components
of good governance crucial for maintaining peace and
order, achieving economic development and ensuring the
effective provision of public goods and services.

The World Justice Project (WJP) presents one of the most
systematic approaches to conceptualising and measuring
the rule of law worldwide. According to their methodology,
the systems upholding the rule of law comprise four
universal principles: 1) the government as well as private
actors are accountable under the law; 2) the laws are
clear, publicized, stable and just; are applied evenly; and
protect fundamental rights, including the security of
persons, contract and property rights, and certain core
human rights; 3) the processes by which the laws are
enacted, administered, and enforced are accessible, fair,
and efficient; 4) justice is delivered timely by competent,
ethical, and independent representatives and neutrals who
are of accessible, have adequate resources, and reflect the
makeup of the communities they serve”(WJP, 2019). The
WJP assesses the rule of law through eight factors that seek
to measure different aspects of the concept. The results
for two of these factors are presented here: constraints
on government powers and fundamental rights. The factor
scores range between 0 and 1, where 1 signifies the highest
possible score and 0 the lowest.

The factor measuring constraints on government powers
captures “the extent to which those who govern are bound
by law. It comprises the means, both constitutional and
institutional, by which the powers of the government and
its officials and agents are limited and held accountable
under the law. It also includes non-governmental checks
on the government’s power, such as a free and independent
press.” (WJP 2019) The OECD average for this factor lies at
0.76. Several Nordic countries like Denmark (0.95), Norway
(0.94), Finland (0.92) and Sweden (0.87) perform particularly
well on this factor. On the other end of the spectrum Mexico
(0.47), and Turkey (0.29) have scores below 0.50. Among
OECD accession countries and other major economies, only
Costa Rica (0.78) scores above the OECD average, as it has
strong independent mechanisms to oversee state action,
including the constitutional chamber to the Supreme Court
(OECD 2015).
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The measure for the protection of fundamental rights
includes information on effective law enforcement and
due process, as well as the adherence to and respect of a
range of basic human and labour rights established under
international law. Similar to the previous factor, on average
OECD countries score relatively high, reaching an average of
0.76. However, there is variation across countries spanning
from 0.90 or over in Denmark and Finland to less than
0.60 in Hungary, Mexico and Turkey. In general terms, there
is a strong positive correlation between the two factors
(i.e. limited government powers and fundamental rights)
pointing to the fact that countries that have established
checks and balances on government power also guarantee
basic rights.

Methodology and definitions

The World Justice Project collects data via a set of
questionnaires based on the Rule of Law Index’s
conceptual framework. The questionnaires are
administered to representative samples of the
general public and to legal experts who frequently
interact with their national state institutions. For
the general population, a probability sample of
1 000 respondents in each of the 126 countries is
selected while on average 30 experts per country
are surveyed. All questionnaires are administered by
leading local polling companies. Data are available for
28 OECD countries as well as 2 accession countries
Colombia and Costa Rica and 6 strategic partners. All
variables used to score each of the factors are codified
and normalised to range between 0 (lowest) and
1 (highest). For more information on the variables used
for building the composite, see https://worldjusticeproject.
org/our-work/research-and-data/wjp-rule-law-index-2019/
methodology.

Further reading

OECD (2015), Costa Rica: Good Governance, from Process
to Results, OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD
Publishing, Paris, http://doi.org/10.1787/9789264246997-en.

World Justice Project (2019), Rule of Law Index 2019, World
Justice Project, Washington, DC, https://worldjusticeproject.
org/sites/default/files/documents/WJP-ROLI-2019-Single%20
Page%20View-Reduced_O.pdf.

Figure notes
Data for Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the

Slovak Republic and Switzerland are not available. Data for Hungary
are not displayed.
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Rule of law

10.10. Limited government powers, 2019
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Source: World Justice Project (2019), Rule of Law Index 2019.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033308

10.11. Fundamental rights, 2019
Index value
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Source: World Justice Project (2019), Rule of Law Index 2019.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033327

10.12. Limited government powers versus fundamental rights, 2019
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Public sector efficiency

Efficiency is the relationship between one or more inputs
(or factors of production) and one or more outputs. In order
to spend taxpayers’ money prudently and as criteria for
choosing between many competing spending priorities,
governments and public sector organisations are constantly
under pressure to achieve efficiency gains. For example,
tax administrations are expected to collect all taxes owed
by citizens and businesses in a timely manner. In turn,
in the health sector there are several measures of health
care efficiency, among which a key indicator is the average
length of stay (ALOS) in hospitals. All other factors being
constant, most importantly health outcomes, a shorter
stay will reduce resource requirements and the cost per
discharge, thereby allowing the treatment of a greater
number of patients for given inputs. However, shorter stays
tend to be more service intensive and costly per day. Too
short a length of stay may also cause adverse effects on
health outcomes or reduce the comfort and recovery of
the patient.

In 2017, the average length of stay in hospitals for all
conditions reached on average 7.5 days in OECD countries.
Turkey had the shortest length of stay (4.1 days). On the
other hand, hospital stays were the longest in Korea
(18.5 days). On average ALOS have decreased by about
1 day over the past decade; however, some countries have
experienced more significant reductions, for example
the Netherlands (5.8 days less between 2006-17) Finland
(4.6 days ) and New Zealand (3.6 days). Countries have used
different strategies to reduce ALOS while maintaining or
improving the quality of care. These strategies include
reducing the number of hospital beds alongside the
development of early discharge programmes that enable
patients to return to their home and receive follow-up
care there, and promoting the use of less invasive surgical
procedures (OECD, 2019). ALOS increased in some countries,
such as Korea (3.6 days), where in the absence of old age
homes, the elderly are treated in hospitals.

Taxes paid by citizens and businesses are the main source
governments rely on to support the provision of public
services. As a result, the collection of taxes is very important
to governments. The process of tax collection is composed
of several stages: registration, assessment, verification,
collection and disputes. The assessment stage encompasses
all activities related to processing tax returns (including
issuing assessments, refunds, notices and statements) and is
therefore a reflection of the work of tax administrations and
their performance. When a tax return is filed by residents
and businesses a tax liability is established and becomes
payable. Tax administrations have interest in facilitating
this process through electronic channels, pre-filling and any
other means that could enhance timely compliance while
contributing to reducing costs.

According to the latest available data, on average, on-time
filing of personal income tax (PIT) returns amounts to 87.9%
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in OECD countries, ranging from 100% in Spain, Denmark
and Norway to less than 25% in Mexico. Despite this
comparatively low rate, the Mexican Tax Administration
has worked to close the gap with other administrations
as evidenced by a recent upgrade of the technological tool
for filling out PIT returns. This upgrade includes pre-filling,
calculating automatically the amount of tax to be paid
and speeding up refund times (OECD 2019). Reaching on
average 81.8% for the on-time filling of corporate income
tax (CIT) returns is comparatively lower than the average
for PIT, which could be explained by higher complexity of
the corporate system, as well as delays in the preparation
of companies’ year-end financial reports. Spain (100%)
also fares comparatively well on the CIT on-time filing
rate, which could be partially explained by the legal
obligations for businesses to obtain a tax identification
number, registering taxpayers in the census and by obliging
business to relate with the administration exclusively
through electronic means.

Methodology and definitions

ALOS refers to the average number of days that
patients spend in hospital. It is measured by dividing
the total number of days stayed by all inpatients
during a year by the number of discharges (for all
causes). Day cases are excluded.

PIT is defined as the taxes levied on the net income
(gross income minus allowable tax reliefs) and capital
gains of individuals. CIT refers to taxes levied on the
net profits (gross income minus allowable tax reliefs)
of enterprises. It also covers taxes levied on the
capital gains of enterprises. The rates are calculated
by dividing the number of returns filed on time over
the number of returns expected.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Health at a Glance 2019: OECD Indicators,
OECD Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2019), Tax Administration 2019: Comparative Information

on OECD and other Advanced and Emerging Economies, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/74d162b6-en.

Figure notes

10.13. Data for Austria, Denmark, France, New Zealand and the United
States are for 2016; and for Greece are for 2013 rather than 2017.
Data for Korea are for 2005 rather than 2006. Data for Japan are
not presented as they refer exclusively to the length of stay for
curative (acute) care.

10.14: Data for Hungary are for 2016.
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Public sector efficiency

10.13. Average length of stay in hospital for all conditions, 2006 and 2017
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StatLink Si=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033365

10.14. Personal Income Tax and Corporate Income Tax on-time filing rates, 2017
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Cost effectiveness of phblic policies

Governments are responsible for the provision of public
services, either directly or by regulating private providers.
The relationship between inputs (human or financial) and
sectoral outcomes is referred to in the academic literature
as cost effectiveness. Outcomes in health and education
(e.g. health gains, learning gains, financial net benefits and
improvements in satisfaction with services) are the results
of various factors including public policies and frontline
provision of services.

Health care

The relationship between total health expenditure (or
only public expenditure on health, which account for
about 75% of total health spending) and life expectancy
at birth provides a broad measure of health-spending
effectiveness, although life expectancy is the result of
various factors. Higher health spending is associated with
longer lives, although with diminishing returns. Beyond
a certain threshold, policy choices, environmental factors
and individual lifestyles can explain the difference in life
expectancy between countries.

Japan, Italy, Spain, Israel and Korea have relatively high
life expectancy given their health expenditure levels.
On the other hand, life expectancy in the United States,
and to a lesser extent in Latvia, Mexico and Hungary, is
lower than expected at their levels of health spending.
Factors explaining this phenomenon in the United States
include: the highly fragmented nature of the health system -
with relatively few resources devoted to public health and
primary care-; health-related behaviours, e.g. obesity rates
and deaths from road traffic accidents; and higher poverty
rates and income inequality than in most other OECD
countries. Between 2015 and 2017, the opioid crisis and
a slowdown in the reduction in cardiovascular mortality
contributed to reduce life expectancy in the United States
(Raleigh, 2019). In Hungary, Latvia and Lithuania, risk factors
(e.g. tobacco use, alcohol consumption and unhealthy
diet) prevalent among men, explain the relatively low life
expectancy.

Education

Human capital creation and skills development are
two key objectives for the education sector given their
beneficial effects on employment prospects and life-long
earnings. There are several possibilities for measuring
cost effectiveness of the education sector. One option is to
look at the difference between public costs and benefits of
attaining an additional education level (e.g. net financial
returns) throughout the working life of education recipients.
On average across OECD countries, the public net financial
returns of obtaining tertiary education compared to upper
secondary are about USD 148 200 for a man and USD
77 300 for a woman. For a man, these public financial returns
are highest in Luxembourg (USD 373 300) and for a women
in the Netherlands (USD 223 600). Differences in public net
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financial returns between men and women are explained
by lower earnings and employment rates of women. These
results, may also be due to, among others, employment in
different sectors, career progression, types of occupation
and contracts, difficulties conciliating work and family life,
and a wage gap between men and women for similar jobs.

Methodology and definitions

Life expectancy measures how long, on average, a
newborn can expect to live if current death rates
do not change. Total current expenditure on health
captures the final consumption of health goods
and services (i.e. current expenditure), but excludes
capital investment in health care infrastructure.
This includes spending by both public and private
sources on medical services and goods, prevention
programmes and administration. Education cost and
benefits values are based on the difference between
men or women who attained tertiary education
compared with those who attained upper secondary
education. In this analysis, the costs include direct
public costs for supporting education and foregone
taxes on earnings, while the benefits are calculated
using income tax and social contributions. For
governments, direct costs represent the largest
share of total public costs for tertiary education, even
though student loans are not taken into account in
this indicator. Tertiary educated people are defined as
those who have attained at least one of the following
International Standard Classification of Education
(ISCED) levels: short-cycle tertiary (ISCED 5), a
bachelor’s degree or equivalent (ISCED 6), master’s
degree or equivalent (ISCED 7) or a doctoral degree
or equivalent (ISCED 8).

Further reading

OECD (2019), Education at a Glance 2019: OECD Indicators,
OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/f8d7880d-en.

OECD (2017), Health at a Glance 2017: OECD Indicators, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/health_glance-
2017-en.

Raleigh, V. (2019), “Trends in life expectancy in EU and
other OECD countries: Why are improvements slowing?”,
OECD Health Working Papers, No. 108, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/223159ab-en.

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
10.15: All data for current expenditure on health per capita are for 2017.

10.16: Results are based on the net earnings of tertiary-educated adults
(as compared with the net earnings of adults with upper secondary
education). Data for the Czech Republic, Chile, France and Italy are
for 2015, data for the Netherlands are for 2014.
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Cost effectiveness of public policies

10.15. Life expectancy at birth and total expenditure on health per capita, 2017 (or nearest year)
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10.16. Public costs and benefits of education for a man or a woman attaining tertiary education, 2016

As compared with returns to upper secondary education, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP.
Future costs and benefits are discounted at a rate of 2%.
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11. SERVING CITIZENS

Serving Citizens Scorecards

Citizen satisfaction with public services and institutions
Financial and geographic access to care

Financial access to education

Access to legal and justice services

Responsiveness of health systems to patient needs
Responsiveness of education systems to special needs
Timeliness of civil justice services

Quality of health care

Student performance and equity in education

Effectiveness and fairness of the justice system
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Serving Citizens Scorecards

This chapter describes how OECD countries are performing in terms of access, responsiveness and quality of services, based
on the OECD Serving Citizens Framework. The scorecards summarise the key aspects of countries’ services systems (access,
responsiveness and quality) by displaying a subset of sector-specific measures from education, health and justice. They are
an illustration of how the performance of public services can be compared, even when they are organised in distinct ways
and address different aspects of societal and individual life. Although country rankings are provided, these are only computed
to compare indicators that differ in terms of measurement units and underlying phenomena. Hence, the scorecards do not
provide a unified picture of which countries have the best overall services, nor should they be used for such purpose.

The Serving Citizens Scorecards were introduced in the 2017 Government at a Glance, and the indicators were selected
by experts from the OECD on each subject. The criteria were: 1) adequacy (i.e. the indicator represents the concept being
measured), 2) policy relevance, 3) data availability and coverage, and 4) data interpretability (i.e. no ambiguity that a higher/
lower value means better/worse performance). The selected indicators are intended to provide an overview of relevant aspects
for each sector. For this reason, the choice of measures differs among sectors (e.g. school enrolment for education and health
care coverage for health care are measures of access). The measures chosen for the scorecards in this edition are the same as
in the 2017 Government at a Glance edition. Only those for which updated data were available are presented in this chapter.

The OECD Serving Citizens Framework

Access Responsiveness Quality

Affordability

e Health care coverage

e Unmet health care needs

e Share of out of pocket medical expenditure in
household consumption

e Private expenditure on education (Primary to
tertiary)

e Enrolment at age 4

e First time tertiary entry rates

 People can access and afford civil justice

Geographic proximity
« Physician density by TL2 regions

Access to information

 Percentage of individuals who received legal
advice and who took actions to solve their
disputes over the past 2 years

Courtesy and treatment

* Regular Doctor Involved Them As Much as They
Wanted in Decisions About Treatment or Care

Match of services to special needs

» Percentage of early leavers from education and training
aged 18-24 years who are not currently working

» Schools with shortage of qualified teachers in teaching
students with specific needs in lower secondary education

» Percentage of decisions taken at the school levels in
public lower secondary education

Timeliness

« Waited Two Months or More For A Specialist
Appointment
 Hip fracture surgery initiation after admission to hospital

Effective delivery of services and outcomes

» Mortality rate - Acute Myocardial Infarction (Heart Attack)

e Mortality rate- Cerebrovascular disease (stroke)

e Breast cancer mortality in women

 Thirty-day mortality after admission to hospital for AMI

¢ Asthma and COPD hospital admission in adults

» Congestive heart failure (CHF) hospital admission in adults

¢ PIRLS scores

e Effective enforcement of civil justice

e Civil justice is free from improper government influence

Consistency in service delivery and outcomes

« Score on PIRLS for students who attend a school where
over 75% of the students enter with some reading and
writing skills

« Score on PIRLS by sense of belonging to the school and
percentage of students showing high sense of belonging

Security/Safety
* People do not use violence to redress personal grievances

« Top three reasons for not attempting to obtain
legal assistance to resolve a dispute

 Reasons for not taking action to resolve a dispute

e Alternative dispute resolution mechanisms are
accessible, impartial and effective

« Disposition time for civil, commercial, administrative
and other cases (non contested)

 Disposition time for litigious civil and commercial cases
(first instance)

« Disposition time for administrative cases (supreme court)

Note: the indicators in italics are included in the scorecards

Scorecard interpretation

Each scorecard focuses on one dimension of the framework and compares across services (education, health and justice).
The “responsiveness” scorecard is not displayed because of lack of country-comparable data. For each indicator, countries
are classified in three quantiles according to their performance: 1) top-third quantile (green), 2) middle-third quantile
(orange), and 3) bottom-third quantile (red).

Additionally, each country is ranked among those countries for which data are available, so as to provide additional
information on performance (the country with the best performance is ranked number 1). If several countries have the
same value for an indicator, they are assigned the same rank.

When trend data are available, arrows indicate whether countries’ absolute performance has improved (1), declined ({) or
remained stable (—). The last row of the scorecard indicates both the base year and the reference year for the comparison.

Access to services

Most OECD countries have achieved universal health care coverage, either through private or public insurance schemes.
Coverage has remained stable among top performers since 2013. In Greece, as a consequence of the crisis, around 30% of
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the population lost access to care in 2013. The country introduced remedial legislation in 2016 to secure funding for the
system and restore universal coverage. In Hungary, a series of reforms, including the dissolution of the Ministry of Health,
resulted in decreased coverage (from universal coverage in 2011 to 94% in 2017). Mexico and the United States have shown
improvements in terms of health care coverage, given the introduction and expansion of Seguro Popular in 2004 and the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (PPACA) in 2010. They achieved around 90% coverage in 2017.

The range of services covered by health insurance schemes and the extent to which patients have to cover expenses from their
own budgets vary across OECD countries. However, the share of out-of-pocket (OOP) expenditure on household consumption
alone does not indicate whether citizens are benefiting from access to care. For example, Austria, Spain and Switzerland have
a high share of OOP, but have the lowest share of unmet care needs. On the contrary, Slovenia and the United Kingdom have a
lower share of OOP, but the waiting lists are longer because there are fewer physicians providing care than in other countries.

Education systems across OECD countries provide universal access to schools for children of compulsory school age
(which varies between countries). Access to early childhood and tertiary education depend partially on public resources
made available to finance them. Belgium is one of the countries where the lowest proportion of funding for primary to
tertiary education comes from private sources and is among those with the highest enrolment rates in early childhood and
tertiary education. On the contrary, the United States relies heavily on private funding for education (both before and after
transfers between sectors), which results in relatively low levels of enrolment at both ends (early childhood and tertiary).

The high share of private funding in some countries is due to grants and transfers to individuals or private institutions.
For example, the United Kingdom has achieved 100% enrolment in early childhood education because each child aged 4
is entitled to 15 hours of free care whether in public or private institutions. Chile introduced a law enabling free access
to tertiary education for economically disadvantaged students in 2016; before that year, they were granted scholarships
and loans. It is envisioned that the majority of students will benefit from such reform in 2020. Chile achieved the largest
enrolment rate for nationals in OECD countries in 2017.

In order to access justice, individuals must be aware of their rights and of the existing mechanisms to resolve their
disputes, and be able to afford the costs that the process entails. According to the World Justice Project (WJP), barriers
to access civil justice (in terms of awareness, fair treatment and financing) are lowest in the Netherlands, Germany and
Sweden. On the contrary, Mexico, the United Kingdom and the United States are the countries where citizens have the most
difficulties. Alternative dispute resolutions (ADRs) are a way of settling disputes outside of the courtroom. The WJP expert
survey enquires about the integrity of arbitrators, the costs and timeliness of ADRs and the enforcement of settlements
in commercial cases. The countries with the most accessible ADRs are Japan, Korea and Norway. Hungary, Mexico, and
Sweden have the least accessible ones.

Quality of services

The provision of public services is aimed at improving citizens’ quality of life and well-being in various areas. For example,
health systems are responsible for protecting citizens from health threats and the judiciary system plays a significant role
in ensuring the rule of law and the respect for human rights, making citizens feel safe.

The indicators selected for the Serving Citizens Scorecards address the quality of health care policies as a whole, including
prevention. In this sense, they are different from those used in Health at a Glance, where the quality of care provided
to patients is addressed (e.g. avoidable hospital admissions, obstetric trauma). This distinction is relevant because the
indicators displayed in the Serving Citizens Scorecards also capture the self-care attitudes of the population (e.g. following
recommended schedules of medical check-ups). In this publication, quality of health care services provided to patients is
addressed in the two-pager under such name.

OECD countries have been successful in reducing the mortality rate associated with contagious diseases. The leading causes
of death are heart attacks, strokes and cancer, which in many cases are related to individuals’ lifestyle and behaviour,
such as smoking and eating habits. Prevention, early intervention and treatment of such diseases are at the forefront of
the strategies implemented by health care systems to reduce the mortality associated with them. Most countries have
successfully reduced the number of deaths associated with such diseases in recent years.

Spain is among the countries with the lowest mortality rate associated with heart attacks, strokes and breast cancer. The rest
of the OECD countries where data is available are performing relatively better than the rest in one or two diseases and worse
in the remaining one(s). For example, Mexico and Turkey are among the countries with the lowest mortality rates associated
with breast cancer and the highest associated with heart attacks. The opposite is true in Belgium and the Netherlands.

In terms of the judiciary system, the WJP compiles data on the enforcement of the law around the world by asking experts
and the general population how likely individuals are to pursue self-administered justice, how likely the government is
to influence a judge in a lawsuit against the state and how likely court decisions are to be enforced. Sweden and Norway
perform the best on such aspects, while in Greece, Mexico and Turkey, the law is less effectively enforced. Some countries
perform better in one aspect than in others. For example, in Hungary, self-administered justice is less prevalent than in
other OECD countries, but there is more government influence in trials and less enforcement of court decisions.
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Serving Citizens Scorecards

Top third performers.
Middle third performers.
Bottom third performers.

Note: Countries are listed in alphabetical order. The number in the cell indicates the position of each country among all countries for which data is available.

Scorecard 1. Access to services

Health care Education Justice

Access to judicial system
and legal information

Share of out of Private People can Alternative dispute
pocket medical | expenditure on First time resolution mechanisms
Health care Unmet care expenditure in education Enrolmentat | 4o iarentry | 2608SS aNd are accessible,
coverage needs household (Primary to age 4 rates af?""tj. civil impartial and
consumption tertiary) Justice effective
* q
n

6
7
a.
1

Financial access Access to education

Indicator

Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Chile

Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Israel

Italy

Japan
Korea
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovak Rep.
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey

United Kingdom ¥

United States .
Year 2017 | 2013 | 2018 2014 2017 | 2013 | 2016 | 2012 | 2017 | 2012

Notes: Countries are listed in alphabetical order. The number in the cell indicates the position of each country among all countries for which data is
available. For health care coverage the clustering was produced in the following way: top-third group (between 95% and 100% for health care coverage),
middle-third group (between 90% and 95%), bottom-third group (less than 90%). Health care coverage data are from 2017, except for Japan and Spain
which are from 2014. Data for share of out-of-pocket medical expenditure for Chile are from 2014. In Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and
the United States, the high share of private expenditures on education is associated with a large share of students receiving loans and scholarships.
Data for private expenditures on education for Greece are from 2015. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Details on data for
other indicators are provided in the corresponding sections.

Source: OECD (2019), OECD Health Statistics (database) Eurostat, 2019; OECD (2019) Education at a Glance (database) 2019, World Justice Project (2019), Rule
of Law Index 2019.
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Serving Citizens Scorecards

P
Tz

Scorecard 2. Quality in service delivery and policies

Top third performers.
Middle third performers.
Bottom third performers.

Note: Countries are listed in alphabetical order. The number in the cell indicates the position of each country among all countries for which data is available.

Health care Justice
) o People

r';"tgfifc'ﬁfe Mortality rate- Breast cancer Effective ,CSI\#LIeufS:(I,?s do not use

Myocardial Cerebrovascular mortality in enforcement improper violence to
Indicator Infarction disease (stroke) women of civil justice government p’:g;g;;l

(Heart Attack) influence grievances

Australia 4 4 ' '
Austria A 4 Y t
Belgium n 4 4 v '
Canada 4 4 4
Chile v | 8 |t | '
Czech Republic e
Denmark 5 4 e
Estonia 8 4 t
Finland ot 9 e
France 2 |+ [ 2 | t | t
Germany t
Greece '
Hungary t
leeland i
Ireland ¥
Israel 8 4 n ¥
Italy 8 4 t
Japan 1 4 4 4 '
Korea 6 A 4 4 '
Latvia ¥
Lithuania A '
Luxembourg 10 ¥
Mexico '
Netherlands e
New Zealand t
Norway I t
Poland t
Portugal t
Slovak Republic
Slovenia t
Spain 6 | t [ 8 [ 4 ' t
Sweden 4 7 ¥ e t
Switzerland N N [
Turkey | 2 1 b t
United Kingdom t
United States A 11 4 9 Y -
Year 2017 2006 2017 2006 2017 2006 2019 2015 2019 2015 2019 2015

Notes: Countries are listed in alphabetical order. The number in the cell indicates the position of each country among all countries for which data
is available. Data on acute myocardial infarction, cerebrovascular disease and breast cancer mortality for Australia, Belgium, Chile, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Greece, Israel, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the United
Kingdom and the United States refer to 2016 instead of 2017. Data for New Zealand and the Slovak Republic are for 2014 instead of 2017. Data for
Canada, Denmark, France, Ireland, Italy, Latvia and Slovenia are not available. Data for Australia are from 2004 instead of 2005. Data for Portugal are for
2007 instead of 2005. On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602. Details on data for other indicators are provided in the corresponding
sections.

Source: OECD (2019), OECD Health Statistics (database) 2019; World Justice Project (2019) Rule of Law Index, 2019
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Citizen satisfaction with public services and institutions

Hospitals and schools are some of the frontline public
institutions where people have a direct experience
with public services. While a smaller share of the
population interacts with courts, they play a key role in
safeguarding fundamental rights and ensuring that a
system of checks and balances is in place. Satisfaction
with services is considered an outcome of government
activity and is monitored by most OECD countries seeking
to improve service delivery. However, until today there is
no internationally standardised method for conducting
surveys on the subject.

The Gallup World Poll regularly collects data on the
satisfaction of citizens about a range of public services,
including health, education and justice. Although there
are many factors that can influence responses to opinion
polls —such as recent experience with civil servants,
respondent fatigue and response styles-, the dataset allows
for comparison of citizen perception over time and across
OECD countries.

Satisfaction with health and education, and confidence in
the judiciary, have slightly increased, on average, in OECD
countries over the past decade. In 2018, 70% of citizens
were satisfied with the availability of health care where
they lived, a proportion that has remained stable since
2007.In turn, on average, 66% of citizens are satisfied with
the education system and schools, a 3 p.p. increase since
2007. Finally, 56% have confidence in the judicial system
and courts, which represents, a 4 p.p. increase.

Satisfaction with the health care system is highest in the
Netherlands (90%), Belgium (89%), Norway (89%), Denmark
(88%) and Switzerland (88%) and lowest in Chile (40%),
Latvia (40%) and Greece (42%). While the countries with
the highest citizen satisfaction have almost universal
public health care, coverage in Chile is among the lowest
in the OECD. There have been improvements in citizen
satisfaction in health care in Estonia (21 p.p.) and Lithuania
(19 p.p.). In contrast, large declines in citizen satisfaction
can be observed in Japan (-13 p.p.), France (-10 p.p.), Greece
(-10 p.p.) and Luxembourg (-10 p.p.).

Citizens are most satisfied with schools and the education
system in Norway (87%), Switzerland (85%), Denmark (84%)
and Finland (84%), and least in Turkey (35%), Lithuania (43%)
and Hungary (48%). The Netherlands, Switzerland and Israel
are among the countries with the largest improvements
in citizen satisfaction (16 p.p. and 12 p.p. respectively).
In contrast Turkey has experienced the largest decrease
(-17 p.p.).

Norway (89%), Denmark (87%) and Switzerland (82%) are
countries where the majority of citizens express confidence
in the judiciary system. By contrast, Chile (24%) and
Latvia (28%) are where the smallest proportion of citizens
expresses confidence in justice institutions. Trust in the
judiciary system and the courts could be affected by
perceptions of other governmental institutions related to
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law enforcement, such as prosecutors or police officers
with whom citizens could have more frequent contact (see
Trust in government, page 158).

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected by Gallup World Poll, generally
based on a representative sample of 1000 citizens in
each country. More information about this survey is
available at: www.gallup.com/home.aspx

Response styles are tendencies in respondents’
behaviour that are not related to the content of
questionnaires nor the presentation, which bias the
results-for example, always selecting the extremes
of a scale or the middle point. Respondent fatigue
occurs when the motivation and attention of survey
participants drops due to being asked too many
questions, which results in low-quality data.

The level of satisfaction with health care/education
is based on the proportion of respondents who
reported being “satisfied” when asked, “In the city or
area where you live, are you satisfied or dissatisfied
with the availability of quality health care/ with the
educational system or the schools?”

For the judiciary system, interviewees were asked, “In
this country, do you have confidence in each of the
following, or not? How about the judicial system and
courts?”. The data are expressed as the proportion of
respondents who replied “yes”.

Further reading

Murtin, F, et al. (2018), “Trust and its determinants: Evidence
from the Trustlab experiment”, OECD Statistics Working
Papers, No. 2018/02, OECD Publishing, Paris https://doi.
org/10.1787/869ef2ec-en.

OECD/KDI (2018), Understanding the Drivers of Trust in
Government Institutions in Korea, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264308992-en.

Figure notes

Countries are ranked in descending order of the national average.
Data for Austria, Finland, Ireland, Norway, Portugal, the Slovak
Republic, Slovenia and Switzerland are for 2006 and Luxembourg
are for 2008 rather than 2007. On data for Israel, see http://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888932315602.

11.3. The Korean data are not displayed due to reliability issues. The
OECD will work towards improving the quality on data on judicial
system and the courts. Data for courts in South Africa are for 2006
instead of 2007.

11.4. (Confidence in the local police, 2018) is available online in Annex F.
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Citizen satisfaction with public services and institutions

11.1 Citizen satisfaction with the health care system, 2007 and 2018
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Source: Gallup World Poll 2018 (database)
StatLink Sa<r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033441

11.2 Citizen satisfaction with the education system and schools, 2007 and 2018
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Source: Gallup World Poll 2018 (database)
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033460

11.3 Citizen confidence in the judiciary system and the courts, 2007 and 2018
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Financial and geographic access to care

Most OECD countries have achieved universal (or near-
universal) coverage for a core set of health services, which
usually include consultations with doctors and hospital
care. National health systems or social health insurance
are used to achieve universal health coverage, though a
few countries (the Netherlands and Switzerland) have done
so through compulsory private health insurance. Some
affordability or accessibility issues can hinder the use of
health services. These are mostly related to out of pocket
(OOP) payments , distance to health services or waiting
times for appointments.

Unmet needs for health care are a relevant indicator of
access barriers. The EU Statistics on Income and Living
Conditions (EU-SILC) survey asks respondents whether they
forewent a medical examination in the past 12 months for
different reasons. In 2018, 2.7% of the population in OECD
European countries experienced unmet health care needs
due to costs, distance or waiting times. This proportion
rose to 4.6% for lower income citizens. On average, 16.4% of
respondents in Estonia and 8.8% in Greece reported unmet
care needs. Income inequality in access to care is highest
in Greece, Latvia, Turkey and Belgium.

Across OECD countries, an average household spent
almost 3% directly from its income on medical services in
2017 (a proportion that has remained stable since 2013).
OOP spending is highest in Switzerland and Korea where
households spend over 6% of their income on health
services. In France, Luxembourg and Slovenia, households
spend less than one-third than Swiss households spend.

Policies can contribute to lowering the financial burden
on households. In the Slovak Republic, the share of OOP
has decreased since 2013, following the introduction of
policies to limit such payments for people with chronic
conditions and vulnerable groups, as well as tightening the
rules on additional charges by private providers (OECD and
European Observatory, 2017a). In Latvia, the Safety Net and
Social Sector Reform Programme reduced OOP payments
for low-income households between 2009 and 2011,
which exempted them from co-payments and subsidised
pharmaceuticals. After 2011 the programme narrowed its
scope to target specific patient groups, increasing direct
payments and reverting OOP to 2009 levels (OECD and
European Observatory, 2017b).

The under-supply of physicians can lead to longer
waiting times or patients having to travel far to access
services (OECD, 2019). The overall number and geographic
distribution of doctors varies across OECD countries. In
2017, there were 2 active physicians per 1 000 population
in Korea, Poland and Turkey, whereas this number was
much greater in countries like Austria and Greece. In
many countries such as Greece, the Czech Republic, the
Slovak Republic and the United States, there is a large
concentration of physicians in the national capital region.
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Methodology and definitions

Data on unmet care needs come from the EU-SILC
survey, which asks respondents whether, at any point
in the 12 months before the interview, they felt they
needed a medical examination and did not receive
it. Data only present the number of respondents who
could not get it because of distance, waiting times or
costs. Low income represents the poorest quintile of the
population, while high income is the richest quintile.

OOP payments are costs that patients cover directly
from their income when medical services or treatments
are not included in the collectively financed benefit
package of public or private health insurance schemes
or are only partially included (co-payments). They also
include estimations of informal payments to health
care providers in some countries.

The number of physiciansincludes general practitioners
and specialists actively practicing medicine during the
year, in both public and private institutions. The data
for Greece and Portugal also include those who are
not practicing (resulting in a large over-estimation).
Physician density is defined as the ratio between the
number of physicians and the population in a region.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Health at a Glance 2019: OECD Indicators,
OECD Publishing, Paris.

OECD/European Observatory on Health Systems and
Policies (2017), Slovak Republic: Country Health Profile
2017, State of Health in the EU, OECD Publishing, Paris/
European Observatory on Health Systems and Policies,
Brussels, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264283541-en.

OECD/European Observatory on Health Systems and
Policies (2017), Latvia: Country Health Profile 2017, State
of Health in the EU, OECD Publishing, Paris/European
Observatory on Health Systems and Policies, Brussels,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264283466-en.

Figure notes

11.5. Data for France, Germany, Ireland Lithuania, Luxembourg, Norway,
Switzerland, and the United Kingdom are for 2017; for Iceland are
for 2016 instead of 2018.

11.6. Data for Australia, Brazil, Costa Rica and Russia are for 2016
instead of 2017. Data for Chile and Turkey are not displayed On
data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

11.7. Data for Estonia, Finland, Greece, Italy, Japan, Lithuania, Slovenia,
Sweden, Turkey, the United States. New Zealand and the United
Kingdom for 2010 instead of 2015. Data for Russia are for 2014 and
China are for 2013. Territorial level 2 consists of macro-regions (e.g.
provinces). On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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Financial and geographic access to care

11.5 Unmet care needs for medical examinations by income level, 2017
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Source: European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) (database), 2019
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033498

11.6 Out-of-pocket medical expenditure as a share of 11.7 Physician density by Territorial Level 2 regions,
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Financial access to education

The education systems in OECD countries ensure universal
access to primary and secondary instruction. Compulsory
education generally starts at the age of 6 and ends at
16 years (OECD, 2018). Most countries have both public and
private institutions, allowing parents to decide according
to their financial resources and preferences. Access to
tertiary education depends on the degree attained upon
completion of secondary education (especially in countries
with a tracking system, where students are split into
groups according to their academic achievement), the
perceived net benefits of longer studies, the availability of
places and funding opportunities (e.g. credit programmes,
scholarships), among others.

Enrolment at ages 3 and 4 has increased across OECD
countries in recent years, although there are disparities
between countries. On average, 89% of the children aged 4
years and 79% of those aged 3 attended early (or primary)
education institutions in 2017. While several countries
have achieved full enrolment from age 3, France, Hungary,
Israel and the United Kingdom have achieved around
100%. Greece and Poland have experienced a growth of
respectively 16 p.p. and 18 p.p. in enrolment rate at age 4
since 2012. Although just above one-third of children aged 4
are enrolled in Turkey, the enrolment has grown by 17 p.p.
since 2012.

On average, private (i.e. all non-governmental sources)
funding accounts for less than one-third of the education
budget. At the primary, secondary and post-secondary
(non-tertiary) levels, less than 10% of the funds in OECD
countries came from private sources in 2015. The proportion
rises to roughly 18% for pre-primary education and more
than triples for tertiary education (31%).

There are large variations in the funding of education
systems across OECD countries, which can be attributed
to different policies. Finland, Norway and Sweden rely
exclusively on public funds for primary, secondary and
post-secondary education, while in Turkey 25% of costs are
borne by private sources. Belgium, Ireland and Luxembourg
fund pre-primary education exclusively from public
sources, while more than half of the expenditures on pre-
primary education in Japan come from private sources.

Some countries encourage enrolment in tertiary education
by investing public funds at this level. The share of private
funds for tertiary education in Austria, Finland, Iceland,
Luxembourg and Norway accounted for 8% or less in 2016,
while it was 64% and over of the total expenditures in
Chile, Japan, United Kingdom and United States. Public
expenditures on tertiary education are above 1.8% of GDP
in Austria, Finland, Norway and Sweden (in comparison
to the OECD average of 1.2%), which allows universities in
these countries to charge low or no tuition fees.

Those who decide to pursue a tertiary diploma, generally
enrol directly upon completing secondary education. On
average, almost half of the citizens of OECD countries
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entered tertiary programmes by the age of 25. In Chile, 70%
of citizens enrolled by the age of 25. Some people may decide
to enrol later on to update or acquire new skills. In Denmark
and Switzerland, although almost 70% of the population
(excluding international students) enrolled at any point,
around 50% did so before turning 25. On average, the first-
time entry-rate in tertiary education is 65% across the OECD,
decreasing to 58% when excluding international students. In
New Zealand, the first-time entry rate is 89%, but decreases
to 61% when excluding international students.

Methodology and definitions

Data for all figures come from the UNESCO-OECD-
Eurostat (UOE) data collection on education statistics.
Private spending includes all direct expenditure on
educational institutions, whether partially covered
by public subsidies or not. The classification of
education levels follows the 2011 International
Standard Classification of Education (ISCED).
Early childhood education (ISCED 0) includes two
types of programmes: early childhood educational
development (ISCED 01) and pre-primary (ISCED
02). Early childhood education has an international
education component that targets children below the
age of entry into primary. Full enrolment means that
at least 90% of the population is enrolled at a certain
age.The net entry rate for a specific age is obtained by
dividing the number of first-time entrants of a certain
age by the total population of the same age. The sum
of net entry rates is computed by adding the rates for
each year of age.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Education at a Glance 2019: OECD Indicators, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/f8d7880d-en.

OECD (2017), Starting Strong 2017: Key OECD Indicators on
Early Childhood Education and Care, OECD Publishing, Paris,
http://doi.org/10.1787/9789264276116-en

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

11.8. Primary education in Canada includes pre-primary, and pre-primary
in Ireland includes early childhood education. Data for Chile and
Colombia are for 2017. Data for Denmark, Greece and Switzerland are
not available. The shares are after transfers from the public sector.

11.9. Data are displayed in decreasing order according to enrolment
rate at age 4. Data for South Africa are for 2016.

11.10. Data for Australia, Canada, Estonia, France, Ireland, Korea, Latvia
and Turkey are not available.
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Financial access to education

11.8 Share of private expenditures on education after transfers, 2016

% [ Pre-Primary Primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary [ Tertiary

70
60
50
40
30

20 |
skl btl L) AR ARRI AR ALTRII
OII Il III | A8 BN NN B8 | NN BN

%%V &Qz \"o\’((‘::) QV}(Q&* Q/’\‘}/QQ\/ Q Q% «Q Q\‘ 4\?‘ Q QQ@Q%%Q \%Q*@/\QQ* Q‘S@«Q @Q*G&/Qc}“ 0‘5 \QQ Q)Q* Q\Sb ’\,V(S Q’Q\z
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11.9 Enrolment at age 3 and 4 in early childhood and pre-primary education, 2017
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11.10 First-time tertiary entry rates, 2017
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Access to justice is the ability of individuals and businesses
to seek and obtain a just resolution of legal problems
through a wide range of legal and justice services. This
involves legal information, counsel and representation to
formal (e.g. courts) and alternative dispute resolution, and
enforcement mechanisms (OECD, 2019). Nowadays, more
emphasis is placed on legal empowerment, which enables
people’s meaningful participation in the justice system
and builds capabilities to understand and use the law for
themselves (OECD, 2019). The rule of law requires impartial
and non-discriminatory justice. Without equal access, a
large portion of the population would be left behind and
exposed to vulnerabilities.

Legal needs surveys are useful in helping policymakers
understand citizens’ experiences in seeking justice, the
pathways they follow and the obstacles they face in
resolving disputes. These surveys ask respondents whether
they experienced any legal problems throughout the
reference period, whether they sought legal help and from
whom, whether they attempted to solve the dispute and
how, among others. Some countries have included modules
on legal needs in their household surveys, but these are not
regularly collected (OECD/Open Society Foundations, 2019).
Since 2016, the World Justice Project collects data on access
to justice in its General Population Poll across the world,
allowing for cross-country comparisons.

In 2018, on average, 59% of respondents across OECD
countries reported experiencing a legal problem over the
past 24 months. Of these, 32% sought legal help, primarily
from relatives or friends -who may or may not have
been law professionals. There is a large disparity across
OECD countries regarding the decision to request legal
advice: while in the Netherlands almost half of those who
experienced a legal problem sought help, only 16% did so
in Turkey.

From those who experienced a legal problem, only 14%
decided to turn to a formal mechanism, such as courts,
the police, government offices, or religious or community
authorities. In Spain 22% of respondents sought such type
of solution to their dispute, while less than 8% did so in
Finland Hungary, Norway and the United Kingdom.

Reported reasons for not seeking legal assistance were
mainly that respondents who experienced legal problems
did not consider it difficult to resolve on their own
(54% on average). The proportion spans from 74% of the
respondents in Chile to 39% in Belgium. Across OECD
countries, almost 30% of respondents on average reported
experiencing access barriers such as lack of knowledge
on the possibility of receiving advice or where to do so,
distance, fear of getting legal support or of financial costs
implied. Some 40% of the respondents in Belgium and 18%
in Chile reported having one of such barriers.

Across OECD countries, on average 28% of the respondents
did not attempt to solve their problems through a third
party because they thought they could solve the problems
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on their own. In the United Kingdom and the United States,
37% reported this, while 19% did so in Japan. On average,
21% of respondents across OECD countries reported not
finding their problem important or easy enough to resolve.
This was the case for 35% of respondents in Poland.

Methodology and definitions

Data come from the World Justice Project General Poll
conducted in 2017 and 2018. The data are based on
a 1,000 sample of respondents in the three largest
cities of every country. A quota sampling technique
was used, and interviews were conducted online and
face to face.

Disputes cover any issues that the individual had with
service providers, the government, their employer,
their neighbours, their relatives, among others.
Examples of such issues include malpractice, power
abuse from the police, unfair dismissals, disputes over
boundaries and divorces. Individuals who reported
experiencing any such issue were asked whether they
sought advice from any person or organisation and
whether they made a claim to a court or any other
mediator to intervene. As a follow-up, respondents
who did not were asked to explain why. Reasons for
not seeking help included: thinking that the issue
was not important; considering that advice was not
needed; fear of financial costs; and lack of knowledge
on whom to contact, among others. Reasons for
not contacting a mediator included thinking that
the problem could be resolved without third-party
intervention; considering that the process would
be long and bureaucratic; and being scared of the
consequences, among others.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Equal Access to Justice for Inclusive Growth:
Putting People at the Centre, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/597f5b7f-en.

OECD/Open Society Foundations (2019), Legal Needs Surveys

and Access to Justice, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9299a36¢-en.

Figure notes

Data for Austria, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway,
Portugal, Slovenia, Brazil and Indonesia are from 2017 instead of
2018. Data for Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
the Slovak Republic and Switzerland are not available.

11.13.The 2017 round of interviews did not include questions on reasons
for not taking action to resolve disputes.

The error bars display the standard error.
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Access to legal and justice services

11.11 Percentage of individuals who received legal advice and who took actions to solve their disputes over
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11.12 Top three reasons for not attempting to obtain legal assistance to resolve a dispute, 2018
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11.13 Reasons for not taking action to resolve a dispute, 2018
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Responsiveness of health systems to patient needs

Beyond providing access to medical services, health systems
are increasingly focusing on improving patient experience
when interacting with health care providers, especially since
these have become part of their performance framework.
Health systems are seeking to become more patient-
centered, which involves involving patients in decisions
regarding their treatment and promoting accountability
and transparency from providers.

Given the importance of measuring, monitoring and
using patient-reported data for improving health system
performance, many countries collect patient-reported
experience measures (PREMs), covering samples of patients
who have experienced inpatient or outpatient care. The
OECD started the Patient-Reported Indicators Surveys
(PaRIS) initiative in 2018. Additionally, the Commonwealth
Fund International Health Policy Survey collects data on
patient experiences in 11 OECD countries. The 2017 round
focused on older adults, aged 65 and above.

Communication between doctors and patients is one of
the aspects considered in PREMs. Providing patients with
relevant information of, and influence over their treatment
is key to including them as co-producers of their own
health, especially regarding self-care practices. According
to the Commonwealth Fund Survey in 2017, on average,
59% of older patients in OECD countries reported that their
regular doctor involves them in decisions regarding care
and treatment. Some 73% of patients in the United States
and 72% in New Zealand indicated being consulted by their
regular doctor, while only 26% of French patients reported
being involved in such decisions.

Long waiting lists can worsen patient symptoms (Siciliani,
Borowitz and Moran, 2013) and have a negative impact on
patient experience. According to the 2017 Commonwealth
Fund Survey, on average 15% of older adults had to wait two
months or longer for an appointment with a specialist after
a referral by a general practitioner. In Switzerland and the
Netherlands only 5% of respondents reported having such
a long wait, while the proportion rose to 22% in Norway
and 28% in Canada.

Surgical intervention is generally required to repair or replace
the hip joint following a hip fracture. There is consensus that
early surgical intervention maximises patient outcomes and
minimises the risk of complications (OECD, forthcoming). On
average, 81% of people who needed a hip replacement surgery
were operated on within two days in 2017 (a 3 p.p. increase
from 2012). Denmark, Norway and the Netherlands have
the highest rate, with over 96% of patients being operated
within two days. This was the case for less than half of the
patients in Latvia and Portugal. Israel has shown the greatest
improvement, from 68% to 89% since 2012.
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Methodology and definitions

Hip fracture surgery initiation after admission to
hospital is defined as the proportion of patients aged
65 years and over admitted to hospital in a specified
year with a diagnosis of upper femur fracture, who
had surgery initiated within two calendar days of
their admission to hospital.

Data for figures 11.14 and 11.15 come from the 2017
Commonwealth Fund International Health Policy
Survey of Older Adults (aged 65 and above), which
covers 11 OECD countries. For the 2017 round,
interviews were conducted between March and
June over the phone (except for Switzerland, where
they were conducted online). Samples ranged from
500 to 7000 cases. Data were weighted to ensure
representativeness. Further information is available
at: www.commonwealthfund.org.

Further reading

Fujisawa, R. and N. Klazinga (2017), “Measuring patient
experiences (PREMS): Progress made by the OECD and its
member countries between 2006 and 2016”, OECD Health
Working Papers, No. 102, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/893a07d2-en.

OECD (forthcoming), Health at a Glance 2019: OECD Indicators,
OECD Publishing, Paris.

Siciliani, L., M. Borowitz and V. Moran (eds.) (2013), Waiting
Time Policies in the Health Sector: What Works?, OECD
Health Policy Studies, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/9789264179080-en.

Figure notes

11.14. The question, “How often does your regular doctor or medical
staff you see involve you as much as you want in decisions about
your treatment or care?” was asked to respondents who reported
having one or several regular doctors.

11.15. The question, “After you were advised to see or decided to see a
specialist, how many days, weeks or months did you have to wait
for an appointment?” was asked only to respondents who indicated
that they saw or needed to see a specialist in the past two years
and made an appointment.

11.16. Data for the Czech Republic, Germany, the Netherlands and
Portugal are for 2011 instead of 2012. Data for Iceland and the
Netherlands are for 2016; for Finland, Italy, Switzerland and
Costa Rica data are for 2015; and for Belgium and Norway data
are for 2014 instead of 2017. On data for Israel, see http://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888932315602.
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11.14. Percentage of patients involved in decisions 11.15. Percentage of patients who waited two months
about treatment or care as much as they wanted by or more for a specialist appointment, 2017
their regular doctor, 2017
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11.16 Hip fracture surgery initiation after admission to hospital, 2012 and 2017 (or nearest year)
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Responsiveness of education systems to special needs

The labour market is changing fast: some low-skilled jobs
are progressively being replaced by automated processes.
New jobs require information and communication
technology (ICT) skills as well as analytical skills and
creative thinking. The education system plays helps
prepare youth for the jobs of the future. Responsiveness in
this context involves ensuring that citizens from different
backgrounds, income levels and living conditions have
equal education opportunities.

Youth not in education, employment or training (NEET) is
one of the main challenges for OECD countries, especially
following the 2007-08 crisis. In OECD European countries,
5.2% of youth aged 18-24 years fit into this category in 2018
(a2 1.7 p.p. improvement from 2012). In total, 10.7% of people
aged 18-24 years left school before or upon completing lower
secondary education (i.e. early leavers) in 2018, 2.1 p.p. down
from 2012. While most countries were able to reduce the
number of young people experiencing these conditions, in
Greece, Portugal and Ireland these were halved.

In 2010 Germany launched the Education Chains initiative
to support young people in transitioning from school to
vocational training. The initiative includes a potential
analysis to help youth discover their own strengths and
talents. For example, Practice-oriented Workshop Days
provide them with practical insight into roughly 18
occupational fields for them to identify jobs which match
their interests.

Schools require lower secondary education teachers
who are qualified to respond to the needs of students to
encourage them to continue their studies. Across OECD
countries, 31% of principals reported a shortage of teachers
with competence in teaching students with special needs
(i.e. those who are mentally, physically, or emotionally
disadvantaged). Further, 18% indicated that they lacked
staff qualified to teach in multicultural settings, and
16% do not have enough teachers skilled to deal with
socioeconomically disadvantaged students.

The governance of schools is another dimension that
affects the responsiveness of education systems. In the
OECD, on average, 38% of all decisions are taken at the
school level or after consultation with it, with 23% of all
decisions are taken by the school within a framework set
by higher authorities, and 10% in full autonomy.

The degree of autonomy conceded to schools varies
across OECD countries, with some granting them little
decision-making power and others fostering decentralised
governance. The Netherlands allows schools to take 92%
of all decisions, 11 times more than Greece and Turkey.
England allows schools to take 48% of decisions in full
autonomy, while around 33% of OECD countries do not
grant them any decision-making power.

Methodology and definitions

Data for figure 11.17 come from the 2018 and 2012
rounds of the European Union Labour Force Survey
(EU LFS), a large quarterly household sample survey
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(over 1.7 million interviews) of people aged 15 and
over. Early leavers from education and training are
defined by Eurostat as persons aged 18-24 who have
completed at most lower secondary education (ISCED
2011 levels 0-3C) and were not involved in education
or training in the four weeks before the interview.
The indicator is expressed as a percentage of the
people aged 18-24 with such criteria out of the total
population within that age range. A person between
18-24 years who is not currently studying nor working
is considered a NEET (not in employment, education
or training).

Data for figure 11.18 come from the 2018 Teaching and
Learning International Survey (TALIS) conducted by the
OECD. The survey is composed of two questionnaires,
one sent to principals and another to teachers. A
minimum of 200 schools were selected per country.
The figure reports the results of the survey sent to
principals of lower secondary education (ISCED 2),
which asked “To what extent is this school’s capacity
to provide quality instruction currently hindered by
any of the following issues?”

Data for figure 11.19 come from the 2017 OECD
Survey on Decision-Making, which was completed
by a panel of experts on lower secondary education
in each country. The survey covers levels of decision
making in lower secondary institutions and their
autonomy, by type of authority. The domains involved
the organisation of instruction (e.g. instruction time),
personnel management (e.g. hiring), planning and
structures (e.g. creation of schools) and resource
allocation and use. The results are reported as a
percentage of all decisions.

Further reading

Carcillo, S. et al. (2015), “NEET Youth in the Aftermath of the
Crisis: Challenges and Policies”, OECD Social, Employment
and Migration Working Papers, No. 164, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/5js6363503f6-en.

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
11.17. Data are only available for OECD European countries.

11.18. Countries are sorted in ascending order regarding the shortage
of teachers qualified to teach students with specific needs. Data for
Canada refer only to Alberta; data for the United Kingdom refer only
to England. Data for Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Poland and Switzerland are not available.

11.19. Belgium is presented as Belgium (Fr) and Belgium (Fle). The
United Kingdom is presented as England (Eng) and Scotland (Sct).
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Responsiveness of education systems to special needs

11.17 Percentage of early leavers from education and training aged 18-24 years who are not currently working,
2012 and 2018
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11.18 Schools with shortage of qualified teachers in teaching students with specific needs in lower secondary
education, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018), Teaching and Learning International Survey.
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11.19 Percentage of decisions taken at the school levels in public lower secondary education, 2017
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Timeliness of civil justice services

Rule of law implies applying the same impartial rules to all
individuals, institutions and entities. The absence of the rule
of law can undermine people’s ability to claim their rights
and resolve legal issues. Legal problems are ubiquitous —
they arise from everyday life and most frequently are of a
civil nature. Delays affect citizens in several ways - costs,
productivity, health, employment and relationships - and
could deter them from following legal procedures to solve
their disputes in the future. The responsiveness of the
justice system ensures that the “right” mix of services are
provided to the “right” clients, in the “right” areas of law,
in the “right” locations and at the “right” time (OECD, 2019).

Main factors that hinder timeliness of dispute resolutions
are a shortage of judges and other relevant professionals,
lack of court rooms for hearings, limited use of alternative
dispute resolution mechanisms, and other issues related
to the shortage of funds. Beyond material constrains,
inflexibility in justice systems (which do not allow for the
reallocation of cases), ineffective procedural rules (e.g.
which do not allow prosecuting witnesses who refuse to
testify), ineffective allocation of resources and low use of
ICTs also affect case management.

The European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice
(CEPE]) collects data on the estimated length of civil,
commercial, administrative and other cases in courts (that
do not fall within criminal justice), which is also called
disposition time (DT). DT estimates the maximum number
of days needed for a court to decide on a case in a given
jurisdiction, given the number of cases solved in a year and
those that remain unresolved.

For non-criminal, non-litigious cases (i.e. uncontested
proceedings), DT in Denmark (21 days), Estonia (40 days),
and Lithuania (41 days) were the shortest in 2016. On the
contrary, France, Italy and Israel take the longest (over
300 days). The time to reach a decision has lengthened in
the Czech Republic (where a case takes 39 days more than
in 2012), France (37 days more) and Poland (35 days more).
Switzerland has reduced DT by 161 days and the Slovak
Republic by 120 days since 2012.

For civil and commercial litigious cases, Lithuania (88 days),
Luxembourg (91 days) and Switzerland (107 days) had
the shortest DT in 2016. On the contrary, Greece (more
than 18 months to solve a case), Italy (almost 18 months),
and Turkey (more than 1 year) take the longest to reach
a decision. The largest improvements were observed in
the Slovak Republic (307 days less than in 2012), Portugal
(80 days less) and Italy (76 days less). Turkey (265 days
more) and Greece (141 days more) have slowed the pace
for solving cases since 2012.

In the case of administrative trials, Lithuania (72 days),
Israel (101 days), Estonia (108 days), Sweden (108 days) and
Hungary (109 days) were the fastest jurisdictions in 2016.
Greece, Italy and Portugal have the longest DTs, taking
2.5 years or more. The Slovak Republic has improved its
case management, taking 530 days less than in 2012. Greece
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has also reduced the time from 1520 days in 2012 to 1086
in 2016. In Slovenia, on the contrary, the DT has more than
doubled, from 130 days in 2012 to 282 in 2016.

Methodology and definitions

Data come from the European Commission for the
Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) database, which reports
the 2016 evaluation of judiciary systems and earlier.
Length of proceedings indicates the estimated time
needed to solve a case, which implies the time taken
by a first instance court to reach a decision. It is
calculated by dividing the number of pending cases in
a given year by the number of cases that were solved
the same period, multiplied by 365. Although it does
not provide information on the average time needed
to solve a case, it does provide an estimate of the
length of the process within a specific jurisdiction.

Litigious civil and commercial cases refer to
disputes between parties, such as litigious divorces.
Non-litigious cases concern uncontested proceedings,
e.g. uncontested payment orders. Commercial cases
are addressed by dedicated courts in some countries
and by civil courts in others. Administrative cases
refer to disputes between citizens and local, regional
or national authorities. While specialised courts deal
with these types of disputes in some countries, civil
courts deal with them in others.

Countries differ in the ways they administer justice
and distribute responsibilities between courts; hence,
cross-country comparisons must be taken with
caution. There are differences in the types of courts
and cases included in this exercise, as well as different
methods of data collection and categorisation.

Further reading

CEPEJ (2018), European Judicial Systems: Efficiency and Quality
of Justice, Council of Europe, Strasbourg.

European Network of Councils for the Judiciary (2011),
Timeliness Report 2010-11, ENC]J, Brussels.

OECD (2019), Equal Access to Justice for Inclusive Growth:
Putting People at the Centre, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/597f5b7f-en.

Figure notes

Data are ranked in ascending order regarding the time needed in days
on the latest year when data was available.

Data for the OECD non-European countries are not available. On data
for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

11.22. Data for the United Kingdom cover only England and Wales.
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Timeliness of civil justice services
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11.20 Disposition time for civil, commercial, administrative and other cases, 2012, 2014 and 2016
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Council of Europe European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPE]) (database), 2019.

StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033783

11.21 Disposition time for litigious civil and commercial cases, 2012, 2014 and 2016
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Council of Europe European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPE]) (database), 2019.
StatLink sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033802

11.22 Disposition time for administrative cases, 2012, 2014 and 2016
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Council of Europe European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPE]) (database), 2019.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033821
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Quality of health care

The health system is responsible for preventing health
problems (i.e. prevention) and addressing acute or chronic
health problems when they arise (i.e. treatment). Quality
of care refers to achieving desirable health outcomes
(e.g. longer and healthier lives), and avoiding any adverse
effects that result from the health care processes themselves
(Kelley and Hurst, 2006).

Mortality within 30 days after hospital admission for acute
myocardial infarction (AMI or heart attack), is a well-
recognised hospital care outcome indicator. Across OECD
countries there has been a reduction of 2.6 deaths per 100
admissions of adults aged 45 and above between 2007
and 2017, with most countries showings improvement,
notably Chile and the Slovak Republic (reduction of 5.7
deaths), and the Netherlands (5.4). Only Mexico reports a
marginal increase in deaths. Iceland, Denmark, Norway,
the Netherlands, Australia and Sweden have the lowest
rates (all below 4%).

Primary care is usually the initial point of contact between
patients and the health care system, which is responsible for
the prevention, early diagnosis and managing of common
health conditions. Asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease (COPD) and congestive heart failure (CHF) are
prevalent long-term conditions across OECD countries.
These three conditions have well established treatments
that can, for the most part, be delivered at the primary care
level. A primary care system where accessible and high-
quality services are provided can reduce acute deterioration
in people living with asthma, COPD or CHF and reduce
unnecessary admissions to a hospital (OECD, 2019).

The hospital admission rate for asthma and COPD was
183 per 100 000 population across OECD countries in 2017.
Chile, Italy, Japan, Mexico and Portugal have admission
rates less than one-half the OECD average. Hungary and
Turkey, on the contrary, have close to twofold the rate of
hospitalisations for these conditions. Latvia has the highest
rate for asthma, with 93 admissions per 100 000 population,
whereas Hungary has the highest rate for COPD (354 per
100 000).

On average, the rate of admissions for CHF was of 233 per
100 000 population in 2017 across OECD countries. Mexico
has the lowest rate with 57, followed by Korea (88) and Chile
(96). Poland has the highest rate of avoidable admissions
related to this condition, 510 per 100 000, followed by
Lithuania (502) and the Slovak Republic (479).
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Methodology and definitions

The case-fatality rate for AMI measures the percentage
of people aged 45 and over who die within 30 days
following admission to hospital. The rates presented
in Figure 11.23 refer to patients who died in the same
hospital where they were initially admitted. Rates are
age-sex standardised.

The indicators are defined as the number of hospital
admissions with a primary diagnosis of asthma, COPD
or CHF among people aged 15 years and over per
100 000 population. Rates are age-sex standardised
to the 2010 OECD population aged 15 and over.
Admissions resulting from a transfer from another
hospital and where the patient dies during the
admission are excluded from the calculation, as these
admissions are considered unlikely to be avoidable.

Further reading

Kelley, E. and J. Hurst (2006), “Health Care Quality
Indicators Project: Conceptual Framework Paper”, OECD
Health Working Papers, No. 23, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/440134737301.

OECD (forthcoming), Health at a Glance 2019: OECD Indicators,
OECD Publishing, Paris

Figure notes

On data for Israel, see http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

11.23. Data for Austria, Belgium, Chile, Japan, Korea, Latvia and the
United Kingdom are for 2008; data for Finland, France, Mexico,
Slovenia and Colombia are for 2009 instead of 2007. Data for France,
Italy, Luxembourg and New Zealand are for 2015, for Australia,
Iceland and the Netherlands are for 2016 instead of 2017. UK data
are limited to England and presented at trust level (i.e. multiple
hospitals).

11.24 and Figure 11.25. Data for Australia, Iceland, the Netherlands,
Poland and the United States are for 2016. Data for France,
Luxembourg, Switzerland and Turkey (only 11.24) are for 2015. Data
for Belgium (only 11.24) and New Zealand are for 2014. Data for
Hungary are for 2012, and data for Japan are for 2011 instead of
2017. Data for Greece and Latvia are not available. Data for 11.25
for Luxembourg and Japan are not available.
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Quality of health care

11.23 Thirty-day mortality after admission to hospital for AMI, 2007 and 2017
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Source: OECD (2019), OECD Health Statistics (database).
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033840

11.24 Asthma and COPD hospital admission in adults, 2017 (or nearest year)
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Source: OECD (2019), OECD Health Statistics (database).
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033859

11.25 Congestive heart failure (CHF) hospital admission in adults, 2017 (or nearest year)
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Source: OECD (2019), OECD Health Statistics (database).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934033878
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Student performance and equity in education

The education system is responsible for equipping
individuals with the knowledge, skills and tools needed
for their life-long development. The quality of education
can be gauged by how effectively students incorporate the
skills needed to thrive in the society in which they live.
Early investments in education offer higher returns than
later investments and supportive school environments
are essential for providing better opportunities to
socioeconomically disadvantaged children (OECD, 2012).

There are two main international assessments of education,
the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment
(PISA), and the Trends in International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) and the Progress in International
Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) by the International
Association for Education Achievement (IEA). PISA focuses
on 15-year-old students, TIMSS focuses on 4™ and 8t grade
students, and PIRLS on 4th grade students (aged 13-14).
These assessments offer cross-country comparisons and
allow for identifying differences between groups of students
and schools.

Overall, the PIRLS scores of participating OECD countries
in 2016 have remained stable since 2011, with Ireland
and Finland as the top performers. France and Wallonia
(Belgium) had the lowest scores among participating OECD
countries. The largest improvements were observed in
Lithuania (+22 scale score points), Australia (+17), Hungary
(+15), Ireland (+15) and Spain (+15), while scores decreased
the most in Portugal (-13) and Israel (-11). The scores of the
2016 PIRLS are highly correlated with those of the 2015 PISA
round across participating countries, which indicates that
the average performance of education systems remains
stable throughout school years and that such assessments
are reliable.

Children who access early learning opportunities are more
likely to increase their skills throughout their lives and
achieve better outcomes. PIRLS identifies schools where
over 75% of the students enter primary education with
basic reading skills, e.g. as reading some words. In OECD
countries, 21% of the students attend such schools, with
96% in Ireland and 94% in Northern Ireland. The difference
in performance between those who attend schools where
the majority of children enter with basic skills and the
mean is largest in Chile. Israel, Italy and Poland show the
opposite; - however, in such countries, fewer than 15% of
students attend schools where the majority enter primary
education with basic reading skills.

Integration of students in the school can explain
performance variations. The PIRLS questionnaire assesses
whether students feel they belong to their school by
enquiring whether they like being in school and whether
their teachers treat them fairly, among others. While 82%
of Portuguese students indicated a high sense of belonging,
only 42% did so in the Czech Republic. In most OECD
countries, students expressing a high sense of belonging
scored better than those with a lower sense of belonging.
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The gaps are largest in Northern Ireland and Finland. Israel
is the only country where those expressing a low sense
of belonging outperform those who express a high sense.

Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the PIRLS 2016 assessment.
PIRLS has been conducted every five years since
2006 by the International Association for the
IEA, which also produces the TIMSS. With regard
to coverage, 50 countries and 11 benchmarking
regions participated in 2016, with a total of 346,852
students. The assessment focused on four reading
comprehension processes: retrieve explicitly stated
information; make straightforward inferences;
interpret and integrate ideas and information; and
evaluate and analyse content and textual elements.
The PIRLS reading achievement scale was established
in 2001, based on the achievement of all participating
countries. It ranges from 300 to 700 points, with a
centre point of 500, corresponding to the mean of
overall achievement in 2001.

In the school background questionnaire, the school
principals were asked to indicate the percentage
of students who entered 15t grade knowing how to
recognise most letters of the alphabet, read some
words, read sentences, read a story, write letters of the
alphabet and write some words. Figure 11.27 shows
only results for those who reported at least 75% of the
students had three or more of such skills.

In the student background questionnaire, children
were asked to report their agreement with the
following statements: “I like being in school”, “I feel
safe when I am at school”, “I feel like I belong at this
school”, “Teachers at my school are fair to me”, “I am
proud to go to this school”. High sense of belonging is
defined as at least “agreeing a lot” to three statements
and “agreeing a little” to the other two.

Further reading

OECD (2012), Equity and Quality in Education: Supporting
Disadvantaged Students and Schools, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264130852-en.

Figure notes

Belgium is presented as the French Community [BEL (Fre)] and the
Flemish Community [BEL (Flem)]. The United Kingdom is presented
as England [GBR (En)] and Northern Ireland [GBR (Ire)].

Data for Estonia, Greece, Iceland, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico,
Switzerland and Turkey are not available. On data for Israel, see
http://doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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11.26 Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) scores, 2011 and 2016
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11.27 Score on PIRLS for students who attend a school where over 75% of the students enter with some
reading and writing skills, 2016
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11.28 Score on PIRLS by sense of belonging and percentage
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Effectiveness and fairness of the justice system

Justice systems serve as key pillars to safeguard rights and
guarantee that the legal needs of citizens are met. The
effective and fair justice system requires consideration of
the full continuum of services, ranging from accessibility
of legal information and legal assistance to formal (such
as courts) and alternative dispute resolution, and their
enforcement mechanisms (OECD, 2019).

Courts remain a core element of justice systems serving as
the ultimate resort for individuals and companies to solve
disputes, protect and enforce their rights. The effective
functioning of courts and fair application of the law, in
turn, requires judges to be independent from external
pressure. A survey of European judges in 2017 found that
undue pressure might from the court management and
political parties or their lawyers. A third of respondents also
doubted that councils for the judiciary have the appropriate
mechanisms to defend their independence (ENC]J, 2017).

Freedom from undue governmentinfluence on administrative
justice lawsuits and effective enforcement of civil justice, as
measured by the World Justice Project’s (WJP) Rule of Law
Index, are highly correlated. On average, OECD countries
have shown a slight deterioration between 2015 and 2019
in these indicators. Belgium (+0.09 points on freedom of
improper influence and +0.14 on effective enforcement) has
made the largest progress in both dimensions.

From the various types of justice that the judiciary system
deals with, criminal justice is one of the most sensitive
ones as it affects people freedom. In criminal cases, two
fundamental human rights collide: personal security
and presumption of innocence. Victims have the right to
demand investigation and prosecution of their offender in
order to defend themselves and the society from future
threats, and the accused have the right to a fair process
where all guarantees are respected. For example, pre-trial
detention must be avoided and, when used, it must be short
as possible to avoid violating individual freedoms. Court
decisions must be fast and fair in order to guarantee that
both rights are respected.

Timeliness and effectiveness in enforcing criminal justice
are highly correlated with the non-use of self-administered
justice in disputes, as measured by WJP. On average, OECD
countries have remained stable on both dimensions. Turkey
(+0.20 on non-use of self-justice and +0.05 on adjudication)
has shown the largest overall improvement, followed by
Germany (+0.05, +0.07). On the contrary, Korea (-0.17, -0.02)
and Greece (-0.09, -0.05) have shown the largest overall
decrease. Slovenia has reduced the perception that people
resort to violence to redress personal grievances, despite
the impression that the criminal justice system is less
effective than in 2015 (+0.18, -0.12).

The perception that crime is effectively controlled has
improved on average in OECD countries since 2015. WJP
takes into account whether individuals reported feeling
safe walking alone at night, whether they reported being the
victims of burglary and/or theft. The majority of the countries
are above average and have shown improvements, especially
Norway (+0.05), Hungary (+0.05) and Slovenia (+0.04).
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Methodology and definitions

Councils for the judiciary are defined in the Budapest
Resolution (2008) of the European Network of Councils
for the Judiciary (ENCJ) as bodies that are independent
and autonomous from the legislative and executive
powers of the State and are responsible for the
administration and delivery of justice

Data for the three figures comes from the World
Justice Projects’ Rule of Law Index, which is based
on a general population survey of 1000 respondents
(representative) in the three largest cities of
each country and a survey of experts in civil law
(practitioners and academics). Each dimension of
the index has a score ranging from 0 to 1; a higher
score means a better performance on the dimension.
For more information, see: worldjusticeproject.org/
ruleoflaw-index.

Freedom from improper influence is gauged by
asking how likely a litigant is to win a case against
the state, how likely the government is to respect
such decision and to seek to influence the court.
Effective enforcement of civil justice enquired about
the enforcement of court rulings and their timeliness.

Effectiveness and timeliness of the criminal
adjudication system is gauged by how long it takes
to take a suspect to trial and the length of pre-trial
detention as well as whether the perpetrators of
violent crimes are caught and taken to court. Resorting
to violence includes intimidating or attacking the
perpetrator of an offense, for instance.

Effective control of crime includes citizens’
perceptions of being safe when walking at night and
being the victim of a crime in the past year/three
years (depending on the question), among others.

Further reading

European Network of Councils for the Judiciary (2017) Data
ENCJ Survey on the Independence of Judges 2016-2017,
ENC]J, Brussels

OECD (2019), Equal Access to Justice for Inclusive Growth:
Putting People at the Centre, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/597f5b7f-en.

Figure notes

Data for Iceland, Israel, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Slovak
Republic and Switzerland are not available.

11.32. (Effective enforcement of civil justice and freedom from improper
government influence, 2015 and 2019) and 11.33. (Effectiveness/
timeliness of criminal justice courts adjudication system and the
extent of the use of violence to redress personal grievances, 2015
and 2019) are available online on Annex F.
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Effectiveness and fairness of the justice system

11.29 Effective enforcement of civil justice and freedom from improper government influence, 2019
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11.30 Effectiveness/timeliness of criminal justice courts adjudication system and the extent
of the use of violence to redress personal grievances, 2019
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11.31 Crime is effectively controlled, 2015 and 2019
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ANNEX A

Reporting systems and sources of countries
for government in the National Accounts Statistics

Table A.1. Reporting systems and sources of countries

Country

Non-financial government accounts

Financial government accounts

OECD member countries

Australia

Austria

Belgium

Canada

Chile

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Ireland

Israel

Italy

Japan

Korea

SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts

SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts for general government, consolidated*

ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
non-consolidated

ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts for general government, consolidated*

ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts for general government, consolidated*

ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts for general government, consolidated*

ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts for general government, consolidated*

ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts for general government, consolidated*

ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts for general government, consolidated*

ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts for general government, consolidated*

SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated
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A. REPORTING SYSTEMS AND SOURCES OF COUNTRIES FOR GOVERNMENT IN THE NATIONAL ACCOUNTS STATISTICS

Table A.1. Reporting systems and sources of countries (cont.)

Country Non-financial government accounts Financial government accounts

Latvia ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts accounts for general government, consolidated*

Lithuania ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
accounts consolidated

Luxembourg ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts accounts for general government, consolidated*

Mexico SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
accounts non-consolidated

Netherlands ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts accounts for general government, consolidated*

New Zealand SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
accounts non-consolidated

Norway SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
accounts consolidated

Poland ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
accounts consolidated

Portugal ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial

Slovak Republic

accounts

ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts

accounts for general government, consolidated*
ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts for general government, consolidated*

Slovenia ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts accounts for general government, consolidated*

Spain ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
accounts consolidated

Sweden ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government ESA2010; Eurostat Government financial statistics, Annual financial
accounts accounts for general government, consolidated*

Switzerland SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
accounts consolidated

Turkey SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,

United Kingdom

United States

accounts
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts
SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government
accounts

OECD accession countries

consolidated
ESA2010; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated
SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
consolidated

Colombia SNA1993; OECD Annual National accounts, General government SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,
accounts consolidated

Costa Rica SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, General government SNA1993 (GFSM2001/86)
accounts

Russia SNA1993; OECD Annual National accounts, General government SNA2008; OECD Annual National accounts, Financial balance sheets,

accounts

non-consolidated

Note: * The source for the financial government accounts for these countries refers to Eurostat as it reflects the latest (validated) data
updates (which are transmitted twice a year). For the other countries of the same domain the latest (validated) data updates have been
transmitted to and drawn from the OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
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ANNEX B

Methodology for revenue aggregates

The following table provides detailed information about how the aggregates of taxes,
net social contributions, sales, and grants and other revenues presented in Chapter 2 “Public
finance and economics” were constructed from the OECD National Accounts data.

Table B.1. Revenue aggregates

Label in Government
at a Glance

Label in the System of National Accounts

Code in OECD National Accounts Data
(Main aggregates of general government )

Taxes

Indirect taxes

Direct taxes

Capital taxes

Net social contributions
Sales

Grants and other revenues
Current and capital grants

Subsidies
Property income
Total revenues

Taxes on production and imports, receivable
Current taxes on income and wealth, receivable
Capital taxes

Net social contributions

Market output and output for own final use
Payments for other non-market output

Other current transfers, receivable

Other capital transfers and investment grants, receivable
Other subsidies on production, receivable

Property income, receivable

Total revenues

GD2R
GD5R
GD91R
GD61R
GP11_P12R
GP131R

GD7R
GD92R_D99R
GD39R
GD4R
GTR
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ANNEX C

Classification of the Functions of Government (COFOG)

Developed by the OECD, the Classification of the Functions of Government (COFOG)
classifies government expenditure data from the System of National Accounts by the purpose
for which the funds are used. As Table C.1 illustrates, first-level COFOG splits expenditure
data into ten “functional” groups or sub-sectors of expenditures (such as economic affairs,
education and social protection), and second-level COFOG further splits each first-level
group into up to nine sub-groups. While first-level COFOG data are available for 32 out of
the 36 OECD countries (according to time series availability), second-level COFOG data are
currently only available for 26 OECD European countries plus Israel and Japan.*

Table C.1. First- and second-level COFOG

First-level Second-level

General public services Executive and legislative organs, financial and fiscal affairs, external affairs
Foreign economic aid

General services

Basic research

R&D general public services

General public services n.e.c.

Public debt transactions

Transfers of a general character between different levels of government

°

°

)

°

)

°

)

)
Defence @ Military defence
@ Civil defence
@ Foreign military aid
® R&D defence
® Defence n.e.c.
)
°
)
°
)
°

Police services
Fire-protection services

Law courts

Prisons

R&D public order and safety
Public order and safety n.e.c.

Public order and safety

*

First-level COFOG expenditures data are not available for Canada, Chile and Mexico. Until recently,
second level COFOG data were available in some national statistical offices, but were not collected by
international organisations. Moreover, the second-level COFOG data were not always fully comparable
among countries because the SNA/UN guide and the International Monetary Fund Manual on
Government Finance Statistics did not provide much practical information on the application of
COFOG concepts. However, in 2005, Eurostat established a task force on guidance on the application
of COFOG to national account expenditure data and to discuss the collection of second-level COFOG
data for European countries. Second-level COFOG data are not available for Turkey and all non-
European member countries of the OECD, except Israel and Japan. In addition, these data are
available only for selected COFOG divisions in some members of the European Union. Efforts are
underway to reach agreement with these countries about the submission of these data to the OECD



C. CLASSIFICATION OF THE FUNCTIONS OF GOVERNMENT (COFOG)

Table C.1. First- and second-level COFOG (cont.)

First-level

Second-level

Economic affairs

Environmental protection

Housing and community
amenities

Health

Recreation, culture and

religion

Education

Social protection

General economic, commercial and labour affairs

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting
Fuel and energy

Mining, manufacturing and construction
Transport

Communication

Other industries

R&D economic affairs

Economic affairs n.e.c.

Waste management

Waste water management

Pollution abatement

Protection of biodiversity and landscape
R&D environmental protection
Environmental protection n.e.c.

Housing development

Community development

Water supply

Street lighting

R&D housing and community amenities

Housing and community amenities n.e.c.

Medical products, appliances and equipment

Outpatient services
Hospital services
Public health services
R&D health

Health n.e.c.

Recreational and sporting services
Cultural services

Broadcasting and publishing services
Religious and other community services
R&D recreation, culture and religion
Recreation, culture and religion n.e.c.

Pre-primary and primary education
Secondary education

Post-secondary non-tertiary education
Tertiary education

Education not definable by level
Subsidiary services to education

R&D education

Education n.e.c.

Sickness and disability
Old age

Survivors

Family and children
Unemployment
Housing

Social exclusion n.e.c.
R&D social protection
Social protection n.e.c

n.e.c.: “not elsewhere classified”
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ANNEX D

Classification and definition of occupations

The following classification resulted from the 2016 OECD Survey on Strategic Human
Resources Management updated in 2019, which also used the same definitions as in the
2016 OECD Survey on Composition of Employees in Central/Federal Governments. This
classification defines the four main hierarchical levels of occupations.

The classification and the definition of the occupations are an adaptation of the
International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO 08) developed by the International
Labour Organization (ILO). Full definitions are available at www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/
stat/isco/isco08/index.htm.

The reason for the adaptation is that not all countries follow the ISCO model to classify
their occupations in government, as the occupations included at the national level may
differ due to specific legal and administrative frameworks

Table D.1. Classification and definition of occupations

Top managers

D1 Managers (part of ISCO-08 1112) are top public servants just below the minister or Secretary of State/ junior minister. They can be a member of the senior civil
service and/or appointed by the government or head of government. They advise government on policy matters, oversee the interpretation and implementation of
government policies and, in some countries, have executive powers. D1 managers may be entitled to attend some cabinet/council of ministers meetings, but they are
not part of the Cabinet/council of ministers. They provide overall direction and management to the ministry/secretary of state or a particular administrative area. In
countries with a system of autonomous agencies, decentralised powers, flatter organisations and empowered managers, D1 managers will correspond to Director
Generals.

D2 Managers (part of ISC0-08 11 and 112) are just below D1 managers. They formulate and review the policies and plan, direct, co-ordinate and evaluate the overall
activities of the ministry or special directorate/unit with the support of other managers. They may be part of the senior civil service. They provide guidance in the
co-ordination and management of the programme of work and leadership to professional teams in different policy areas. They determine the objectives, strategies, and
programmes for the particular administrative unit / department under their supervision.

Middle managers (have managerial responsibilities for at least 3 staff)

D3 Managers (part of ISCO-08 12) are just below D2 managers. They plan, direct and co-ordinate the general functioning of a specific directorate/administrative unit
within the ministry with the support of other managers usually within the guidelines established by a board of directors or a governing body. They provide leadership
and management to teams of professionals within their particular area. These officials develop and manage the work programme and staff of units, divisions or policy
areas. They establish and manage budgets, control expenditures and ensure the efficient use of resources. They monitor and evaluate performance of the different
professional teams.

D4 Managers (part of ISC0-08 121) are just below D3. They formulate and administer policy advice, and strategic and financial planning. They establish and direct
operational and administrative procedures, and provide advice to senior managers. They control selection, training and performance of staff; prepare budgets and
oversee financial operations, control expenditures and ensure the efficient use of resources. They provide leadership to specific professional teams within a unit.

D5 Managers (optional) (part of ISCO-08 1211, 1212, and 1213) are just below D4. They may be senior professionals whose main responsibility is to lead the
execution of the work programme and supervise the work of other professionals and young professionals.

D6 Managers (optional) (part of ISCO-08 1211, 1212, and 1213) may be professionals whose main responsibility is to lead the execution of the work programme and
supervise the work of other professionals or young professionals.
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D. CLASSIFICATION AND DEFINITION OF OCCUPATIONS

Table D.1. Classification and definition of occupations (cont.)

Professionals

Senior Economists / Policy Analysts (part of ISCO-08 242 and 2422) do not have managerial responsibilities (beyond managing 3 staff maximum), and are above the
ranks of junior analysts and administrative/secretarial staff. They are usually required to have a university degree. They have some leadership responsibilities over a
field of work or various projects, develop and analyse policies guiding the design, implementation and modification of government operations and programmes. These
professionals review existing policies and legislation in order to identify anomalies and out-of-day provisions. They analyse and formulate policy options, prepare
briefing papers and recommendations for policy changes. Moreover, they assess the impact, financial implications and political and administrative feasibility of public
policies. Staffs in this group have the possibility of becoming a manager through career progression. Their areas of expertise may vary from law, economics, politics,
public administration, international relations, to engineering, environment, pedagogy, health economics etc. Senior policy analysts/economists have at least 5 years of
professional experience.

Junior economists/policy analysts (part of ISCO-08 242 and 2422) are above the ranks of administrative/ secretarial staff. They are usually required to have a
university degree. They have no leadership responsibilities. They develop and analyse policies guiding the design, implementation and modification of government
operations and programmes. These professionals review existing policies and legislation in order to identify anomalies and out-of-day provisions. They analyse and
formulate policy options, prepare briefing papers and recommendations for policy changes. Moreover, they assess the impact, financial implications and political

and administrative feasibility of public policies. Their areas of expertise may vary from law, economics, politics, public administration, international relations, to
engineering, environment, pedagogy, health economics etc. Junior policy analysts/economists have less than 5 years of professional experience.

Secretarial positions

Secretaries (general office clerks) (part of ISC0-08 411 and 4110) are generally not required to have a university degree although many do. They perform a wide
range of clerical and administrative tasks in connection with money-handling operations, travel arrangements, requests for information, and appointments. record,
prepare, sort, classify and fill information; sort, open and send mail; prepare reports and correspondence; record issue of equipment to staff; respond to telephone
or electronic enquiries or forwarding to appropriate person; check figures, prepare invoices and record details of financial transactions made; transcribe information
onto computers, and proof read and correct copy. Some assist in the preparation of budgets, monitoring of expenditures, drafting of contracts and purchasing or
acquisition orders. The most senior that supervise the work of clerical support workers are excluded from this category.
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ANNEX E

Methodology for composite indexes on Gender Budgeting,
Regulatory Policy and Governance, and Open Useful
Re-usable data

The narrowly defined composite indexes presented in Government at a Glance represent
the best way of summarising discrete, qualitative information. “Composite indexes are much
easier to interpret than trying to find a common trend in many separate indicators” (Nardo
et al., 2005). However, their development and use can be controversial. These indexes are
easily and often misinterpreted by users due to a lack of transparency as to how they are
generated and the resulting difficulty to truly unpack what they are actually measuring.

The OECD has taken several steps to avoid or address common problems associated
with composite indexes. The composites presented in this publication adhere to the steps
identified in the Handbook on Constructing Composite Indicators (OECD/EU/JRC, 2008) that
are necessary for the meaningful construction of composite or synthetic indexes.

Each composite index is based on a theoretical framework representing an agreed upon
concept in the area it covers. The variables comprising the indexes are selected based on
their relevance to the concept. Each index is constructed in close collaboration with the
relevant OECD expert group including seeking their advice on the selection of the variables
for the composite and the use of weighting schemes.

In addition, various statistical analyses are conducted to ensure validity and reliability
of the composite indicators.

® The survey questions used to create the indexes are the same across countries, ensuring
that the indexes are comparable.

e Different methods for imputing missing values have been explored.
@ All sub-indicators and variables were normalised for comparability.

e To build the composites, all sub-indicators were aggregated using a linear method
according to the accepted methodology.

@ Principal component factor analysis is conducted to confirm hypotheses on the underlying
concepts being measured.

® Redundant variables are excluded to avoid double counting and overweighting.
® Chronbach’s alpha is also calculated to measure inter-item correlations.

@ Finally, sensitivity analysis (Monte Carlo simulation) is performed to establish the
robustness of the indicators to different weighting options.
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E. METHODOLOGY FOR COMPOSITE INDEXES ON GENDER BUDGETING, REGULATORY POLICY
AND GOVERNANCE, AND OPEN USEFUL RE-USABLE DATA

Detailed annexes on each of the composite indexes presented in this edition of
Government at a Glance, including the variables and weights used to construct each indicator,
are available online at http://www.oecd.org/gov/govataglance.htm.
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ANNEX F

Additional figures accessible online

Chapter 2. Public finance and economics
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@ 2.5. Net capital transfers as a percentage of GDP [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034011]
® 2.12. Annual average growth rate of real government debt per capita, 2007-17 and 2017-18

[https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034030]

® 2.24. Structure of central government revenues, 2017 and 2018 [https://doi.org/

10.1787/888934034049]

2.25. Structure of state government revenues, 2017 and 2018 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034068]

2.26. Structure of local government revenues, 2017 and 2018 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034087]

2.32. Structure of general government expenditures by function, 2017 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034106]

2.33. Change in the structure of general government expenditures by function, 2007 to 2017
[https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034125]

2.34. Structure of government expenditures by function of general public services, 2017
[https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034144]

2.35. Structure of government expenditures by function of public order and safety, 2017
[https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034163]

2.36. Structure of government expenditures by function of economic affairs, 2017 [https://
doi.org/10.1787/888934034182]

2.37. Structure of government expenditures by function of education, 2017 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034201]

2.38. Structure of central government expenditures by function, 2017 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034220]

2.39. Structure of state government expenditures by function, 2017 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034239]

2.40. Structure of local government expenditures by function, 2017 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034258]

2.42. Structure of central government expenditures by economic transaction, 2017 and 2018
[https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034277]

2.45. Change in the distribution of general government revenues across levels of government,
2007 to 2017 [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034296]
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F. ADDITIONAL FIGURES ACCESSIBLE ONLINE

® 2.46. Change in the distribution of general government expenditures across levels of
government, 2007 to 2017 [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034315]

@ 2.50. Government investment as a share of total investment, 2007 and 2017 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034334]

® 2.51. Structure of general government investment by function, 2017 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034353]

® 2.55. Structure of general government outsourcing expenditures, 2017 and 2018 [https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888934034372]

® 2.58. Structure of government expenditures by function of social protection, 2017 [https://
doi.org/10.1787/888934034391]

® 2.59. Structure of government expenditures by function of health, 2017 [https://doi.org/
10.1787/888934034410]

® 2.60. Change in the structure of government expenditures by function of social protection,
2009 to 2017 [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034429]

@ 2.61. Change in the structure of government expenditures by function of health, 2009 to
2017 [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034448]

Chapter 4. Institutions

@ 4.3. Involvement of CoG and other bodies in reviewing items sent to Cabinet, 2016
[https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034467]

® 4.4. Mechanisms for co-ordinating policies, 2016 [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034486]

® 4.7. Stages of the policy-cycle at which CoG consults with stakeholders, 2016 [https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888934034505]

® 4.10. Legal frameworks guiding policy evaluation across government, 2018 [https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888934034524]

Chapter 5. Budgeting practices and procedures

e 5.15. Environment and climate effect considerations in public infrastructure projects, 2018
[https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034543]

Chapter 8. Public procurement

@ 8.3. Change in the structure of general government procurement spending by function,
2012 to 2017 [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034562]

® 8.4. General government procurement spending by level of government, 2009, 2015
and 2017 [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034581]

Chapter 11. Serving citizens
@ 11.4 Confidence in the local police, 2018 [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034600]

e 11.32. Effective enforcement of civil justice and freedom from improper government
influence, 2015 and 2019 [https://doi.org/10.1787/888934034619]

e 11.33. Effectiveness/timeliness of criminal justice courts adjudication system and the
extent of the use of violence to redress personal grievances, 2015 and 2019 [https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/888934034638]
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Terms

Budget

Cash transfers

Central Budget
Authority (CBA)

Centre of
Government (CoG)

Glossary

Used in Government at a Glance

A comprehensive statement of Government financial plans which
include expenditures, revenues, deficit or surplus and debt. The
budget is the Government’s main economic policy document,
demonstrating how the Government plans to use public resources
to meet policy goals and to some extent indicating where its policy
priorities

Benefits provided to eligible individuals by governments that are not
required to be spent on a specific good or service. Examples of cash
transfers include pensions, unemployment benefits and development
aid.

The Central Budget Authority (CBA) is a public entity, or several
coordinated entities, located at the central/national/federal level of
government, which is responsible for the custody and management
of the national/federal budget. In many countries, the CBA is often
part of the ministry of Finance. Specific responsibilities vary by
country, but generally, the CBA is responsible for formulating budget
proposals, conducting budget negotiations, allocating or reallocating
funds, ensuring compliance with the budget laws and conducting
performance evaluations and/or efficiency reviews. This Authority
regulates budget execution but does not necessarily undertake the
treasury function of disbursing public funds. lastly, a very important
role of the Central Budget Authority is monitoring and maintaining
aggregate/national fiscal discipline and enforcing the effective control
of budgetary expenditure.

The Centre of Government refers to the administrative structure
that serves the Executive (President or Prime minister, and the
Cabinet collectively). The Centre of Government has a great variety
of names across countries, such as General Secretariat, Cabinet
Office, Chancellery, Office/ministry of the Presidency, Council of
ministers Office, etc. In many countries the CoG is made up of more
than one unit, fulfilling different functions. The role of the Centre of
Government is closely linked to the role of the executive branch itself,
i.e. to direct the resources of the State (financial, legal, regulatory,
even military) to achieve a mission that reflects a political vision and
responds to a mandate from citizens.
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G. GLOSSARY

Citizen’s budget

Civil servant

Collective goods
and services

Composite index

Dataset

Efficiency

Effectiveness

European System
of National
Accounts

Federal state

Fiscal Rule

Full-time

equivalent (FTE)

Gender

A citizens’ guide to the budg et is defined here as an easy-to
understand summary of the main features of the annual budget as
presented to the legislature. It should be a self-contained document
that explains what is in the annual budget proposals and what their
effects are expected to be. While containing links or references to
more detailed documents, the guide should not require readers to
refer to them, or to know their contents, in order to understand the
guide.

An employee of the state, either permanent or on a long-term
contract, who would remain a state employee if the government
changes. In addition, civil servants are employees covered under a
specific public legal framework or other specific provisions.

Goods and services that benefit the community at large. Examples
include government expenditures on defence, and public safety and
order.

An indicator formed by compiling individual indicators into a single
index on the basis of an underlying model (Nardo et al., 2005).

A set of indicators or variables concerning a single topic (e.g.
regulatory quality).

Achieving maximum output from a given level of resources used to
carry out an activity (OECD Glossary of Statistical Terms).

The extent to which the activities stated objectives have been met
(OECD Glossary of Statistical Terms).

An internationally compatible accounting framework used by
members of the European Union for a systematic and detailed
description of a total economy (that is a region, country or group
of countries), its components and its relations with other total
economies (OECD Glossary of Statistical Terms). It is fully consistent
with System of National Accounts (SNA).

A country that has a constitutionally delineated division of political
authority between one central and several regional or state
autonomous governments.

For purposes of this book, the OECD utilises a similar definition as the
European Commission. A numerical fiscal rule refers to a permanent
constraint on fiscal policy aggregates (e.g. in-year rules are excluded).

The number of full-time equivalent jobs, defined as total hours
worked divided by average annual hours worked in full-time jobs
(OECD Glossary of Statistical Terms).

Socially constructed and socially learned behaviours and expectations
associated with females and males. All cultures interpret and
elaborate the biological differences between women and men into a
set of social expectations about what behaviours and activities are
appropriate and what rights, resources, and power women and men
possess. like race, ethnicity, and class, gender is a social category that
largely establishes one’s life chances. It shapes one’s participation in
society and in the economy:.
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General
Employment
Framework in the
public service

General
government

Governance

Gross domestic
product (GDP)

Independent
Fiscal Institution
(1)

Indicator

Individual goods
and services

It usually concerns the employment conditions of most government
employees, and certainly concerns most statutory employees. Casual
employees, by this definition, are not employed under the General
Employment Framework for government employees. Please note that
in a number of countries, all employees, including those employed
on a short term basis, are employed under the General Employment
framework, with a few exceptions (few casual employees in those
cases, if any).

The general government sector consists of the following groups
of resident institutional units: a) All units of central, state or
local government; b) All non-market NPIs that are controlled by
government units. c) The sector also includes social security funds,
either as separate institutional units or as part of any or all of
central, state or local government. The sector does not include
public corporations, even when all the equity of such corporations is
owned by government units. Nor does it include quasi-corporations
that are owned and controlled by government units. However,
unincorporated enterprises owned by government units that are not
quasi-corporations remain integral parts of those units and, therefore,
must be included in the general government sector (2008 System of
National Accounts).

The exercise of political, economic and administrative authority.

The standard measure of the value of the goods and services produced
by a country during a period. Specifically, it is equal to the sum of
the gross values added of all resident institutional units engaged in
production (plus any taxes, and minus any subsidies, on products
not included in the value of their outputs). The sum of the final uses
of goods and services (all uses except intermediate consumption)
measured in purchasers’ prices, less the value of imports of goods
and services, or the sum of primary incomes distributed by resident
producer units (OECD Glossary of Statistical Terms).

A publicly funded, independent body under the statutory authority
of the executive or the legislature which provides non-partisan
oversight and analysis of, and in some cases advice on, fiscal policy
and performance. IFIs have a forward-looking ex ante diagnostic task
(in contrast to public audit institutions which perform an equally
indispensable ex post task).

“... quantitative or qualitative measure derived from a series of
observed facts that can reveal relative positions (e.g. of a country) in
a given area. When evaluated at regular intervals, an indicator can
point out the direction of change across different units and through
time.” (Nardo et al., 2005).

Goods and services that mainly benefit individuals. Examples include
education, health and social insurance programmes.
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Input Units of labour, capital, goods and services used in the production of
goods and services. “Taking the health service as an example, input
is defined as the time of medical and non-medical staff, the drugs,
the electricity and other inputs purchased, and the capital services
from the equipment and buildings used.” (Lequiller, 2005).

Labour force The labour force, or currently active population, comprises all persons
who fulfil the requirements for inclusion among the employed or the
unemployed during a specified brief reference period (OECD Glossary
of Statistical Terms).

Open Government  The Central/federal Open Government Data central portal (or “one

Data centralized stop shop” portal) corresponds to a single entry point to access

portal government’s data. Access to the data can be provided either directly
on the portal or indirectly (redirected to the place where the data is
located e.g.: to a ministry’s website).

Outcome Refers to what is ultimately achieved by an activity. Outcomes reflect
the intended or unintended results of government actions, but other
factors outside of government actions are also implicated (OECD
Glossary of Statistical Terms).

Output In performance assessment in government, outputs are defined as
the goods or services produced by government agencies (e.g. teaching
hours delivered, welfare benefits assessed and paid) (OECD Glossary
of Statistical Terms).

Performance Performance information can be generated by both government and

Information non governmental organizations, and can be both qualitative and
quantitative. Performance information refers to metrics/indicators/
general information on the inputs, processes, outputs and outcomes
of government policies/programmes/organizations, and can be
ultimately used to assess the effectiveness, cost effectiveness and
efficiency of the same. Performance information can be found in
statistics; the financial and/or operational accounts of government
organisations; performance reports generated by government
organizations; evaluations of policies, programmes or organizations;
or Spending reviews, for instance.

Productivity Productivity is commonly defined as a ratio of a volume measure of
output to a volume measure of input use (OECD Statistical Glossary).
Economists distinguish between total productivity, namely total
output divided by change in (weighted) input(s) and marginal
productivity, namely change in output divided by change in (weighted)
input(s) (Coelli et al., 1999).

Public sector The public sector includes general government and public corporations.
Quasi-corporations owned by government units are grouped with
corporations in the nonfinancial or financial corporate sectors, thus
part of public corporations (2008 System of National Accounts).

Public sector Structures, procedures and management arrangements with a broad
process application within the public sector.
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Public services Services that are performed for the benefit of the public or its
institutions. Public services are provided by government to its citizens,
either directly (through the public sector) or by financing private
provision of services. The term is associated with a social consensus
that certain services should be available to all, regardless of income.
Even where public services are neither publicly provided nor publicly
financed, for social and political reasons they are usually subject to
regulation going beyond that applying to most economic sectors.

System of The System of National Accounts (SNA) consists of a coherent, consistent

National Accounts  and integrated set of macroeconomic accounts; balance sheets and
tables based on a set of internationally agreed concepts, definitions,
classifications and accounting rules. In 2009, the United Nations
Statistical Commission endorsed a revised set of international
standards for the compilation of national accounts: the 2008 System
of National Accounts, replacing the 1993 version of the SNA. The 2008
SNA retains the basic theoretical framework of its predecessor.
However, in line with the mandate of the United Nations Statistical
Commission, the 2008 SNA introduces treatments for new aspects of
economies that have come into prominence, elaborates on aspects
that have increasingly become the focus of analytical attention and
clarifies guidance on a wide range of issues. The changes in the
2008 SNA bring the accounts into line with developments in the
economic environment, advances in methodological research and
needs of users.
At the European Union level, the European System of Accounts
(ESA), 1995 was made consistent with the 1993 SNA. Its update called
European System of Accounts, 2010 covers the recommendations
and clarifications agreed at the international level for the 2008 SNA.

Total employment  Total employment covers all persons engaged in productive activity
that falls within the production boundary of the national accounts.
The employed comprise all individuals who, during a specified
brief period, were in the following categories: paid employment or
selfemployment.

Trust Trust is broadly understood as holding a positive perception about the
actions of an individual or an organization. Trust gives us confidence
that others will act as we might expect in a particular circumstances.
While trust may be based on actual experience, in most cases trust
is a subjective phenomenon, reflected in the eyes of the beholder.

Unitary states Countries that do not have a constitutionally delineated division
of political authority between one central and several regional or
state autonomous governments. However, unitary states may have
administrative divisions that include local and provincial or regional
levels of government.

Variable A characteristic of a unit being observed that may assume more than
one of a set of values to which a numerical measure or a category
from a classification can be assigned (e.g. income, age, weight,

etc., and “occupation”, “industry”, “disease”, etc.) (OECD Glossary of
Statistical Terms).
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