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I. Introduction 

How many people are employed by the government? How many are 
employed by the central government compared with state and local authori- 
ties? How many are employed in public enterprises? How much are they 
all paid? How much are they paid relative to each other, or relative 
to the private sector? Such questions interest people in general and 
economists and policymakers in particular; yet it is remarkable how 
little information is readily accessible on these topics. 

These topics are interesting at the general level but are important 
in more specialised ways as well. Only too often are assertions made 
that the government wages in a country are too high or too low or 
that total government employment is excessive or inadequate. The 
statistics necessary to provide a cross-country comparative basis for 
such assertions have simply not been available. Similarly, in evalu- 
ating the size of the public sector, one often focuses on the number 
of government employees in a particular functional sector (e.g., 
health, education) on a per capita basis, again without any clear 
standard of whether the statistics for a given country are reasonable 
or not. While the experience of other countries is only an additional 
datum for such an analysis, it is an important one. Similarly, the 
numbers employed in the public sector and their conditions of employ- 
ment can influence the entire pattern of employer/employee relationships 
within the economy, including pay scales, tenure, indexation, and 
pensions. The size of public sector employment and the amount paid 
in wages and salaries is thus potentially a lever on employment, skill 
differentials, manning levels in the private sector, and hence on 
overall macroeconomic stabilisation policy. If the government grants 
substantial wage increases to low-paid government employees, this may 
well affect the wage policy for the country as a whole. The way in 
which wages and salaries are financed may in turn affect all prices 
and eventually the balance of payments. 

This paper represents a beginning in the effort to assemble the 
statistics for.an international comparison of public sector employment 
and pay; it seeks to stimulate discussion by highlighting some of the 
apparent anomalies and differences between existing and predicted 
patterns or norms. It focuses on several broad topics:. (a) the size 
of central, state and local, and nonfinancial public enterprise 
employment both on a per capita basis and as a share of total nonagri- 
cultural employment; (b) the magnitude of government wages and salaries 
at each level of government and their relative importance in gross 
domestic product, national income, and total wages in the economy; 
(c) the relative levels of public and private sector salaries; 
(d) the structure and size of public employment by functional sector; 
(e) the degree of inequality observed in the salary structure of 



governments; (f) the pattern of wages-across the dffferent occupations 
commonly found in the government sector; (g) whether there are ‘an) 

: commnn factors (e.g., per capita-income,, size .of’ population, type .nf-;. : 
economic. system.) that may explain the- size of public sector ernp~l~y’men’t’, 
total government wa8e- and salary, expenditure,, or the leve 1 I of ‘g’ovtrnment 
wtige rates. Finally, the paper, pr.ovides inter’country,. indices:‘that 1 
may .be usedin. anal,yzing government wage rates and, .the level and . . I* 
structure of government employment. Througho’ut, the paper examines. 
each of these topics in terms of the patterns observed in the 
developed, and deve.loping world and in ,different’ i-egions.P-A* - : 

. f - .*. I’!. . . , ,. I* I. ,.: 
Many methodological questious\ Mere-. encountered before the co’l.l&c-’ 

tion of data could begin; and. these arezdealt with in the. next section’. 
Sections III-VII use summary’measures of the data to.discusn some of.‘:‘. 
the questions raised at the ..sthrt .of this ..paper; some* proiroca’ti.ve.‘p1-e.+: 
dictions are made in~Sect.ion~.VIII.. Statistics on -individual: colintr.l.es‘ 
are provided in Appendix .I;.Tablesl:20-33.;., b ! : ., .*; ~ *.y. 

.<:lr;,‘; ’ -. 8 r :. t _.‘. :. ..; ,I _. .J ; .. 
-; !I 

’ ‘I - .. ‘. 

: . \ 
.,I.I. -‘. 

! - ( ] ; _-, .., 1 I .,; .q _., . 
..’ ‘; 

Conceptual. and WYthodological ., Issues . *!.’ ,I . * :! 
I _ ‘(, : in the Development .of the Data. Base,‘.‘;, .i“ 1 I, ---.------.--.---- -__._ ____ 

. :,i’ ., . ..I. , ;:, ‘,:..I?:.,’ -:: ,:I” , ; :L 1 -’ .!.I 
1 . I Sources of data ‘,_ - .) !-- ‘.I. . _ .“,,, __.a :. _. I .:, . . ..“.c; T 

* ‘. :ti, . . : ‘;, . , ;. ; _ I, .!,‘” .,-.-- . . 1.‘. 

j The collection o.f data on the subject.. of ,-goverII1J’ent ~employment~ ..“; 
and wages pro.ved ex.tremely, difficult... i<either the:;~I’nternat’ional“~Labor~ 
Organitation ( LLO) nor any of the ,other !Jnited’El:at.ions:iorg’anFzations 
collect. statist lcs on ,either subject in%: btandardized i:way’.‘: ‘T.he-i .. 1 
Organization for Economic Cooperation .and .Development: (,OECD) .~hks.‘occa-- 
sionally, donr work in this area‘ but ,only oh a.lim.ited basis, including I 
a recent study on the general. magnitude-of government.; employment : in.; ’ ., 
the OECD countries over the period,of the 197Os:.l/ Over. tfe. last’ ., 
20 years, a handful of academic studies have been-made on the subject. 2/ - . , _ . . 81 ,‘. ~1 _-, - I i’ I *.* -. .( :i 

I I. Given the dearth of. stud.ies. in the area, ‘one is. forced: to,..rely’almost 
entirely on:..data’ a,vailable from direct national! sources: ;General.ly,: 
these hre of :four kinds: (1). statistical yearbooks; .(,2)’ data:. from hudget 
documents; (3) data^provided~ by.personnel. mi’ni,str,ies,-:ofte’rl in ,‘such’ _ 
puhl.i.cat.ions’as: the, establishment” reg.ister;. and.,(I,).nc,casl.onal.,.studlek 1 
and reports relating to. the reform o.! civiP.serMce en~~loy~~t?nt’,~~nr wage 
po.lii: Its wit’nin.,a particular country.’ : JJowevPr,:’ in the. absence of’ any’ 

.,,‘ ,.I ., . .: ‘1 I I 8 .ca ,~--->’ 4 , 

?/: ‘See Berg (~1969)) Ruprecht!;(1972), KeeiinS“(1975), Zra’y‘i (1974)) .“I 
Rose (1980)) ?liesrkowski and Peterson ( 1981)) Haveman (1982). .i :,,:-i \ .’ 



standardized international effort to collect statistics on government 
employment, there.is no generally accepted set of definitions as to 
what data should be collected routinely, or how data should be defined. 
As a result, the variance in the breadth and depth of statistics across 
individual countries is extremely large. For some countries, information 
could not be collected on the size of government employment. For other 
countries where there is a wealth of information, there is often a 
problem in interpretion of the available statistics. 

To obtain as comprehensive a picture as possible on this subject, 
a letter was sent to almost all Fund members requesting whatever.documents 
or information were available on the magnitude of government employment 
and pf.aggregate wage and salary payments, and on the structure of wages 
and salaries in the government. Table 19, in Appendix I, indicates the 
countries to which the letters were sent and the number of countries 
that responded to the initial inquiry and/or to the subsequent request. 

All things being considered, it is extraordinary how impoverished 
the data base is. One would think that on a subject of this kind, 
governments would be able to provide at least some statistics on the 
size and distribution of government employees and salaries. Yet it 
was quite apparent, even from the countries that responded to the 
request and made an effort to provide this information, that only a 
handful of countries were able to provide easily statistics on these 
employment and wage variables. Considering the importance of government 
employment and wages and salaries in the economies of almost all member 
governments, it is quite apparent that this issue of paucity of data 
should be dealt with systematically and remedied in the future. 
Considerably greater resources need to be invested, perhaps by the 
'ILO, International Monetary' Fund, or World Bank, to improve the 
statistical data base on government employment and wages. 

2. The measurement of government employment 

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

In princlqle, the problem of defining the unit of government 
is the same for the employment issue as it is for the definition of 
pubLic sector expenditure or revenue. The same institutions or units of 
government that are used to define the central government, the state 
and local governments, or the nonfinancial public enterprise sector 
for financial analyses should also be used for defining these levels 
of government in terms of employment. The same problems of ensuring 
comparability Cn these definittons across countries arise in either 
case. In this study, the classification, used for preparing the Fund's 
Covernment Finance Statistics (GFS) Yearbook has been used wherever 
possible. 
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. . The GFS approach.tequires careful disaggregation. of, data by :a 
institutions, and sometimes.by programs. withln .institutions,: to . . 
ensure a consistent definition of governmehtal units and functional : 
program categories; The frequent lack of’employment data at&a, I ’ 
sufficiently disaggregated level may Eorce a study such as this one .-’ : 
to use a differentcdefinition of employment for a’ particular.leve~.of., 
government. This is particularly a problem in mhny of,the:Catin .: .*. 
Ameri.can countries where the central government includes.large numbers 
of decentralized agencies. 

, ‘I ; ” ,.. . ..’ 
Cross-country comparisons are also complicated by the different’ : 

wayslgovernments implement comparable policies. For ,examp,le,. some:,.’ J ; 
countries directly operate and manage the health and medical:system ’ ., 
through the .government.,,,Inother countries, government is heavily, ,, , 
involved, in the financing of the medical system (e.g.,,the Netherlands) 
but allows the operation and ownership to be.within.the.private sector. 
Yet when the system is a private one, financed indirectly through 
government subsidies and government. transfer payrnents;.the; employees 
are outside the government sector. These institutional, 2lternatives.: ‘: 
would imply considerable differences in the size of measured government 
employment in comparing countries where, in a meaningful.’ sense,.,the ,:‘?-. 
employment in both countries may be equally reliant on government . 
financing. ,’ ‘. i. ‘. ., . .,,. .I I 

-, .-. . ‘. ,- 

In many respects; o.the appropriate’ness of. the’. definition depepde” on 
the question posed.. For comparing size of government employment,,a 
GFS-type’definition.,may not always be satisfactory, as seen in the above 
example. For other policy. questions,, such, as the impact! of government,, 
wage rates on the economy, the GFSTtype def ini t -ion may be, qui.t e, app.ro.-; 
priate. For. example, in a country with a private medical’care system;. 
wage rates in the private sector indeed may ,b,e independe.n,t,ly determi.ne.d 
from the wage rates that would prevail in a government-run medical. i.nsti- 
tution. While this analysis used the GFS def*initfo.ns- of units of govern- 
ment, the problems that this can pose in some intercountry comparisons 
should be acknowledged. Where there was a serious,problem or.,dssue at 
this level, it has been noted in Appendix II, which describes. the I.,sources _ 
of data for the study. ,. ( .’ _” -,: ,..I.. 

. ‘, -, ‘~., 
Differences in the itructure of government’ also create drk:bie!& .Ln 

cross-country comparisons of the isizb of government; employment i.n 
total..and in, certain sectors. For example, in most federal countries,; 
important ..educat.ian; health; police, fire fighting’, ,and adminCs.t ratSire* 
responsibilities are delegated to the- state and, local. governmental.~ :. 
levels., It. is therefore meaningless, simply to compare:the size of t.he. 

central. government: ac’ross countries without. taking .in.to account that: 
the central government in one country.may perform many of the functions 
that, in’another country are performed at the state and -local.governmental. 

r i , _‘, ’ 
. . ‘,_,..>. \ . I’). ,/. ..:i +: r ! 

_- .. 



level-- this is particularly a problem when one is comparing the number 
of government employees in a particular functional sector. In compari- 
sons of this kind, the number of state and local government employees 
in the health,’ education, and police sectors at the state and local 
governmental level have been added, where possible, to those at the 
central governmental level to produce more accurate measures of the 
extent of government involvement in these sectors. 

The same problem of functional allocation also arises f.or many of 
the functions carried out under the auspices of nonfinancial public 
enterprises. The post office and railroad are examples of activities 
that in some cases are operated by the central government and’ in other 
cases by nonfinancial public enterprises. Reliance on the CFS de Eini- 
tion of what constitutes central government and what constitutes the 
nonfinancial public enterprise sector in a country often leads to 
clear differences in definition across countries. 

Turning to the second issue, that of defining a government employee, 
many questions arise. Should one measure the number of employees in 
terms of man years worked (as in the Netherlands), in terms of the 
total number of employees whether full-time or part-time, or in terms 
of full-time equivalent employees (as in the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the United States)? How is a full-time equivalent defined in a 
country ? Can one be certain that the same methodological procedures are 
used to convert part-time employees to full-time equivalent employees? 
Not7 should the use of consultants as a “backdoor” form of employment 
be treated, such as in the defense sector of the United States? Another 
issue arises in that some countries have a corps of regular or permanent 
employees involved in public sector capital projects, while in other 
countries, ministries employ so-called daily paid workers for the 
implementation of capital projects. In principle, such workers hired 
on a daily basis as a function of the level of capital expenditure in 
a given period, are not permanent government employees, and do not 
appear anywhere in the .statistics on government employment. Yet in 
some countries, reluctance to lay off such workers renders them almost. 
the equivalent of permanent employees. Should these latter employees 
be included or not included in a measure of government? In general, 
they have not been included in this analysis. The same problem arises 
with respect to contractual employees where, in man’y cases, payments 
for contracted services do not appear in wage and salary budgets, and 
the employment implied by such contracting is not defined as a form of 
government employment, per se. An examination of the scale and import- 
ance of such employment (e.g., in printing and publishing, health 
services, communications, transport, constructions, road repairs) 
could, and should, form an interesting avenue for research. 
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:Another’problem that arises in defining the size of the government )_ 
labor*force, is .the ..treatment of defense’ employees. Mil’itary employees rt 
are not*,included in establishment.regi.sters, and for se.curity readons ..‘::: 
the size ,of the -mi.L.itary. is generaply not public information. Yet /iti (7: 
is clear that. the mil,i,tary .may constitute, a very. significant portion. ‘. .: 
of the :t-otal work, force .i.n ,a..government; ,Every eff’or’t has been made .’ 
therefore to include the number of military emp1oyees:ri.n ..the enployment . . 
statistics in this paper. Where there are no national statistics on 
the size of -the military force, reliance was placed ‘on cthe most recent 
publication, on mflitary .expenditures of the U..S. .Arms. Control and ‘?. ’ ::‘ 
Disarmament: Agency. 11 *’ A< further problem;:relating :to defe.nse :-employment: 
is *whether. to distin&ish between permanent military .enployees and, : #‘-I 
draftees.. ‘While both .are clearly government employees,, draftees are ?. .: 
paid considerably lower salaries, and inclusion of. ‘such;.emplo.yees may: : 
lead to an understatement, of, the average wage -in -the central government 

,sector. In this study, ,draftees and permanent military,employee’s j -. .I’* 
have been included in the defense sector without any distinction. 

t::. ,;: - I .’ ._ . , I. ‘.‘\ (7. - . ‘--**?’ 
In principle, in deciding. what cons-titutes::a’ “government- employee;“: 

it would be:preferable t’o use statistics on .the .actual number of Yn z:ryc-; 
employees, on a full-time equivalent :basis,. employed,‘as of a,given I: 'i;:.; 

date by; a governmental unit,. In the absence ‘of any such ,data.;- ‘stdtlS’tics 
on the formal establishment in dp’ecific mitiistries have been -used.,.:.! f . :; 
High vacancy .rates would obviously3 lead to an ‘overstatement :oE‘ the 1:. , 
magnitude. Of, employment ill a given ~futlCtiOnZ1. secfor. _, ‘1. 0:; ! 

: I I .‘.A 1 :,’ . . . . 3 ._ .I,! ‘-, 
A th‘i.rd,.issue .is the dif’ficulty. of classifying government ‘employees. 

by function. This problem is, in principle, no different fromthat 
which arises in classifying expenditure ona functional basis-. .It ,,is -,. 
well recognized.that the traditional institutional division :of reBpon:. 
sibilities may .not.correspond ,t.o a rigorous. functional: diVi,siOn, and: 
that given ministries: imay, provide .services that, overlap; func.tional I‘ 
expenditure categories..:.,. Its is of t.en (d.if.f i.cul t in expenditure analysis Y 
to separate the. dif,f.erent’.functional rcomponents of ,.a’ ministry’s,opera-, 
tions, ‘andI,it proves even ..more d.ifficult to separate the employment of, 
a ministry by its different functional components.-, Since the ‘division: ) 
of functional responsibilities varies widely across.countries, it is: :I, 
often .difficult to develop a clear comparable de.ljineation of,.employment. : 
by function, and,.the StatistJcs on employqes by function presented here n 
must, be regarded with considera,bly more- caution .than,*the number,s -‘on! :, .a 
the totaL size. of. pub.lic sector employment. ‘:.J.. ! , ,. y I -. . y-r; ‘-a 1 

3.’ 
‘- ,. , . . . : , ” .a ’ I p . 7‘ , 1 -J’ ‘.’ ’ ” 

The- measurement- of wages and salaries_ _ ,, ,. , ;‘I:.. : s ,: .:* :? f I 
it; .I. i - ,.,._ ^ . . _’ _’ ., ~ : ,,.).. , .: y. : . < ;;,; = ’ .: *, .’ 

The first problem confronting; anyone trying to, measure .the amount,?of 
wages and salaries at any governmental level ,is the definition of what 
should be included in “wages and salaries.” It is common, particularly 
in developing countries, for many civil servants to receive food, car, 

--- 
-?i/U.S.A&s Control and Disarmament Agency (1982).------ - 
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and housing allowances as part of their conditions of employment. Yet 
it is exceptionally difficult to place a value on these nonwage bene- 
fits--certainly, it is rare to see a financial valuation of such remu- 
neration in any government budget document. Nonsalary benefits are 
particularly a problem in countries with large military employment, 
since traditionally considerable nonwage services are provided to 
soldiers. Also a problem in this respect is the treatment of bonus 
payments, the accrued liabilities of the government for future pension 
payments, and other types of allowance. Where statistics on bonuses, 
allowances, or fringe payments were readily available, an attempt was 
made to include such statistics explicitly. Pension payments, and 
certainly accrued liabilities for pensions for present government 
employees, are not included. 

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

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

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

4. Measurement of the salary of specific jobs 

The obvious problem that arose 'in comparing the salaries of employees 
in similar employment classifications within and across countries was to 
ensure that the same job definition was being used. It is, of course, 
difficult to know whether a clerical officer in one .country is in fact 
defined in the same way as a clerical officer in another country. 
However, after reviewing many government job definitions, the duties 
and responsibilities of a government Clerical officer seemed suffici- 
ently comparable to use the starting salar'y of this grade as a numeraire. 
It should be kept in mind that the,level of responsibility and required 
skills may be different from those required in another country for a 
position with the same nominal title. It was also necessary to define. 
the desired starting salary for any position. If the starting salary 
were unavailable, the average salary for the position was calculated. 



5.: 'Timing _ ̂  .l,, . 4 
>' .: _. .'. ,.. . :. ~ ..: 
Only*one year was taken for ea'ch country. While thg:pumbers. ' 

employed may not change significantly .from, one 'year to.anoJher.,- the; 
pay relative to private ‘sector.employees (especiallyewhen; all, prices-' 
are changing rapidly) may dhange,quitersharply; lJ . . : ": , , : 

s .." ._ -, ._. .." :. "\). . 
'a*.-*. .- .> : ,_ '. 
III,:, Issues.in the:Analysis of Public-Sector Employment and-wages:" 

._.__ 
f 

., . . : Leverage Implications of Public Employment. * --/L-----L : I 
A principal 'motive, for analysing the size.:of governme,nt:,is ,$he ,:;.. 

belief that government employment and wage poli,cies have;critical 
implications for wage determination throughout the economy. The larger 
the government share of employment,. the more likely.it-.is to.,dominate 

.wage rates.and awards not only for: public sector ~employees but for the.‘ 
private sector as well, and thus to have 'a.sigificant: degree of :'leverage." 
What is the fulcrum point at which government decisions.on employment 
and wages affect employment and pay throughout the-economy? : !,,, . . . 

This sort of question is important because‘& both industrial and :,I 
developing countries employees in the public sector can view their 
employer as having no limit as to the,financial.resources availab,le- f---l 
for-wages; they start to view themselves as having ,access,-to ,the.money, \ 1 
supply. 2/ Their success in claiming wages higher than. their p,roduc:,. 
tivity,w%ld merit exacerbates the contrast with the private sector .' ' 
(who, event.ually, must finance the higher public sector .;pay). ,Rapid; .# 
and unexpected increases in p,ublic sector wages have undermined!macr.o-, 
economic stabilization policies, Fund programs, 21 and such problems 
can extenddeven to queries about municipal fiscal. integrity.!,.4/'-. _ 

, - . . . . i (; '.., .I __,I . :, . 
-:.. -: , . m.'. , _',Vs .'i '- 

1/ Trinder (1981). 
a "Workers could make real gains.at'the.expense of the excess, ,. 

profits of a group of employers.who were in open or tacit combination 
-to-hold wages down. This is no -longer the typi,cal.situation.~. Jt,is 

manifestly not so in the case of a.nationalized industry,or ;of public 
employment. _I If the miners obtain a higher wage, ,then eith-er; the ;-. 
government!s budget revenue suffers through,the reduced.profits :d.r : 
increasqd losses of the National Coal Board--in which case.i,t, is the : :) 
general taxpayer or those whose welfare depends upon:government ::' :., 
expend.itures who suffer,;;.. .- Meade.,(198.2),, p-.32!: : ;.- . . ,: 7. 
L 3!-, Johnson and Reichman (1978). : 

.I/. "Tne more .a municipality pays,its workers .relative to o.the.r':Lo& 
..R 

governments, the greater. the chance that city wi:ll~ experience, Eis.cal ' 
stress." :Hunter.(1982), p. 146. \ .c. 1 * ;:a ::1; ,.' - . . ;' 

. , -, , ' ..,: - -* ._ '. \ _. . . . ; ' I ,' ., : -'.. ) ' 4'.. -. .: .',.. . . . . .:.I I , 

C-J -_ ' 
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. * 

1. Measures of the size of government employment .,Y 

Most studies on the size of government tend to focus on the level 
of government expenditure or revenue and its relationship to GDP. 
Another equally germane measure would be the magnitude of government 
employment. The absolute employment number provides a measure of the 
quantum of input involved in the provision of public services. The 
relationships of these employment numbers to both population and 
measures'of the labor force employed in the nonagricultural sector are 
likely to be indicative of the impact of public sector wage policies 
on wage rates in the economy, the distribution of income, and the 
structure of output in the economy. As governments have little direct 
influence on agricultural wage rates (unless minimum wage rates apply 
to the agricultural sector), it is the size of government employment 
relative to total nonagricultural employment that has been taken as 
the measure of potential leverage. 

Public sector employment may occur at the central government 'level, 
state and local authority level, and in the nonfinancial public enter- 
prise sector. General government is defined to include both central 
government and state and local government employment; public sector 
employment combines central, state, and local governments, and the non- 
financial public enterprise (NPE) sector. In Appendix I, Tables 20-22 
provide the complete set of data on the absolute size of government 
employment as well as their relationship to employment in the nonagri- 
cultural sector, as reflected in IL0 statistics, l/ and to the total 
population. Table 1 summarizes the means of the different variables, 
classified by region. 

In contrasting the relative importance of government employment in 
the industrialized OECD countries and the developing world, certain 
patterns emerge clearly. First, central government is far more signi- 
ficant in nonagricultural sector employment in the developing countries, 
averaging 23 per cent of such employment in contrast to only 9 per cent 
in the OECD countries. This fact reflects primarily the small 
share of nonagricultural sector employment in the total labor force in 
developing countries. In some African countries, the role of the 
central government in nonagrigricultural employment is massive, reaching 
up to 42-46 per cent in Benin, Tanzania, and Zambia, and averaging 
31 per cent for the African countries in the sample. By contrast, in 
the OECD countries, nonagricultural sector employment is a much larger 

A/ The IL0 data refer to the number of wage earners and salaried 
employees in all divisions of economic activity other than agriculture, 
hunting, forestry, and fishing. In certain cases, the statistics may 
cover other status groups , such as employers and own-account workers. 
However, it should be emphasized that national definitions of employment 
often differ from the standard international definition. For a 
discussion and presentation of the data, see IL0 (1980). 
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Table 1. Share of Government Employment In Total 
Nonagricultural Sector Employment and Population, 

by Level of Government and Region: Heans and Standard Deviations 1/ 

Non-Oil Developing Countries 
Total 

OECD sample of Latin 
Countries countries Africa Asia America 

1. Central government {Zi 

(:I 

2. State and local government 

3. General government G) 

::; 

I:; 
(n) 

4. Nonfinancial public enterprises (z) 

5. Public sector employment (T> 
(6) 
b) 

6. Central government 6) 

7.. State and local government (y) 

I:; 

8. General government G> 

I:; 

9. Nonfinancial public enterprises (F> 

10. Public sector employment (T> 

(As a share of nonagricultural employment; 
in per cent) 

(Z) 23.4 30.8 13.9 20.7 
(16.2) (15.0) (3.9) (21.1) 

16 31 13 5 9 

11.6 
(6.0) (Z) (Z, 

16 35 16 5 10 

19.2 26.0 33.0 22.2 20.7 
(5.9) (13.7) (15.1) (16.3) (4.6) 

21 31 13 6 7 

(2:) 13.9 18.7 15.7 
(11.9) (14.2) (10.8) (Z, 

14 18 8 4 5 

24.2 43.9 54.4 36.0 27.4 
(7.8) (22.1) (21.2) (23.1) (13.2) 

14 23 12 .5 5 

(As a share of total population; 
per 100 inhabitants) 

(2, (Z) (::i, (3, 
16 35 16 5 

(Z, (E, (E, (E) 
16 31 15 5 

(2:) (E, (::I) (2:) 
21 36 17 6 

(6, 1.1 
(1.2) (00:;) (E, 

14 20 10 4 

(X, (2:) (Z) $2) 
14 20 11 4 

Sources : See Appendix I, Tables 21 and 22. 

11 x-mean; s - standard deviation; n - number of observations in the sample. 
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percentage of the total labor force, such that the impact of central 
government employment on employment in the nonagricultural sector is 
much less; nevertheless, it is remarkable that in New Zealand 24 per cent 
of its nonagricultural sector is employed in the central government , 
and in Belgium, 18 per cent. The lower figures--3 per cent for the 
Federal Republic of Germany and Canada, and 4.5 per cent for the United 
States-- are represented by the federal countries, while the more typical 
figures for a centrally governed economy in the OECD might be about 
10 per cent (the United Kingdom) or 8 per cent (the Netherlands). L/ 

There is considerably larger variance in the ratio of central 
government employment to nonagricultural sector employment in the non- 
oil developing countries than in the OECD countries. In the developing 
countries one standard deviation from the mean of this ratio implies a 
range from 7 per cent to 50 per cent. In the OECD countries, the range 
would only be 3 per cent to 14 per cent. 

The clear message from these statistics is the significant impact 
that government policy on wages and salaries is likely to have on the 
overall remuneration of employees in the nonagricultural sector in 
developing countries. Without even taking into account state, local, 
and nonfinancial public enterprise employment, central government 
decisions on wages and salaries in developing countries are likely to 
affect from 15 to 40 per cent of, the urban labor market, and therefore 
to have a pervasive effect on domestic unit wage costs. Clearly, in 
terms of formal InFomes policies or in general wage bargaining, this 
is likely to be an important influence. 

An alternative perspective 'on central government employment is 
suggested by an examination of the number of employees per capita. This 
is a rough measure of the magnitude of public services provided at this 
level of government, although it, of course, says nothing about the 
quality of the services or the efficiency with which they are provided. 
Using this measure, the number of central government employees per capita 
is considerably higher in industrialized countries than in developing 
countries; this is so despite the relatively greater importance of 
state and local government employment in the OECD countries. For exam- 
ple, as a share of the population, central government employment in OECD 
countries averages 3.1 per cent as opposed to 2.4 per cent in develop- 
ing countries, with the range of developing countries spanning only 
1.8 per cent for Afr.ica to 2.6 per cent for Asia and Latin America. Some 

Ll In passing, it is perhaps worth noting, the absolute numbers 
employed by the central government in the United Kingdom (2,327,OOO) 
compared with those employed by the central government in the United 

.States (4,252,OOO); to be provocative, one central government civil 
servant in the United Kingdom serves 24 persons but in the United States, 
53, or there is one Civil' servant for every $225,000 produced in the 
United Kingdom compared with every $600,000 produced in the United 
States. 
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of the countries with a striking number of central government employees 
per capita are New Zealand (6.9, per one hundred inhabitants), Belgium 
(4.9), Iceland (5.5), Mauritius*(5.4), and Swaziland (3.4). 

Of course,, the legitimate point.can be made that it is unreasonable 
to look only at central government.employment,, particularly when.federal 
constitutions are considered. The influence of local authorities on '. 
wage rate determination in their locality can be pervasive; rates.. 
set 'for unskilled labor (for example, garbage collection,*road mainten- 
ance), or for skilled local services (for example, teachers, librarians, 
and administrators) can set a standard for local private sector employers 
to match. The countries with the largest-share of state and local 
government employees in nonagricultural sector employment were the 
federal countries,- principally within the OECD group, the United 
States (14.3 per cent), Australia (lg..5 per cent), and among developing 
countries, India (34.2 per cent). However, there are some interesting 
anomalies particularly within the OECD, where Denmark (19.6 per cent), 
Sweden (25.1 per cent), and the United Kingdom (12.,6 per cent) have 
remprkably.large local governments for countries that ,are. often thought 
to be .dependent 'on a unified central government. -_, . 

- . 
As.a group, 

: 
state and local government employment averages almost 

12 per cent of nonagricultural sec,tor employment in the OECD countries. 
incontrast to 4 per cent in the non-oil developing countries.-:, The 
difference is-even more dramatic if one calculates state and..local 
government employees as a share of the total population: 4.6 :per 100. 
inhabitants in the OECD countries, in contrast to 0.4 .in the deve.loping. 
countries. Typically, the latter are much more centralized governments, 
with the share of local government in nonagricultural sector employment 
ranging from 2 percent in Africa to 8 per cent in Asia.; The.mean 
employment share of the central government in. total. general government 
employment.in those countries i.s .approximately,85 per cent (Table: 2 and 
Appendix I, Table 23), This contrasts with a ratio of.only 43.1 per. cent 
in the OECD countries. It seems probable that "leverage" will be more., 
powerful for local authorities in OECD countries; than in..developing 
countries. '. : '. > : '. ._ 

Aggregating emp&yees'at .the central; 
: . . 

state, ,and local governmental 
levels, .the number of general governmentemployees per capita proves 
to be significantly.more important in the developed countries; the PECD 
count,ries average more than 7,per 100 inhabitants,in contrast to 3 in -the 
developing countries. Among OECD countries, it is precisely those coun- 
tries with the centralized government combined with a remarkably large 
local government component that have the highest number of general ' 
government employees per capita, for example, Sweden (14.~7), Denmark 
(11.4), and the.United Kingdom (9.6). There also appear to be some 
regiona. variations in the significance of general go.vernment employment, 
.although the comparisons are more limited given the paucity of.data 
on local.authority employment in many countries.,. The share of .gene.ral. 
government.employees.in nonagricultural sector. employment is signifi- 
cantly larger in Africa and Asia than in Latin America. The reverse .- 
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Table 2. Share of Different Units of Government in Total Employment 
of General Government and the Public Sector, by Level of 
Government and Region: Means and Standard Deviatiqns _1! 

Non-Oil Developing Countries 
Total 

OECD sample of Latin 
countries countries Africa Asia America 

(As a share of general government employment; 
in per cent) 

Central government (X) 42.4 85.4 90.2 79.3 81.4 
(s) (22.2) (18.6) (10.6) (24.5) (21.2) 

State and local government (x> 57.6 
(sl(23.7) 

14.6 18.6 
(19.2) (3) (Z) (22.1) 

Number of cases 16 31 15 5 7 

(As a share of public sector employment; 
in per cent) 

Central government (x) 
(s) 

34.9 58.7 65.5 43.3 65.0 
(19.1) (20.7) (15.9) (20.2) (22.8) 

State and local government (x> 48.6 12.4 15.6 
(s)(22.3) (16.2) (5) (ii::, (20.0) 

General government (x> 
(s) 

83.5 71.1 71.0 61.0 80.6 
(8.3) (15.1) (12.3) (22.4) (12.4) 

Nonfinancial 
public enterprises <x) 16.5 28.9 29.0 39.0 19.4 

(6) (8.3) (15.5) (12.9) (22.4) (12.4) 

Number of cases 14 19 10 4 4 

Source: See Appendix I, Table 23. 

l/ X = mean; s = standard deviation. - 
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relationship holds with-respect to the number .of employees on a 'p2.f ;. 

capita basis, averaging 3.1 employees per oue hundred' inhabitants in 
Asia and 4.6 in Latin America; in contrast .to only'l.9.in the African 
countries in the sample. 

The broadest definition'of-public sector‘employment used here 
embodies'central,government, state, local, and nonfinancial public 
enterprise employment. The employees of nonfinancial public enterprises 
loom much larger in developing countries;'averaging 14 per cent of 
nonagricultural sector employment in contrast to only 4 per cent in the 
OECD countries. The share of nonfinancial public enterprise employees _ 
appears to be significantly higher in Africa-thanin Latin America or' 
with respect to the.mean for the developing'world as a whole, equa'ling 
19 per cent in the-African region, although this is clearly based on a 
limited sample of countries. 

I, ( , . : ,. 
'The'role of the nonfinancial public'enterprise sector in the 

.+ 
. . 
public sector is also considerably larger in developing countries; as a 
shire of total public sector employment,.it-averages 29,per cent.in the 

:.developing.countries. In the OECD countries, this ratio equals only 
16 per cent, with the remaining government employees divided between 
the central (35 per cent) and state and local,(49 per cent) governmerit- 
levels. If one argues that the more centralized the employment the 
easier it'is to impose a common wage policy, one would assume that non- 
oil developing countries have greater leverage on general government 
wage policy and somewhat less influence over wage rates in the nonfinancial 
ijublic enterprise,se&tor. ,Nevertheless, there is evidence..that in.some' 
of.-those.countries.(for example, Zambia and ZaTre);and in some indus- 
trialized countries (for example, the United Kingdom and France) wage 
awards to workers in public indust,ries are-viewed as crucial for wage 

.determination countrywide; L/ d ..Lr ; 

P 

'T' The more strEking figures here are that public sector employees 
:average 44 per cent of nonagricultural sector employment in developing 
countries and 24 per cent for OECD countries. Among developing countries, 
the share of public sector employees in nonagricultural employment in 
Africa reaches 54'.4 per cent; in contrast to 27.4 per.,cent. in Latin'.:..; 

-America and'36.0 per cent in Asia. In some developing countries, the 
ratio reaches as high as 87 per cent--in Benin--followed closely by 
Ghana (74 per cent), Zambia (81 per cent), and India (72 per cent). Within 
the OECD, it is remarkable that in New Zealand 36.5 per cent oE non- 
agricultural-sector employment is in the public sector, as it--is that 
this ratio reaches 26.8 per cent in Ireland, 33.8 per cent.in Sweden, 
32.8 per cent in Belgium, and 30.8 per cent in the United Kingdom. 
The gap between the "least governed" economy (the.public sector.in the 
United States employs 19.7 per cent of nonagricultural sector employed) 
and the "most governed" economies (New Zealand and Sweden) is large. 

,- 
l/ For another discussion of t.hese issues, see ICPE (1982). - f-7 
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On a.per capita basis, the ratio of public sector employees in ; 
the OECD countries is almost double that.observed in this sample of 
developing countries. The ratio is higher in Latin America--public 
sector employees averaging 4.8 per one hundred inhabitants in contrast 
to 2.9 in Africa, although again this is based on a limited sample of 
countries. 

. . 

The literature suggests that, whereas the influence of public 
sector wage awards is important in many European countries (for example, 

'the United Kingdom, Sweden;France, and Ireland), it is not in the 
United States. The crucial "breakpoint" might be said to be public 
sector employment between 20-25 per cent of the nonagridultural sector 
employed. Over.that figure, public wage awards seem to affect 
national wage rate determination; under it, the leverage appears to be 
less important. il 

2. .. Measures of. the size of government: wages and salaries 

The impact of government employment on an'economy can also.be 
'examined in terms of the weight of government wages in total output and 
value added. There are several ways of viewing this relationship. 
Table 3 shows the mean share of wages for central government;state -.. 
and local government, and nonfinancial public enterprises, respectively, 
in general government and public sector wages. (See also Appendix I, 
Table 24.) As one would expect, federal governments typically exhibit 
a structure where more than 70 per cent of total government wages are 
paid to state and local governments (the United States, Canada, and 
the Federal Republic of Germany). The only country in the sample 
outside the OECD with a similar government structure (Brazil) shows a 
40-60 split between central and state and local government wages. 

These figures are not unexpected, but what is interesting is how 
high the local government wage bill is, compared with that of the central 
government, in many countries where government is generally thought. of 
as centrally dominated. For instance, it is striking that in Japan 
69 per cent of the wage bill is paid to local government officials, and 
almost 70 per cent in Denmark. In the Netherlands, 58 per cent is 
paid to local government and in the United Kingdom, 51 per cent; in 
other countries (for example, Argentina and Costa Rica) the percentages 
paid to local government are still large (50 per cent and 43 per cent, 
respectively). This situation emphasizes how important wage settlements 
are at the local level in such countries and how important it is, in 
speaking of national wage policy, to appreciate whether or not central 

11 Influences in addition to the absolute share of public sector .- 
employment may generalize government awards through the economy--viz., 
the centralization of wage award determination (the Netherlands) or 
the automatic indexing of wages (Italy). r 
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Table 3: Share of Different Units of Government in Total Payroll 
of General Government and the Public Sector: 

Meansand Standard Deviations 11 - . 

Non-Oil Developing Countries 
Total 

OECD sample of Latin 
Countries countries Africa Asia 'America 

(As a share of general gover-nment wages;. 
in per cent) 

Central government (X) 45.5 91.2 96.7 80.9 
(s) (22.4) (17.7) (5.9) (:::) (24.9) 

State and local 
government 54.5 

- (22.4) (1;:;) (::;) .j:::, 
19.1 

(24.9) 
. I.. 

Number of cases 11 23 9 2 9 

(As a share of public sector wages; 
in per cent) 

Central government (X) 
(s) 

State and local 
government x 

:S; 

43.6 64.0 75.9 54.4 
(23.9) (25.5) (17.7) -<:::, (28.4) 

38.9 14.2 
(32:;) (:::) 

23.7 
(22.8) (16.2) (16.3) 

Nonfinancial 
public enterprises (X) 

(s) 
17.5 21.8 21.7 21.9 

(10.9) (15.5) (16.4) (;::) (16.7) 
. 

Number of cases '5' 9 4 1 5 

Source: See Appendix I, Table 24. 

11 .X = mean; s = standard deviation. 
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government has de facto control over local government pay and hiring. 11 
For example, one of the major confrontations in the last four years 
in the United Kingdom has been between the Central Government attempting 
to enforce its pay policy down to the local level and local authorities 
resisting such pressures. 

In terms of the total public sector wage bill, the United Kingdom 
is remarkable for having an almost equal split of total wage and salary 
payments between the Central Government; local government, and the NPE 
sector. In other OECD countries', the nonfinancial public enterprises 
account for a smaller share of the total public sector wages bill. 
However, in some developing countries, the wage bill of the nonfinancial 
public enterprises sector can be as high as 50 per cent of the total 
public sector wage bill (e.g., in Brazil) and 45 per cent (e.g., in 
Zambia). Again, it is clear that in thes.e countries public sector 
decisions on payments to employees in public enterprises have influence 
not only on the public sector's wage bill but also on the wage deter- 
mination process in the country as a whole, at least in the nonagricul- 
tural sector. 

Table 4 shows central government wages as a per centage of total 
wages, national income at market prices, and GDP. There are interesting 
features in these figures; for instance, the highest proportion is 
that of Greece (19 per cent). Even countries with an extremely high 
proportion of public sector employees among the nonagricultural employed 

. do not necessarily have.a particularly large claim on total GDP, for 
example, India at 3.8 per cent and New Zealand at 13.3 per cent 
(Appendix I, Table 25). 

Central government wages as a share of GDP tend to hover between 
4 and 8 per cent of GDP, with a higher share in the developing countries 
(7.9 per cent) than in OECD countries (5.2 per.cent). One major contrast 
is in the share of state and local government wages, which averages 
6.4 per cent among the OECD countries and only 0.8 per cent in the 
developing countries. This leads, not surprisingly, to a significantly 
higher share of general government wages in GDP among the OECD countries, 
averaging approximately 11.5 per cent in contrast to only 8.8 per cent 
in the developing world. Fewer data exist on wages in the nonfinancial 
public enterprise sector, but those available suggest the average 
share of wages in the OECD and non-oil developing countries to be 
comparable at 2.7 per cent and 2.8 per cent, respectively. 

l/ It may not be appreciated that Adolph Wagner himself thought his 
"1;~ of increasing expansion of public activities" applied particularly 
to those countries where "administration is decentralized and local 
government well organized." See A. Wagner in Musgrave and Peacock 
(1958), p.8. 
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Table 4. Government Wages Relative to Total Wages. National 

Income, and GDP: Haans and Standard Deviations / 

. . 
Non-Oil’Developlng Countries 

Total 
OECD sample of Latin 

countries countries Africa Asia Amerf ca 

Central government (:I 
(9) 
(n) 

State and local 
government (x) 

(8) 
(4 

General government (T) 

Nonfinancial pu&c 
enterprises (x) 

(8) 
(n) 

Public sector (T) 

I:! 

Central government G) 

::; 

State and local 
government (xl 

(s) 
Cd 

General gOVernment (T) 
(9) 

Nonfinancial public 
enterprises (x) 

I:; 

Public sector CT) 

Central government (X) 
(8) 
(n) 

State and local- 
government (x) 

;:I 

General government (G) 

Nonfinanctai public 
enterprises (3 

I:; 

Public sector (3 
(8) 

(As share of total wages in the economyi 
in per cent) 

(X, 19.8 22.6 17.2 14.7 
(9.9) (9.5) (11.9) (7.2) 

20 35 14 4 13 

11.6 
(6.7) (2::) (E) (:I:, 

11 11 5 1 5 

20.7 20.0 24.a 17.0 
(7.3) (7.3) (4.3) c:::, (7.1) 

II 11 5 1 5 

(2:) (582) (682) c:::, (X, 
5 LO 4 2 4 

22.9 32.0 . . . . . . . . . 
(7.9) (6.3) C...) (...) (...) 

S 6 3 1 3 

(As share of national income at market 
prices; in per cent) 

10.1 7.5 

(4’o) 
(4.7) 

21 43 la 6 14 

8.2 
(4,.7) (E, c:::) 

11 14 6 1’6 

14.6 11.6 13.5 . . . 10.6 
(5.0) (3.3) (1.3) (*..I (3.8) 

11 14 6 1 6 

2:) c:::, 
6 12 5 2 S 

17.0 16.7 la.5 . . . 15.0 
(6.2) (4.5) (5.7) C...) (2.6) 

5 a 4 1 4 
., 

(As a share of GDP; in per cent) 

(Z, 
7 la 

(36::) (3, (2, c:::, (if) 
11 22 9 2 a 

11.5 a.8 
(3.7) (2.4) , (E, c:::, (E, 

11 22 9 2 a 

,:::, 
6 13 

13.4 12.4 
(4.8) (3.8) 

5 .9 

2:;) c:::, 
5 2 6 

14.2 
3.6 (:::, 

11.0 
(3.6) 

4 1 S 

Sources : See Appendix I. Tables 25 and -26. 

11 x - mean; 
the sample. 

s - standard deviation; n - number of observations in 
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government has de .facto control.over local government' pay-and hiring. A/ 
For example, -one of the major confrontations in the last four years 
in the United Kingdom has been between the Central Government attempting 
to enforce its .pay policy down to the local.level and local authorities 
resisting such. pressures. 

In terms of the, total public sector wage bill.,the United Kingdom 
is remarkable for having"an almost equal split‘of total wage and salary 
payments between the Central Government, local government, and the NPE 
sector. In other ,OECD countries, the nonfinancial public enterprises 
account for a smaller share of the total public sector wages bill. 
However, in some developing countries, the wage bill of the nonfinancial 
public enterprises sector can be as high as 50 per cent of the total 
public sector wage"bill-(e.g.', in Brazil) and 45 per cent (e.g., in 
Zambia). Again, it is clear that in these countries public sector 
decisions on payments to,employ.ees in public enterprises have influence 
not only on the public 's&tor'jsJwage b?ll but also on the wage deter- 
mination process in the country as a whole, at least in the nonagricul- 
tural sector;".: ,***, ., .,+ r 

I *. I I ' L 8 
Table 4 shows central government wages as a per centage of total 

wages, national income at market price-s, and GDP. There are interesting 
features in these figures,; for instance, the highest,proportion is 
that of Greecei(l9 per cent). Even countries with an extremely high 
proportion of public sector employees among the nonagricultural employed 
do not necessarily have a particularly large claim.on total GDP, for 
example, India at 3!8 per cent':and New.Zealand at p3.3 per cent 
(Appendix I, Table 25).: ,' 

(.' L 1 : 
Central government wages as a share of GDP tend'to hover between 

4 and 8 per cent of GDP; with a higher share in the developing countries 
(7.9 per cent) than in OECD countries (5.2 per cent). One major contrast 
is in the share of state and,local government wages, which averages 
6.4 per cent among the OECD countries and only 0.8 per cent in the 
developing countries. -This leads, not surprisingly, .to a significantly 
higher share'.of general government wages in GDP among the OECD countries, 
averaging approximately 11.5 per cent in contrast to only 8.8 per cent 
in the developing world. Fewer data exist on wages in the nonfinancial 
public enterprise sect,or, but those available suggest the average 
share of wages in the OECD and non-oil'developing countries to be 
comparable at 2.7 per cent and 2.8 per cent, respectively. 

' ; ; !I. ,.' :. : -I ,.,'I. _ 
:"* ,. -/:,I I, 

l/ It may not be appreciated that Adolph Wagner himself thought his 
"1;~ of increasing.expadsion of public activities" applied particularly 
to those countries where "admiiistration is decentralised and local 
government well organized." 
(19581, p-8. ,, 

See A. Wagner in filusgrave and Peacock ,‘. 
I .., 

, ‘; 

0 : ” 
, . r ., 
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Another measure of the potential weight of government wage policy 
is the ratio of government wages to total wages in the economy* Among 
developing countries, central government wages are 19.8 per cent of 
total wages, with the highest ratios in the African region and the lowest 
in Latin America (Table 4 and Appendix I, Table 26). Among the OECD 
members, central government wages are only 8.7 per cent of the total; 
but if one also takes account of state and local government units, 
total general government wages reach 20.7 per cent in the OECD, roughly 
comparable to the weight of ge'neral government wages among developing 
countries--20 per cent. 

It is of obvious interest to compare the share of government wages' 
in total wages in the economy to the share of government employment in 
total nonagricultural employment. The comparison is a valid one only 
for economies where the "compensation of empioyees" in the national 
income accounts is derived primarily from nonagricultural sector 
employment. 1/ In making this comparison, important differences emerge, 
between developed and developing countries. 

In the OECD, the weights of general government wages and employment ' 
in total wages and total nonagricultural sector employment are similar 
(20.7 per cent and 19.2 per cent, respectively); in the developing 
countries, the employment share dominates the wage share (26 per cent 
relative to 20 per cent) suggesting that the average wage in the 
government sector of the developing countries is less than that in 
the nonagricultural private sector (including nonfinancial public 
enterprises). This finding suggests that government sector employees 
in‘those countries are not' able to translate their strength in numbers 
into commensurate strength in their 'wage rates relative to that of their 
peers ln the nonagricultural component of the private sector. (See also 
Section V.) Perhaps this reflects the fact that the government sector 
is used in many developing countries as a vehicle to absorb some of 
the unemployment, and the low productivity of underutilized government 
employees may be reflected in their lower relative wage rates. It may , 
also reflect the view stated by the Malaysian Government, "Experience 
has shown that any increase in the pay of Government executives as a 
means to induce them to remain in the service will only be met by a 
corresponding or greater increase in the offers made by the Private 
Sector for the executives." 2/ - 

Finally, does the weight of public sector wages in national income 
affect the ultimate distribution of national income between labor and 
capital? In other words, is a high public sector wage share merely 

l/ The correspondence breaks down for economies in which the wage- 
earning labor force in a plantation sector in agriculture (which is 
not considered part of the nonagricultural labor force) is a significant 
element in the category of "compensation of employees" in national 

0 
income-- Sri Lanka being the most obvious example of such an exception. 

2/ Federation of Malaysia (1976). - 
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Table 5. Determinants of the Wage Share in National Income 

(t-statistics in parentheses) 

Independent Share of Share of State 
Variables 

\ 

' Central and Local / 
Government Government Per Capita 
Wages in Wages in Income 

Dependent National National (In thousands Con- R2 
Variables Income Income of U.S. dollars) stant (n> L/ 

Share of 
total 
wages in 
national 
income 0.65 

(1.62) 
0.03 

(7.14) 
0.40 0.51 

(9.01) (54) 

Share of 
total 
wages in 
national 
income 0.99 -0.1 0.02 0.45 0.52 

(1.68) (-0.17) (3.48) (6.43) (21) 

1/ n = number of observations in the sample. - 
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offset by a lower private sector wage share or does it bias the overall 
distribution of national income toward labor? A simple econometric 
test of this hypothesis has been constructed, as indicated in Table 5, 
suggesting that an increase in the share of central government wages 
in national income does lead to an almost concommitant increase 
in the total share of wages in national income. On a more limited 
sample, the share of state and local governmental wages in national 
income has no effect in the overall wage share. The higher the per 
capita income level, the higher the overall wage share. 11 - 

3. Linkages between wage expenditure and' total public expenditure 

In an earlier study on public expenditure, the authors argued 
that the functional structure of public expenditure was a key 
determinant of the magnitude of public sector expenditure on any 
economic category of public expenditure, of which wages and salaries 
are among the most central. / This is also a factor underlying 
the relatively higher importance of wages at the state and local 
government level. Whereas in many of the developed countries a 
significant share of central government expenditure relates to social 
cash transfer payments or is for services commissioned outside the 
public sector (via outside contracting), local government expenditure 
is devoted largely to the provision of services. The critical 
importance of the functional composition of expenditure emerges clearly 
in the sample of countries in this study. 

For example, if one relates the share in GDP of central government 
wages to the share in GDP of total central government expenditure, one 
observes (Table 6) a clear positive relationship up to a per capita 

.income of US$l,OOO and then a sharp negative relationship at higher 
per capita.income levels. The significance of this reversal is the 
increasingly important role played,by government subsidies and transfers 
as per capita income rises. If the central'government's wage share in 
GDP is related to the share in GDP of public expenditure exclusive of 
subsidies, there is a uniformly direct relationship, regardless of the 
per capita income level. Relating the wage share in GDP to the share in 
GDP of central government expenditure on different functional categories 
of expenditure also supports this hypothesis. Expenditure on education, 
public administration, and defense prove to be wage intensive; expendi-' 
ture on social security, health, and economic services prove to have 
li.ttle impact on the wage share. (See Table 6.) 

i/ A test was made of the hypothesis that the effect might be differ- 
ent depending on the per capita income level of the country concerned. 
Multiplicative per capita income dummies associated with a per capita 
income of more than US$l,OOO were tested and found to be of little 
significance. 

21 Tait and Heller'(1982), p. 20. 
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Table 6. Functional Expenditure Determinants of Central Government Wage Expenditure L/ 

(t-statistics in parentheses) 

Independent Total 

\ Variables Total Central 

\ 

Total Govern- 
Central ment 
Govern- Expen- ---__I Expenditure on 
ment diture Social -- Public 

Dependent Expen- (Exc.luding Economic Educa- security adminis- Con- 'R2 
Variables diture Subsidies) service tion Health welfare Defense tration stant,<n) 21 

Central 
Government 
Wages: 

For 
Countries 
with PC1 

< us$1,000 0.14 - 
(5.43) 

For 
countries 
with PCI 
> us$1,000 -0.47 

(-2.95) 

Central 
Government 
Wages 

Central 
Government 
Wages 

0.25 
(7.46) 

3.93 0.30 
(5.08) (71) 

3.93 0.30 
(5.08) (71) 

2.36 0.49 
(3.42) (65) 

-0.03 0.77 -0.17 -0.07 0.14 0.34 3.30 0.46 
(-0.15) (3.30) (-0.68) (-1.15) (1.67) 1.64 (3.35) (55) 

------- --- --- 

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

The literature on the determinants of government employment is 
thin. l/ Among empirical works, only Martin (1982) and Lindauer (1980) 
have attempted any econometric explanation of the determinants of 
government employment. What is interesting is that such analyses fit 
within the framework of efforts to test the validity of Wagner's law, 
which posited the growth of the government sector over time. Most tests 
of Wagner's law have focused on the growth of the share of government 
expenditure, in real or nominal terms, as a share of GDP. 21 Yet, 
clearly, growth in the size of government employment as a share of the 
total labor force or population over time might constitute an equally 
valid alternative test of this hypothesis. If public sector wages 
and salaries are strongly correlated with the size of the public sector 
(and from Section III.3 it appears that they are), then government 
employment and pay could be a good proxy measure of Wagner's law. This 
would be a strong result in the sense that the growth of the public 
sector in terms of expenditure has also occurred in many developed 
countries by means of subsidies and transfers or through the contracting 
out of employment and services rather than through direct employment. 

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

Lacking time series observations, the alternative test here of 
Wagner's law is essentially a test of whether the number of employees 
per capita rises with per capita income. This model also tests 
(a) whether there are economies or diseconomies of scale in government, 
in the sense of an increasing or decreasing share of government in 
total population as total population rises, and (b) whether the type 
of economic system--capitalist, mixed, or socialist--affects the 

A/ Keesing (1975), Economic Commission for Europe (1979), Lindauer 
(1980), Rose' (1980), and Martin (1982). 

2/ For examples of this literature, 
an2 Heller (1981). 

see Musgrave (1969), Beck (1979), 

3/ Wagner in Musgrave and Peacock (1967), p. 2. - 
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government employment share. l/ Government employment was examined 
both in its aggregate measures-2 general government 'and public sector 
employment --and in its disaggregated components: central government, 
state and local government, and nonfinancial public enterprises. 

In these estimations, four specifications. on per capita income 
were tested: (1) a direct linear relationship, (ii) a hyperbolic 
relationship (for example,' the inverse of per capita income), 
(iii) a logarithmic relationship, and (iv) a semilogarithmic relation- 
ship. The choice criterion was primarily the goodness of overall fit. 
A test was made'of the possibility that the nature of the relationships 
might differ according to whether the country was developed or under-. 
developed. For each equation, a test was made of whether the coefficient 
of each independent variable was higher or lower for countries that were 

.above or below a given per capita income level. The per capita income 
cutoff was chosen to optimize the statistical fit of the relationship. 2/ 
An index variable was used to proxy the type of economic system. The - 
economic system index variable ranged from a value of one for a capitalist 
economy to four for a completely socialist economy. 31 Since the index 
values are arbitrary, only the sign of the coefficient of this variable 
is important as a qualitative indicator. 41 - 

The results of the analysis are indicated in Table 7. The 
clearest result is that government employment tends to increase 
on a per capita basis as per capita income rises. While the 
specification may depend on the precise employment variables under 
consideration, the sign of the relationship is generally unaffected. 
Only at the central government level does the relationship between 
employment per capita and per capita income differ between developed 
and developing countries. For countries with per capita income that 
is less than $800, there is no significant relationship; above that 
level, there is a direct relationship between per capita income and 
central government employment per capita. The relationship between 

l/ The economic indices are described in Bilson (1982). 
T/ Each regression was estimated using multiplicative dummies 

associated with a cutoff per capita incomethat ranged from US$200 to 
US$4,000 (e.g., for any given regression y = ax + bxDi + c + e, 
where Di is 0 if per capita income < i and 1 if > i). Simulating 
across different i, the i is chosen-that minimizes the sum of the 
squared errors. Where the multiplicative dummy has been'omitted from 
the results in Table 7, it means that the multiplicative dummies 
were insignificant, regardless of the cutoff per capita income level. 

3/ A value of 1 = a capitalist system, 2 = a capitalist-socialist 
system, 3 = a capitalist-statist system, and 4 = a socialist system, 
Bilson (1982). 

41 It is also realized that "tax handles'! increase the ability of 
the state to expand taxes and hence expenditure, so that government 
employment could be thought to be a function of the taxable capacity. 
See Musgrave (1969). 
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Table 7. Determinants of Government Employment 

(t-statistics in parentheses) 

Independent‘ 
Variables 

\ 

1nve rse 
Logarithm of of Logartthm Econo- 

Dependent Per Capita Per capita Per Capita of Popula- mlc Con-, R2 
Variables Income Income Ll Income Population tion 2/ system stant (n) y 

(Dependent variables 88 percentage of employment in nonegrlcultural sector) 

1. Central 
.government 
employmenF II 

2. State and 
local govern- 
ment employ- 
ment 

For countries 
with PC1 
< uss1,200 

F;r countries 
with PC1 
> us$11200 

3. Zlonf inancia1 
public etwerprlse 
employment 

For countries 
with PC1 
< US$600 

For countries 
srith PC1 
> USS600 

4. General 
government 
employment 

For countries 
with PC1 
< uss1,400 

For countries 
with PC1 
> uss1,400 

5. Public sectw 
employment 

For countries 
vith PC1 < :‘SShOO 

For countries 
with PC1 > USS600 

0.39. 
(1.31) 

0.11 
C-1.01) 

5.78. 
(5.53) 

10.90 
(2.23) 

3.95 
(3.12) 

-13.9 
(-1.9) 

2.24 
(1.46) 
14.7 
(1.93) 

0.05 1.26 -2.6 0.60 
(6.29) (1.70) (1.1) (44) 

0.01 
(1.67) 

1.26 -2.6 0.60 
(1.70 (1.1) (44) 

-0.03 
(-2.3) 

0.01 
(1.26) 

0.01 
(0.53) 

0.01 
(0.53) 

0.04 
(1.24) 
-0.02 

(-0.76) 

0.01 
(0.19) (1:::) yi:: 

3.17 -3.84 0.72 
(2.74) (-1.47) (32) 

3.17 -3.84 0.72 
(2.74) (-1.47) (32) 

3.55 14.7 0.49 
(2.61) (5.2) (51) 

3.55 14.7 0.49 
(2.61) (5.2) (51) 

c 

10.6 5.63 0.40 
(3.35) (0.75) (37) 
10.6 5.63 0.40 
(3.35) (0.75) (37) 

(Drpendent variables in terms of number of employees per 100 inhebitants) 

6. Central 
government 
employment 

For countries 0.10 
with PC1 ( USSaOO (0.26) 

For countries 0 :a2 
with PC1 > UssaOo (1.73) 

7. State and 
local govern- 
ment employment 

a. General 
government 0.41 
employment “/ (9.44) 

9. Public 
sector 0.35 
employment i/ (6.84) 

- 

-0.39 -0.18 5.44 0.57 
(-3.19) (-1.22) (5.63) (50) 

-0.60 -0.18 5.44 0.57 
C-1.92) (-1.22) (5.63) (50) 

0.04 0.40 -0.92 0.56 
(7.23) (0,9) (1.54) (-1.42) (46) 

-0.02 0.02 2.21 0.64 
(-0.70) (0.34) (0.55) (56) 

0.01 - 0.4s 0.62 
(0.11) c--j (0.68) (34) 

II In thousands of U.S. dollars. 
‘il In thousands. 
71 n - number of observations in the sample. 
9 The dependent variable is take” in logarithmic terms. 
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state and local government employment is strong, leading to a clear 
relationship between both general government and public sector employ- 
ment per capita and per capita income. No relationship emerged between 
nonfinancial public enterprise employment per capita and per capita 
income. These results support Wagner's hypothesis that government 
employment growth, in terms of the number of employees per capita, 
rises with per capita income. 

Focusing on the government employment variables as a share of 
the nonagricultural employed, the sign of the relationship between the 
share of government and per capita income does differ between developed 
and developing countries. The central government employment share 
declines unambiguously as per capita income rises, with no difference 
in the magnitude of the relationship by group of countries. Conversely, 
the share of state and local government employment increases, although 
the increase is greater for a given change in per capita income, for 
the group of less developed countries (with per capita income of less 
than US$1,200). Given these offsetting effects, one finds that for 
countries with per capita income that is less than $1,400, the general 
government employment share declines hyperbolically as per capita income 
rises; above that level, the employment share increases with increases 
in per capita income. For the smaller sample of countries for which 
data on nonfinancial public enterprise employment data is available, the 
share of such enterprises among the nonagricultural employed declines 
hyperbolically as per capita income rises. The effect of this latter 
relationship is to ensure that the share of public sector employment 
among the nonagricultural employed declines with per capita income, 
with the rate of decline greater among countries at per capita income 
levels that are above US$600. 

The scale of a country, as proxied by the size of population, 
proved to be negatively and significantly correlated with the share of 
central government employment in both nonagricultural sector employment 
and total population. The larger the population, the lower the central 
government employment share; the obvious corollary relationship, that 
the share of state and local government would increase, was true only 
vis-8-vis the share in nonagricultural sector employment. State and 
local government employment per capita is not significantly influenced 
by population size; perhaps as a result, neither is general government 
nor public sector employment. I 

The type of economic system also proved to be an important factor 
in explaining the share of government employment in nonagricultural 
sector employment. The more socialist the economy, the higher the share 
among the nonagricultural employed of employees in the state and local 
government, nonfinancial public enterprise sector, general government, 
and public sector. However, on a per capita basis, the type of 
economic system does not appear to have a significant impact on 
the size of government or public sector employment. 
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The strength of the overall relationships is remarkable given the 
cross-sectional nature of the data base. With the exception of the 
equation explaining nonfinancial public enterprise employment per 
capita (where the R2 was insignificant), the R2 of the equations 
exceed 0.40'and range as hi'gh as 0.72. 

v. Are Public Sector Wages Too High? 

The obvious question is "high in relation to what"? Generally, 
public sector wages are measured against private sector wages and are 
perceived as "too high" or "too low" relative to remuneration for equiv-. 
alent services performed in the private sector. Indeed, this, can be 
codified to the point where public sector wages are fixed by a comparator 
formula that links them to private sector wage rates and scales. 1/ 
The comparison that can be made from the figures in this sample cannot - 
say whether public sector wages are "too high or not" in the sense 
that Martin Feldstein argued when he cited the large number of ,applicants 
for air traffic controller jobs as evidence that the wages offered in 
the public sector were too high (his policy recommendation was to 
reduce wages). 2/ - 

The base of comparison is obviously central to this issue. Govern- 
ment wages in an economy with a large agricultural sector may be low 
vis-8-vis the private sector and yet be a significant multiple of 
the average per capita income of the population as a whole. Central, 
government wages may be high relative to those prevailing at the 
state and local governmental level or in the nonfinancial public 
enterprise sector. Moreover, "any analysis of the sectoral distribution 
of pay which solely examines.the public and private sectors in total 
will mask considerable heterogeneity within each sector." 3/ Again, 
the overall evidence on pay for any one country shows "that there are 
considerable fluctuations in the relative pay of workers in.the public 
and private sectors . . . . Comparisons of pay in single years or even 
two or three year averages can therefore be.particularly misleading 
and results can be very sensitive to the benchmark chosen." 4/ - 

1 . . 
Perhaps the most obvious, and most readily calculable, measure of 

the relative pay of civil servants is the ratio of the average wage 
per central government employee to GDP per capita. (See Table 8 and 
Appendix I, Table 27.) This ratio reflects the average wage for all 
employees, including the military, and thus probably understates the 
implied ratio of civilian wages relative to GDP per capita. The range 

11 Direct links of this sort exist in Canada, Denmark, France, the 
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, and the United States. See discussion 
in H.M.S.O., Inquiry into Civil Service Pay: Report (1982). 

2/ New York Times (1981). 
T/ Trinder (1981), p. 55. 
z/ Ibid. -- 
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Table 8. Alternative Measures of Level of Government Wages L/ 

Non-Oil Developing Countries, 
Total 

OECD sample of Latin 
countries countries ,Africa Asia America 

Multiple of average 
central government 
wage to GDP per capita (x) 

Ratio of average central 
government wage to 
average wage in 
manufacturing.sector ii). 

(s) 
(n) 

Ratio of average central 
government wage to 
implied average wage 
outside the central 
government 21 .. (Z) 

1.74 
(0.41) 

16 

1.25 
(0.30) 

15 

1.13 1.16 
(0.40) (0.91) 

15 17 

4.44 
(2.91) 

33 

1.75 1. 58 
(1.15) (0.93) 

20 8 

6;05 2.90 2.94 ., 
(3.27) (1.74) (1.00) 

16 5 8 

0.80 
(0.32) 

9 

. . . 2.16 

. .‘. (1.54) 
3 6 

. . . 

. . . 
3 

1.28 
(0.35) 

4 

Sources: See Appendix I, Tables 27.and 28. 

l/ X = mean; s = standard deviation; n = number of observations in 
thg sample. 

2/ Including the state and local government, nonfinancial public. 
enterprise, and private sectors. 

: 
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of this ratio is remarkable. Whereas in the OECD countries the govern- 
ment average wage is approximately 1.7 times the per capita income, in 
the developing countries it is approximately 4.4 times that income. 
The range of variances is equally extreme.. Among OECD countries, the 
range is narrow, with the lowest rates at 1.5 in Sweden and Canada and 
the highest being 2.5 in Ireland. Among non-oil developing countries, 
the lowest ratio is 1.2 in Singapore, the highest 15.1 in Burundi. 
The regional variation is even wider, with the ratio averaging 6.1 in 
the African region and 2.9 in both Asia.and Latin America. In Africa 
the ratio is highest in such countries as Benin, Burundi, and Senegal 
(ranging from 10 to 15) and is lowest in Mauritius and South Africa 
(equaling 2 and 3.8, respectively). In the Asian region, there is a 
much lower variance in the ratio. India and Korea have the largest 
ratios (4.8) and Singapore the lowest. 

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

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

The results (Table 9) suggest that the ratio of the average central 
government salary to GDP per capita rises with per capita income for 
countries with per capita income that is less than USS600. Beyond that 
level, there does not appear to be any statistically significant relation- 
ship between the salary multiple and per capita income. A high share 
of central government employment in nonagricultural sector employment 
does not seem to have any significant effect on this ratio. On the 
other hand, in the smaller sample of countries for which data on non- 
financial public enterprise employment is available, a high share of 
public sector employment among the nonagricultural employed has a 
clear, positive impact on the ratio. 

The regional variations in the multiple of salaries to GDP per 
capita among low per capita income countries should be emphasized. 
There seems to be a general presumption that civil servants in Africa 
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Table 9. Determinants of the Ratio of the Average Central 
Government Wage to ,GDP Per Capita 

(t-statistics in parentheses) 

Independent 
Central Govern- Public Sector 

Per Capita ment Employment Employment as 
Income as a Share of as a Share of 

(In thousands Nonagricultural Nonagricultural Con- R2 
Variables of U.S. dollars) Employment Employment stant (n) L/ 

Ratio of 
average 
central 
government 
wage to GDP 
per capita 

Countries 
with PC1 
5 US$600 

Countries 
with PC1 
> US$600 

Rates of 
average 
central 
government 
wage to GDP 
per capita 

Countries 
with PC1 
5 US$600 

Countries 
with PC1 
> US$600 

0.50 0.02 
(3.53) (1.3.6) 

-- 0.02 3.09 0.58 
(-3.72) (1.36) (5.37) (46) 

0.76 0.05 
(3.99) .(3.02) 

-- 0.05 
(-4.09) (3.02) 

3.09 0.58 
(5.37) (46) 

1.05 0.71 
(1.09) (27) 

1.05 9.72 
(LO?) (27) 
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should be much better off relative to the general population than 
their counterparts elsewhere in the world. Where central government 
employment represents more than 20 per cent of the nonagricultural 
employed and those government servants are paid an average 4.8 times 
more than the income per capita (for example, India), the public sector 
might seem t.o be a somewhat privileged group; even if the central 
government were only 10 per cent of total urban employment, the fact 
that their wages are 5.7 times higher than the mean per capita income 
(for example, Egypt) must still set them apart. 1/ - 

There are several other alternative approaches to gauging the 
relative level of public and private sector wages from this relatively 
macroeconomic data base. In Section III.1 it was noted that it is 
possible to compare the relative weights of central government wages 
and employment in total wages and nonagricultural wage employment in 
the economy, respectively. Implicitly, this yields the ratio of the 
average.wage in central government .to the average wage outside the 
central,government (for example, in state and local governments, non- 
financial public enterprises, and the private nonagricultural wage 
sector). The validity of the ratio is subject to the qualifications 
concerning the coverage of nonagricultural sector employment and total 
compensation of employees in the national income accounts. The means 
of these wage relatives are presented in Table 8 and the individual . 
country statistics in,Appendix I, Table 28. 

In most countries for the sample, the coefficient is above one, 
showing that central government employment is better paid on average 
than is private.sector employment. This~situation is not necessarily 
surprising, as, in poorer countries, the educational requirements of 
public sector employment are often much higher than that of private 
sector employment. In such countries as Canada, Japan, Denmark, and 
the Federal Republic of Germany, the public sector is almost one-third 
better paid than the private sector. ..However, when the wages of the . 
state and local governments are added to those of the central government 
and are compared with the pay in the private sector plus the nonfinan- 
cial public enterprises, the relative advantage of government pay falls, 
compared with that of the central government alone for Japan, Denmark, 
and Germany. This fact,may reflect the capital city wage differential 
that central governments must pay. 1 

However, it is interesting to note that for the Netherlands 
(which is an odd man out in this case), the expansion of the public. 
sector to include state and local authorities increases the relative 

l/ It is recognized that it is not-necessarily true that such civil 
servants are paid so,well but that other workers are so poor. This 
statement is.not intended to be facetious. Sociologically, the acceptable 
pay isinfluenced by foreign practices and lingering memories of colonial 
practices. Economically, scarcity value and possible "brain drain" may 
be significant influences. 
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advantage of government pay. In.the United Kingdom, considering the 
central government -alone, average wage payments ,are slightly‘higher 
than in the private sector. However, when the central government and. 
local authorities are combined, the payment to the broader definition 
of government is almost exactly the same as in private industry; but, 
in this case, when the public sector is expanded to include the pay of 
those in nonfinancial public enterprises, the advantage of public 
sector employment again increases relative to private sector employment. 
This finding suggests that employees in nonfinancial public enterprises 
have relatively better pay than those employed in the private sector. 

Table 8 shows that while central government employment in developing 
countries is in general better, off on average than the average wage in 
the private sector, it does not, appear'to be any more favored than in 
the OECD countries. The questionable validity of the comparisons is 
also raised for some of the countries, notably Korea, Egypti Zambia, 
and India. The calculated ratios would suggest that in Korea public 
sector average wages are four times the size-of those in the private 
sector, apparently making this far and away the relatively best paid 
public sector employment in the sample; the second best paid public . 
sector employees, compared with the average private wage; are in Egypt, 
where the average pay appears to be almost two and one-half times that 
in the private sector. Another interesting anomaly in the developing 
countries sample is Zambia, where central government wage payments appear 
to be approximately one third as high as those in the private sector. 

Another obvious approach to making a public/private sector compa- 
rison is through,the,use of IL0 wage rate data. The statistical 
series on wage rates in manufacturing affords the most comprehensive 
comparison, and thus offers a different sectoral coverage than is' 
implied from the national income accounts measure above. The regional 
means in Table 8 suggest that the average central government wage'is 
higher than that prevailing in the manufacturing sector, with the 
margin considerably wider in the non-oil developing countries than in 
the OECD region. As above, the relative central government wage is 
higher in Latin American countries in the sample than in the African 
ones; 

In effect, the differential between African wages in the government 
and modern manufacturing sectors are less than those that seem to pre- 
vail in Latin America; on the other hand, the differentials in Africa 
between government wages and per.capita income are far more stark than 
in Latin America or.Asia, as has already been indicated. 

Also, there is no obvious,relationship between the observed 
differentials using the national income data and those derived from 
the IL0 data. Is it simply the effect of service employment that 
leads Korea-to have a low average private sector wage and a relatively 
high average manufacturing sector wage?. Or, are these the coverage 
difficulties alluded to above? The same questions apply for such 
countries 'as Zambia, Mauritius, Swaziland, India, and Argentina. 
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These ambiguities in the results suggest using extreme caution in 
applying these measures; perhaps the ratio of average central govern- 
ment wages of GDP per capita may be preferred as a measure of the 
appropriateness of the government's wage level. 

VI. The Structure of Government Wages by Level of 
Government and by Occupational Groupings 

The structure of wages within the government civil service has 
broad implications for many important policy issues. The spread of 
wages between the bottom-paid and top-paid civil servants is one kind 
of incentive for productivity and advancement within the government. 1/ 
In a country with a significant share of government employment in the- 
modern labor force, the equity of the government's salary structure 
will also influence the degree of equality of the overall income 
distribution. The wage rates set for particular occupational categories 
will influence the likelihood of government service being attractive 
or unattractive relative to private sector alternatives. This section 
presents data that offer insights on the relative pay of government 
employees across occupations and levels of government as well as on 
the degree of equality in a country's civil service salary structure. 

1. Wage levels across elements of the public sector 

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

2. Salary-scale index for specific jobs 

Another measure of the wage and salary structure was calculated 
using the starting salary of different types of employee commonly 
found in the government sector. These jobs included primary-school 
and secondary-school teachers, certified nurse, doctor, police sergeant, 
police corporal, police constable, engineer, mechanic, road inspector, 
agricultural officer, agricultural assistant, animal health officer, 

l-/ Power and prestige are also important, not to mention other 
unmeasured fringe benefits. 
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Table 10. Intergovernmental ,Wage Differentials: 
Means and Standard Deviations 11 

Non-Oil Developing Countries 
Total 

OECD sample of ,Latin 
Countries countries. Africa Asia America 

Ratio of average 
state and local . 
government wage 
to the average , ' 
central govern- - 

ment wage 
::; 

0.85 
(0.22) 

(n> 10 10 

. . . 

. . . 
3 

Ratio of average 
NPE wage to aver- 

age central 
government _ 
wage 

I:,' 
1.08 0.96 0.89 

(0.35) (0.35) (0.38) 
(n> 6 10 5, 

. . I 

. . . 0.60 

. . . (0.44) 
1 4 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 
2 3 

Source: See Appendix I., Table 27. 

L/ X = mean; s = standard deviation; n = number of observations in 
the sample. 
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animal health assistant, meat inspector, and clerical officer. To 
give some sense of relative salaries, all salaries were compared with 
that of a clerical officer (whose starting salary took on an index 
value of 100). (See Appendix I, Table 29.) The variance in these 
indices across positions for a particular country was calculated as a 
measure of the wage spread. The mean value of the index for any given 
job across countries was estimated to give some sense of the norm 
salary structure. Both summary measures are presented in Table 11. 

Several observations can be made. First, while it would be 
unreasonable to assume that every country adopts the same differential 
between positions, the scale of many of the differences is striking. 
For example, a starting primary-school teacher in Cyprus appears to 
make 48 per cent of a clerical officer's salary, while in New Zealand, 
414 per cent; for a secondary school teacher the range is from 56 per 
cent in Cyprus to 461 per cent in New Zealand. This contrasts with a 
mean for the 24 countries in the sample of 154 for primary-school 
teachers and 208 for secondary-school teachers. (See Table 11.) 
It is also interesting that most OECD countries pay their teachers 
below the mean, whereas many of the developing countries pay above. 

Second, for some of the more specialized positions, such as doctors 
and engineers, the cross-country variance is even wider. For example, 
in Sweden, a doctor makes 154 per cent of the salary of a clerical 
officer but in Bahrain, only 115 per cent. In some of the Caribbean 
countries (e.g., Trinidad and Tobago) a doctor is paid 10 times that of 
a clerical officer, in St. Lucia, 4.5 times.' In some of the developed 
countries, one finds equally large differentials: in the United 
States the rstio is 3.7, in New Zealand, 6.3. Similarly, for such a 
position as an engineer, there is considerable variation, ranging from 
1.5 times in Singapore to more than 6 times in Trinidad and Tobago, 
and 4.6 times in New Zealand, India, and St. Lucia. 

It is also interesting to note the wide variation in the relative 
salaries of positions in the same sector, for example, between primary- 
school and secondary-school teachers. In some countries, such as El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Cyprus, Denmark, and Sweden, the differential 
is small-- zero to 12 per cent. Yet, in other countries such as India 
or the United Kingdom, the differential is closer to 50 or 60 per cent; 
in some countries, such as Kenya, a secondary-school teacher appears 
to be paid a salary almost three times as large as a primary-school 
teacher. Similarly, if one contrasts the salary of's certified nurse 
with that of a doctor, one can find a ratio that is as low as 15 per 
cent in Bahrain to a differential as high as 50 to 70 'per cent in 
Sweden or Cyprus-or one that is three to six times as large, as in 
Trinidad and Tobago or Kenya. Countries that have the highest payment 
to doctors (Trinidad and Tobago, and New Zealand) also have the highest 
payment to nurses, and,it usually follows that those countries with 
lower payments to doctors also have lower payments to nurses. 
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Table 11. Measures of the Structure of Salaries by Occupation 
. 

A. Mean Starting Salary of Public Sector Employees 
Relative to that of a Clerical Worker 

(Clerical officer = 100) 

Primary-school teacher 154 
Secondary-school teacher 208 
Certified nurse 159 
Doctor 376 
Police sergeant 164 
Police corporal 142 
Police constable 106 
Engineer 301 

Mechanic 122 
Road inspector 154 
Agricultural officer 263 
Agricultural assistant 142 
Animal health officer 284 
Animal,health assistant 129 
Meat inspector 172 
Clerical officer 100 

B. Standard Deviation Across Occupational 
Positions Within a Given Country 

United Kingdom 103 
United States 88 
Canada 
Australia ' 

45 ’ 

29 
New Zealand 165 
Belgium 59 
Denmark 38 
Sweden 18 
Norway 20 

Kenya 208 
Seychelles 126 
Swaziland 120 
Togo 78 
Uganda 123 
Zambia 69 

India 126 
Singapore 47 
Cyprus '42 

Bahrain 

Bahamas 
El Salvador 
Guatemala 

.Jamaica 
Panama 
St. Lucia 
Trinidad- 

Tobago 

66 

65 
79 
64 
58 

132 
135 

247 

, 
Source: See Appendix I, Table 29. 

. 



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

As might be expected, countries with major dependence upon agri- 
culture tend to reward their agriculture officers more generously than 
others; the country with the highest multiple, Kenya, pays its agri- 
culture officers 5.3 times more than its clerical.officers, while 
New Zealand pays 4.9 times more. On the other hand, countries such as 
El Salvador, the Bahamas, Cyprus, and Canada pay their agricultural 
officers a relatively small multiple of their clerical officer's wage.. 

Across positions within countries, the variance also can be quite 
extreme. In Kenya, the standard deviation of the index is 208 relative 
to a mean index for a clerical officer of 100. In Trinidad and 
Tobago, the standard deviation reaches 247. In other countries, the 
salary spread is clearly quite tight: in Sweden and Denmark, the .. . 
standard deviation is only 18 and 38, respectively. 

3. Distribution of employees across salary ranges 

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

One can observe significant variations in the degree of equality 
in the overall salary structure. Countries such as Korea,. the United 
Kingdom, Sweden, and New Zealand indicate a relatively high degree of 
equality. Others such as Guatemala, Kenya, and Senegal have relatively 
unequal salary structures. At the same time, the United Kingdom 
appears elitist in its salary and employee structure, and it has the 
largest number of employees in the lower ranges but one of the more 
equal distributions; in this case it seems, rank may speak louder than 
salary. In Kenya, the top 10 per cent earn 26 per cent of the pay 
packet so that, in contrast to the United Kingdom, rank in Kenya appears 
to require a pay differential to be important. Korea is another country 
with an extraordinary distribution: 'the top 10 per cent of the work 
force earn only 13 per cent of the total salary bill. In general, it 

can be seen that most of the more developed countries group their 
employment slightly more in the fourth and fifth divisions than do the 
developing countries, and, similarly, developing countries tend to 
skew their employment more into the second division of the salary range. ' 
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Table 12. Fourteen Countries: Degree of Inequality 
in Distribution of Salaries 

(In per cent) 

Percentage of Salaries Received by the Ratio 
Bottom Top Top of Average Central 

70 per cent 20 per cent 10 per cent Government Wage to 
of employees of employees of employees GDP Per Capita 

Belgium 54 34 

Canada 55 34 

New Zealand 57 31 

Netherlands 56 32 

Sweden 61 27 

United Kingdom 57 30 

Kenya 47 41 

Senegal 51 37 

Swaziland 52 37 

Korea 

Sri Lanka 

Guatemala 

Panama 

El Salvador 

Average 

. . . . . . 

54 34 

48 44 

53. 36' 

57 32 

54 35 

20 

19 

17 

19 

14 

15 

26 

22 

24 

13 

22 

29 

21 

19 

20 

1.66 

1.51 

1.59 

2.28 

1.49 

1.60 

4.44 

9.90 

. . . 

4.76 

1.77 

2.73 

3.04 

4.61 

3.18 
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The degree of inequality will have a bearing on the impact of 
certain policy measures aimed at controlling expenditures, such as a 
general or' selective freeze on vacancies. The greater the degree of 
inequality, the greater the necessity that the job freeze cover employees 
at the upper end of the salary range. .Otherwise, the fiscal impact of 
the freeze may not be significant; In some countries, this may pose 
significant problems, particularly if the government has difficulties 
in recruiting higher-level civil servants. 

There is no obvious relationship between, the degree of inequality 
and the preferential wage salary status of government employees as 
proxied by the multiple of average central government salaries to per 
capita income. While the OECD countries appear to have both a high 
degree of equality and a low multiple, among the non-oil developing 
countries, one can observe considerable variation. Kenya and Senegal 
have a high degree of inequality and a high multiple; Korea has a high, 
degree of equality in'its salary structure, yet'its public servants 
are well paid relative to the per capita income level. Guatemala has 
a high degree of inequality in its salary structure, but its employees 
do not appear well paid vis-8-vis other components of its labor force. 

VII. Employment and Wages' in Functional Categories 

In cdnsidering the size of government employment in a country, 
it is useful to examine the functional structure of that employment 
to evaluate whether certain sectors seem large or small relative to 
those in other countries. One approach is to compare the number of 
employees in a particular sector as a proportion of population; another 
is to examine the share of total government employment in a given 
functional sector. 

Two,key problems arise in making such comparisons. First, since 
some countries delegate much of the administrative, education, health, 
and police functions to governmental units below the central government, 
the employees in a given functional sector would have to be aggregated 
across all levels of government. In practice, the absence of state 
and local employment data on a functional basis in many countries, 
particularly developing countries, virtually precludes such an analysis. 
It is possible, however, to make estimates of state and local government, 
employment in three sectors: health, education, and police, and the 
central government employment statistics used for the analysis in this 
section o.f the study have been adjusted to include such employees. 
This adjustment ensures that the degree of federalism does not distort 
cross-country'comparisons on the relevance of these functions. l/ The - 

-l/ This treatment suggests, of course, that there remains some 
significant downward bias in some of the other functional employment 
shares, particularly with'respect to public administration. 
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adjustments were made primarily for some of'the mo‘re federal countries 
in the OECD region but also for some developing countries as well. L/ 

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

Third, in some countries, the postal function is included at'the 
central government level, while in many others, the postal service is 
a parastatal or public corporation. The study uses'the definition 
applied by the individual country. 

Appendix I, Tables 30 and 3l'provide the basic'statistical tables 
on central government employment by functional sector, both in terms ' 
of number of employees per 100 inhabitants and as a share of total 
adjusted central government employment. Tables 13 and 14 provide the 
regional means of these statistics. Given comparable data on total 
wages and salaries paid to the employees in a given functional sector, 
it is also possible to estimate the average wage per employee in a given 
functional sector. Expressed as a multiple of the average central 
government wage (set equai to loo), the individual country statistics' 
are provided in Appendix I, Table 32 and the regional means in Table 15. * 

1. Administration , 

Administration is often viewed as one of the major overheads of 
central government. The mean number of administrators per lOO'inhabi- 
tants for OECD countries (0.30) and non-oil developing countries (0.29) 
is remarkably similar (Table 13). Typically, African countries have the 
highest burden of administrative costs (0.29 pei 100 inhabitants) and 
Asian countries the lowest (0,.14). ' _* 

' Within the OECD, apparently the most overburdened country by 
administration is easily the United Kingdom (0.78 administrators per 100 
population, representing 10.7 per cent.of total adjusted central govern- 
ment employment), compared with the next most-administered country,, 
Sweden (0.48 administrators and 5.3 per cent, respectively). The other 
countries in the OECD with a major commitment to central government 
administration are New Zealand, Iceland, and Ireland. Indeed, 8.75 per 
cent of the total adjusted central government employment is represented 
by administration in Ireland. ,' 

7- _----- -----1------ ------ 
l/ The United States, Ireland, Canada, Australia, Japan, New Zealand, 

Dezmark, the Federal Republic of Germany, the' Netherlands, Sweden, the 
United Kingdom, India, Korea, Brazil, and Argentina. 
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Table 13. Average Number of Adjusted Central Government Employees 

per 100 Inhabitants, by Functional Sector and Region: 
Means and Standard Deviations 11 

Non-oil Developing Countries 
Total 

OECD sample of Latin 
Countries countries Africa Asia America 

Administration: (G) 0.30 0.29 0.29 0.14 
(8) (0.21) (0.32) (0.25) (0.07) 
(n) 12 2? 12 4 

Education: (‘;;) 

I:; 

2.09 0.79 0.50 0.69 1.06 
(0.72) (0.49) (0.34) (0. la) (0.55.) 

11 30 12 5 10 

Health: (F) 

I:; 

I.48 0.36 0.23 
(1.86) (0.31) .(0.22) 

11 28 12 

Defense: (7) 0.66 0.63 0.27 
(s) (0.34) (0.78) (0. la) 
(n) 16 26 11 

Police: G> 

I:; 

0.34 0.31 0.22 
(0.09) (0.20) (0.13) 

11 24 10 

0.29 
(0.28) 

4 

1.20 
(1.20) 

4 

0.29 
(0.20) 

4 

Finance and 
planning : (T) 

I:; 

0.12 0.10 0.08 
(0.14) (0.08) (0.07) 

10 26 11 

Agriculture: (X) 0.13 0.16 0.19 
(5) (0.13) (0.17) (0.23) 
(n) 11 28 12 

. . . 

. . . 
3 

0.05 
(0.05) 

4 

Manufacturing. 
mining, and 
construction: fti 

& 

Utilities: :Gi 

(::I 

Transport and 
communications : 

0.11 0.12 
(0.15) (0.16) 

10 27 

0.‘14 
(0.21) 

12 

0.06 0.09 .0.05 
(0.1) (0.16) (0.04) 

5 16 6 

. . . 
(.*.I 

3 

0.04 
(0.05) 

4 

0.20 0.12 0.06 0.15 0.15 
(0.32) (0.13) (0.07) (0.14) (0.16) 

12 24 9 4 a 

Pos ta1 : G> 

I:; 

0.27 0.09 . . . . . . 0.13 
(0.31) (0.07) ( . . . 1 (..*I (0.08) 

5 15 4 3 5 

Labor and social 
security : (X) 

I:; 

Other: (<) 
(8) 
(n) 

0.12 
(0.10) 

12 

0.15 
(0.15) 

.lO 

0.05 
(0.04) 

23 

0.02 
(0.03) 

9 

0.11 
(0.26) 

11 

. . . 0.06 

. . . (0.04) 
3 a 

0.15 
(0.25) 

26 

o.oa 0.08 
(0.08) (0.06) 

4. a : 

0.45 
(0.28) 

9 

0.35 
(0.34) 

7 

0.37 
(0.22) 

9 

0.11 
(0.07) 

9 

0.17 
(0.13) 

9 

0.12 
(0.10) 

9 

. . . 

. . . 
3. 

Source : See Appendix I, Table 30. 

11 x = mean; s * standard deviation; n - number of observations in 
th: sample. 
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Table 14. Average Share of Adjusted Central Government Employment 
in a Functional Sector, by Region: Means and Standard.Deviations L/,1/ 

(In per cent) 

Non-Oil Developing Countries 
Total 

OECD sample of Latin 
Countries countries Africa Asia America 

Administration: [zi 
S 

Education: (‘;;) 
(6) 

Health: (y) 
(8) 

Defense: (y) 
(8) 

Police : i?; 
S 

Finance and 
planning: (X) 

(8) 

Agriculture : lyi 
S 

Xanufacturing, 
mining, and 
constructfon: (;;> 

(8) 

Utilities: (F) 
(9) 

Transport and 
communicatfoni: {Zi 

S 

Pos ta1 : :Zi 
6 

Labor and socLa1 
security: (x) 

(9) 

Other: (z) 
(8) 

38.8 
(9.8) 

19.2 
(17.9) 

15.0 
(9.0) 

(Z, 

11.0 
(8.9) 

28.5 
(9.2) 

12.2 
(4.4) 

21.3 
(19.6) 

11.7 
(4.4) 

14.2 
(9.1) (246) 

24.7 28.2 
(8-q) (9.1) 

10.8 
(2.9) (ii, 

16.8 30.3 
(6.5) (24.6) 

11.8 
(4.1) 

(24::) (::I, 

(482) (Z) 

(:::, <:::I 

(Z, (Z, 

(?k, (1:::) 

(kg) c:::, 

(A::, (I::, 
2.6 

(2.7) 

(:::, 
34.6 

(10.1) 

14.2 
(4.3) 

10.1 
(7.6) 

12.1 
(4.8) 

(Z) 
. . . 

(...I 

Source: See Appendix I, Table 31. 

Lf The functional shares in a region may not add to LOO because 
there may be differences in the number of countries for which data are 
available in a given category. 

21 x-mean; s - standard deviation. The number of observations in 
the sample are indicated in Table 13. 
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Table 15. Indices of Mean Salaries by, Functional Sector 
Relative to Average Central Government Wage: 

Means and Standard Deviations L/ 

(Average wage - 100) 

Non-Oil Developing Countries 
Total 

OECD sample of iatin 
Countries countries Africa America 

Adminlstration: (Y) 
(s) 
(n) 

Education: (T) 

I:; 

117 
(21) 

5 

111 
(15) 

5 

Health: (T) 
(9) 
(n> 

Def ense : (y) 

::; 

152 , 
(119) 

6 

(Z, 
5 

115 
(31) 

4 

Finance and planning: (z) 129 

I? (53) n 4 

Agriculture: (y) 112 

Ii; 
(19) 

5 

Mining, manufacturingl 
and construction: (x) 112 

isi (14) n 5 

Utilities: (Y) . . . 
(9) ( 1 . . . 
(n) 3 

Transport and 
communications : (Z) 107 

(39) 
5 

Labor and social 
security: (7) 

(ii, 
5 

Other: I;;,’ 
115 

(:I 
(8) 

4 

129 125 124 
(40) (51) (24) 

22 9 5 

113 113 100 
(37) (32) (19) 

23 9 8 

(ii) 
17 

(E, 
a 

115 
(15) 

5 

(Z) 
21 a 

141 134 126 
(72) (56) (54) 

22 a 8 

(192) 
23 

105 
(56) 

9 
(93:) 8 

(E, 
22 

(E, 
9 

143 
(104) 

14 

. . . 
( ) . . . 

3 

(ii, 
21 

(E, 
7 

(E) 
a 

101 117 
(38) (52) 

20 7 

ii8 133 134 
(64) (74) (63) 

21 8 7 

Source : Appendix I, Table 32. 

Ll x - mean; s = standard deviation; -1 = number of observations 
in the sample. 
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The characteristic that might be said to stand out in the inter- 
national comparison of government employment in administration is that 
those countries that have been more influenced by the British Common- 
wealth system of government appear to employ larger numbers of govern- 
ment civil servants in administration than do other countries; for 
instance, Kenya (28.8 ‘per cent of central government,civil servants in 
administration), South Africa (19.4,per cent), Zimbabwe '(14.4 per cent), 
the Bahamas (10.7 per cent), and Jamaica (11.6 per cent) are good 
examples. Most other countries appear to conduct their affairs with 
smaller commitments to administration. An alternative hypothesis is 
that classification practices differ and it may be that the generalist 
or "amateur" tradition in the United Kingdom may have caused many jobs 
to be classified as administraive that in other countries would be 
thought of as specialized. 

Those employed in the administrative sector of government appear 
to be paid- rather more than the average for the public service as a 
whole. In OECD countries this ranges from 101 (Canada) to (141) 
United States. What is noticeable is that relative payment to the 
administrative officers in developing countries appears to be higher 
than in the OECD countries across a wide range of African, Asian, and 
Latin American countries. It might be questioned whether elitism 
suggested by these figures is matched by the (difficult to judge) 
output. 

2. Education and health 

The proportion of adjusted central government employees involved 
in education is dramatically higher in the OECD countries than in 
non-oil developing countries; the mean for the OECD is 38.8 per cent, 
compared with 28.5 per cent in the developing countries. The country 
with the highest commitment in terms of the share of employees allocated 
to education is Belgium (58 per cent) and the lowest in Europe appears 
to be Denmark (21 per cent). In developing countries, the figures 
for Asia and Latin America tend to be higher than those for Africa, 
and again encompass wide variations, for example, 36 per cent of the 
adjusted central government personnel in Kenya are employed in education 
but only 12 per cent in Zimbabwe, Argentina devotes almost 50 per cent 
of its central government employment to education. 

The number of employees per capita in the government education 
sector of the OECD countries is almost three times that in the develop- 
ing countries; for health, the ratio is four times larger in the OECD 
region. For both sectors, employment is considerably higher on a per 
capita basis in the Latin Amer,ican region than in Africa or Asia. , 

Where there are extraordinarily low figures for public health 
employment, they may represent other quasi-official ways of providing 
health care outside the budget payroll, for example, through insurance 
(Australia) or lotteries (Ireland). Employment in the health sector 



- 45 - 

in OECD countries averages 19 per cent of total adjusted central 
government employment, compared with 12 per cent for the developing 
countries. The highest public personnel commitment to health is found 
in Sweden (46 per cent) and Iceland (44 per cent). 

There is considerable variance in the health employment statistics, 
owing almost wholly to the institutional issue discussed above. In 
the OECD region, health employment per capita ranges from less than' 
one employee 1,000 inhabitants in Ireland, the Netherlands,, and 
Australia, to 53 and 42 employees per 1,000 inhabitants in Denmark 
and Sweden, respectively. Yet the difference in employment in the 
total health sector of these countries is far less marked. 

Payments to those employed in public sector education appear near 
the average for the OECD countries, but it is striking how payments to 
educators in the public service in Africa and Asia are markedly above 
the average, for example, Zambia (146), Korea (222), and Sri Lanka (148). 
In Latin American countries, the range is closer to that in Europe. 
These figures conceal the actual responsibility for paying teacher or 
health worker salaries. In some countries, especially those associated 
with French government systems, teachers are hired, fired, and paid by 
the central government. In other countries (e.g., the United States, 
the United Kingdom, and Kenya), the teachers are employed by local 
authorities. 

On the whole, public administration theory would support the idea of 
local influence over the provision of locally concerned public services; 
in practice, as local authorities usually rely on central government for 
substantial transfers of revenue, their ability (even where they have the 
authority) to determine their otin salary scales and living practices is 
limited. The outcome is often the worst of both worlds with localities 
telling teachers how they would like to pay more but how'they are frus- 
trated by their central governments constraints, while the central 
government talks about the irresponsibility of local authorities and 
their poor appreciation of the requirements of broader national macro- 
economic policy. NO matter how the supposed responsibility for education 
and health wage decisions is allocated, the public sector commitment 
t,o education and health can be crucial for setting wage patterns, 
particularly differentials, in the urban labor market. Indeed, in 
1982 the British Covernment fought the longest strike in the history 
of the 1J.K. public sector labor relations over the pay of workers in 
the state health service precisely because it considered it had to 
hold down wage awards to contain inflation. 

3. Defense and police 

Defense and police forces should probably be taken together, as 
the distinction between the two in a cross-country comparison is likely 
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to be of questionable validity. l/ The share df government employment in 
both defense and police are higher for the non-oil developing countrie's 
than'for OECD countries. In the former, 21 per cent of the central 
government labor force is'likely to be.committ&d to defense and 12 per 
cent to police, whereas the similar figures for.OECD are 15 per cent 
and 7 per cent, respectively. The country with the highest percentage 
of its population committed.to defense in the OECD countries is 'the *' 
United States (1.4 defense personnel per 100 inhabitants and'0.4 police'). 
Other OECD countries with a major commitment to defense in terms of 

-their populatidn are the Netherlands (1.2 defense personnel per 100 
inhabitants) and.the United Kingdom (1.1). The 'country with the highest 
defense and police commitment is Cyprus (2.8 defense personnel per 100 
population and 0.6 police). 

- . 
Initially, it appears that there is little difference betweeh the' 

number of defense &mployees per capita in the OECD and developing coun- 
tries. However, if one adjusts for the effects of Singapbre, Korea, 
and Cyprus, the contrast between the developed and the developing 
countries in the number of .defense employees per capita becomes clearer, 
with the develdping countri& employing twice as many defense personnel 
per capita. The variance in the number of defense'personnel in those 
countries is quite stark. One-wonders why Swaziland requires 6.9 mili- 
tary per 1,000 inhabitants and Kenya only 0.8. 'In contrast, the number 
of police per.capita does not appear comparable in the developing . 
cohntries and in the OECD region. Latin American countries appear to 
employ more police than in Asia and Africa. The variance among .OECD 
countries in the number of police is quite small. 

For the countries for which defense data are available, there is 
no systematic pattern that defense employees are paid markedly ,low&r. 
salaries than those in the other functional sectors. This finding,may 
simply r&flect the weight of civilian employees in the defense sector. 
but only in part. Examining specific countries, defense forces in 
some OECD countries appear to be paid substantially below'the norm 
(Japan, 81 per cent and the United Kingdom, 82 per cent), 'while some ' 
developing colintries pay their defense forces substantially higher' 
amounts than the average for the public service as a whole;,for example, 
Kenya, 130 per cent, Zambia, 134 per cent, and Argentina, 140 per ceilt. 

If defense forces should be considered in conjunction with the 
police force, then, on average,. the police and defense forces receive 
comparable pay in the sample of developing countries; in the OECD, 
police are better paid, although this fact probably reflec'ts the effect 
of lower salaries for draftees in the defense forces of OECD countries. 
In many developing countries, the police forces appear to have an average 
wage that is much lower than the average wage of the military, for 

‘-- --- 
11 Statistics on the numbers of military personnel are often unavail- 

ahle from country sources. Reliance was placed on estimates of the 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (1982). 
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0 
instance, in Sri Lanka, Argentina, the Bahamas, Ecuador, Zambia, and 
Jamaica. However, there are examples of the opposite relationship, 
notably in Swaziland and Korea. It is difficult to appreciate why the 
pay of the police' force should be markedly different from that of .the 
the military; many of the duties. appear comparable and while some of 
the skills needed by the military may justify higher pay (for example, 
pilots), the day-to-day duties and responsibilities of police work 
might seem to justify a somewhat higher rate of pay in general. 

1. 

4. bther sectors 

In terms of the number of employees per capita in finance and plan- 
ning , there is almost no difference between developed and developing 
countries. There does not'appear to be much difference in the mean 
number of employees in agriculture per capita between developed and 
developing countries, but-again there is a wide variation between 
regions, with' the mean for Africa being approximately 0.19 per 100 
inhabitants; the mean for Asia 0.05, and that for South America 0.17. 
The mean for Africa is likely to be exagerated by the high ratio for 
Mauritius,'O.87. Central.government employment per capita in Mauritius 
is SigniEicantly higher in almost all sectors than for other African 
countries, boosting the overall mean for the African region in the 
sample. The ratios'of central government employees in mining, manufac- 
tUi-IfIg, and commerce or in transportation and communication do not 
reveal many significant differences between developed and developing 
countries. There is a significantly higher number of central government 
employees in the area of labor and social security in the OECD region. 

Finally, a much higher fraction of central government employees 
in the developing countries are engaged in economic services and 
implementation programs in finance and planning, agriculture, mining 
and manufacturing, and transport and communications.' Approximately 
19 per cent of employees in the'central government are in these sectors 
in developing countries, as opposed to approximately 9 per cent in the 
OECD,countries. 

vzir. Possible Policy Applications: Calculation of 
,Intercountry Indices for Analysing the Level and 

Structure of Government Employment and Wages -- 

1. Employment: by level of government 

Section IV presents an econometric analysis of the determinants 
of government employment. The estimated equations can be used to 
calculate an Internationa.1 Government Employment Index (hereinafter ' 
referred to as the IGEM index), which would indicate whether a country 
employs more or fewer employees than one would have predicted, given 
its per capita income, population, type of economic system, and the 
patterns obs'erved in other countries. 'It mu&t be‘emphasized that these 
indices are Likely to be strongly influenced by the quality of the 
data and the limited number of observations in this sample. 
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Table 16 indicates two results for each employment measure: the 
predicted'absolute level of employment and, for‘countries whe're actual' 
employment data are available, the IGEM index, which equals the ratio 
of actual employment to the predicted level (multiplied .by. 100). l/ 
The former,number allows,a country to determine.how its employment- 
compares- with what was predicted., , 

Examining the IGEM indices for general government employment, one 
finds that--with the notable exception of .Japan--the indices for the 
OECD countries range from 90 to 140 per cent. Some countries, for 
example, Belgium, Iceland, Ireland, and Italy, appear to have total 
general government tha~t is just what would have been predicted, although, 
again, this says nothing about whether the government revenue of any 
of these countries is sufficient to afford this'level of employment. 
Some are considerably higher, notably the Scandinavian countries, the 
United Kingdom, Australia, and New Zealand. Among African countries, 

.Uganda, Swaziland,' Kenya, and Mauritius appear to have considerably 
more government employees than would have been predicted. Others, 1 
such as Cameroon, Burundi, Madagascar, and Senegal, appear to have 
lower than predicted levels. 

The-policy implica~tions of such results cannot and should not 
be 'drawn without analyzing many other factors, 'such as wage rate policy. 
For example, a lower than predicted employment level in a, country does 
not argue, prima facie; for expanded employment in the absence of other 
policy measures or further policy analyses. Senegal and Burundi are 
obvious examples. Their employment indices of 50 and 42 suggest a 
general government sector that is lower, in employment terms, than 
would have been.expected. Yet, in another study by the authors, esti- 
mates of the predicted versus actual share of total central government 
wage and salary expenditure in GDP in Senegal suggested that.it was 
spending more than would have been expected on such wages and sala- 
ries. 2/ One possible source of reconciliation of these two results 
could derive from the levels of Senegal's central government,wage rates, 
as shown in Appendix I, Table 27. The ratio of the average central 
government wage to per capita income in both Senegal and Burundi are 
higher than for any other country in this sample. Clearly, this ratio 
suggests high wages and low levels of employment, although these results 
do not themselves suggest the desired level of remuneration or employment. 

However, there is one additional cautionary note. The interesting 
analogue to the Senegal and Burundi cases is Japan, which also has a 
lower than expected employment level and a higher than expected average 
central government wage rate. relative to per capita. income. Are its 
wages excessive and its'employment in the government too low? It'is, a . 

. 
-- 

l/ In those few cases where the denominator of the ratio.--the 
przdicted level --is very small or negative, the index .is assumed to' 
equal 400. 

/ See Tait and,Heller .(1982). 



COUNTRY YEAR 

UNtTED STATES 
CANADA 
AUSTRALIA 
JAPAN 
NEW: ZEALAND 
AUSTRIA 

BE LG.1 UM 
DENMARK 

‘. FINLAND 
FRANCE, 
GERMANY. FED. REP 
ICELAND 
IRELAND 
ITALY 
LUXEMBOURG 
NETHERLANDS 

‘NORWAY 
SPAIN- 
SWEDEN 
SWITZERLAND 
UN1 TED KINGDOM 

BENIN 1979 
ROTSWANA 1979 
BURUNDI 1978 
CAMEROON 1981 
CENTRAL AFRICAN REP.1979 

1981 
1981 

.i980 
1980 
1981 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1979 
1980 
1980 
1980 
1978 
1980 
1979 
1980 
1979 
1979 

.I979 
1979 
1980 

TABLE I6 

CONGO 1978 
ETHIOPIA 1977 
GHdNA 1979 
KENYA 1980 
LIEERIA 1982 
MADAGASCAR 1980 
MALAWI 1979 
MAURITIUS 1980 
mOROCCO 1979 
SENEGAL 1976 
SIERRA LEONE 1979 
SOUTH AFRICA 1982 
SUDAN 1978 
SWAZILAND 1982 
TANZANIA 1978 
TOGO 1980 
TUNISIA 1978 
UGANDA 1982 
ZAIRE 1978 
ZAMBIA 1980 

ZIMCABWE 1979 

e 
IGEM INDICES AND PREDICTFD LEVEL OF GO\‘EKfJmENT EMPLOYMENT eV I.EVEl. OF GOVFRYMENT 

,. 
0 
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INDEX EMPI.OYMENT INDEX EMPLr~~~mENT 
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. 
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. . 130 65 143 
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99 1 9 15 
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.iii 324 101 114 . . 361 133 
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83 
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50 
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245 
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. 
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90 
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81 

63 
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;iJ; . 

62 
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. . 

. 
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59 
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. . 
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;i;! 

a3 
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a3 
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21 
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71 
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TABLE I6 [CONCLUDED). IGEM INDICES AND PREDICTED LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT BY LEVEL L’F GOVERNMENT 

(FREOICTEI? EMPLO’IMENT IN THOUSANDS OF EMPI.OYEES I 

COUNTRY YEAR 

KOREA 1981 
MALAYSIA 1980, 
PAKISTAN 1979 
PHILIPPINES 1979 
SINGAPORE 1981 
SRI LANKA 1980 
THAILAND 1979 

CYPRUS 1980 
GREECE 1978 
PORTUGAL 1977 
TURKEY 1979 

BAHRAIN 1980 
EGYPT 1979 
ISRAEL 1979 
JORDAN 1979 
OMAN 1980 

ARGENTINA 1981 
BAHAMAS 1978 
BARBADOS 1981. 
BELIZE 1981 
BRAZIL 1979 
CHILE’ 1979 
COLOMBIA 1980 
COSTA RICA 1978 
ECUADOR 1980 
EL SALVADOR 1982 
GVATEMALA 1981 
GUYANA : 1979 
HONDURAS 1981 
JAMAICA 1980 
MEXICO’ 1979 
NICARAGUA 1976 
PANAMA 1979 
Si.LUCIA 1981 
TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 1980 
URUGUAY 1979 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT GENERAL GOVERNMEN I 
IGEM PREDICTED IGEM PREOICTEU 
INDEX EMPLOYMEtJT INDEX EMPLOYMENT 

197 517 
. . . 240 
. . . 639 
133 599 
145 89 
$66 241 
. . . 591 

76 27 
. 252 
. IC3 

363 

1 I7 I9 
150 382 

108 
. 73 

104 37 

125 
98 

.A; 

. . . 

‘& 
107 

77 

.38 
124 

: . . 
. 
121 
IO6 
. 
. 

45A 
II 
I2 

5 
164 
224 
304 

63 
166 
104 
137 

21 
70 
51 

576 
53 
52 

4 
50 
77 

15h 

. 
100 

98 
208’ 
148 

75 

: so 

87 
217 

;i 

121 
98 
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. . 

. . . 
. 

.t;i 

. . 

. . 
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. 

iii 
129 
. . 

. 

761 
404 

1123 
959 
131 
214 
923 

28 . . 36 
399 564 
318 . 449 

127F1 1948 

26 
757 
170 

74 
52 

. 31 
185 1200 

225 
. 109 

: 64 
I 

1053 
11 
I2 

320 I 
355 
720 

70 
245 

109 
194 

20 
86 
66 

2278 
55 
61 

4 
65 

Ill 

FUBLIC SECTOR 
IGEM PREDICTED 
Irms EMPLOYMENT 

I I3 1236 
. . . 602 
. . 1913 
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34i 352 169 

. 1505 

104 1523 
91 14 

z 

15 I 

I 
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IIIG 

98 
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‘45 
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124 
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matter of productivity. Is one paying for a highly productive, elite 
corps of civil servants .through a high wage rate incentive? Or, is one 
paying a rent to those civil servants lucky enough to get public employ- 
ment but whose productivity does not warrant high wage rates? Do other 
factors contribute to the observed indices, such as the significance of 
an expatriate labor force tn the government civil service? The IGEM 
indices only suggest the existence of an imbalance and provoke the 
obvious questions. The sources and significance of imbalances can be 
determined only through more detailed analyses of a country's particular 
situation. 

Another illustration of this can be seen in the fndices for Asia. 
In this region, most countries tend to employ more civil servants than 
would have been predicted; none,employ less. Yet in the Tait-Heller 
(1982) study, almost all these countri,es appear to spend, in aggregate 
terms, less than'would have been predicted on aggregate wages and 
salaries. Relative to per capita income, the average central govern- 
ment wage of Asian public employees is less than half that of African 
countries, although still higher than most of the OECD countries. 
Should there be a cutback in employment and an increase in salaries? 

2. Employment: by function 

Analysts of public .employment in a country are often confronted by 
the need to evaluate not only the size of the government sector but also 
the sectors where public employment should be frozen or even cut back.. 
There is no:substitute for a detailed analysis of the efficacy of programs 
within a sector as a basfs for such an evaluation. As an input to such 
analyses , ,cross-country comparisons can serve a useful ro,le. Using a 
model analogous to the one used in Section IV to predict total govern- 
ment employment, it is possible to examine the aggregate determinants of 
functional employment in the central government on a per capita basis. l/ 
As mentioned earlier, the employment variables:are assumed to be a - . 
function of (i) per capita income, (ii) population, and, (Iii.) the type 
of economic system. The econometric results are indicated in Table 17. 

Several facets oE the results should be noted.. First, the level of 
development as proxied by per capita income proves a s!gnifCcant positive 
determinant of employment per capita in some key sectors--notably, educa- 
tion, health, police, finance and planning, and labor and social security. 
Interestingly, defense employment per capita declines at higher per 
capita income levels. Other set tors , such as administration, mining, 
manufacturing, and construction, prove insensitive to the level of deve- 
lopment. Second, certain sectors appear to receive less public employ- 
ment on a.per capita basis in the countries with higher population, 

--- ----- 
11’ The central government employment numbers have again been adjusted 

to-take account of the importance of education, health, and.police 
functions Cn governmental units ‘below the central..government level. 

‘See Sectfon VII. 



Table 17. Determinents of Functional Employment Per!Capita 

(t-statistics' in parentheses)' I' 

‘. 

Independent . : 
-Logal : 

Inverse’ rithm ', ., .,. 
of Per Logarithm ,. c. 

Capita of Economic R2 
Income Population 2/ System' Constant - (n> 41 

Administration . 

Education . 

Heaith . 

Pol+ce 

Defense 

Finance and 
planning 

-0.09 
(-1.75) 

Agriculture 

Minjng, manu- 
facturing, and 

. 

construction 
'. ._ _. 

Utilities 

Labor and 
social security 

0.04 
(1.15) 

0.43. 
(7.14),. 

0.36 
(3.10) 
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.(3.04) 

0.02 
(2.22) 
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0.02 
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-o.oi 
(-1.64) 

0.03 t 0.67 
(0.64) (i.64) 

0.12 . : 0.48 
(1.40) (1.05) 

0.28 ‘. 0 .“30 
(1.67) (0.34) 

. 

-0.02 - 0.51 
.(-0.62) (3.70) 

,’ ,, 

(0.07) 
0.04 ’ 0;76 

.(0.43) (2.95) ‘. 

-0.03 . ..., 0.31 
(-3.12) (-0.03) ‘. (3.80) 

-0.04 
(,-2.97) 

-0.01 0.48 
(-0.30) (3.78) 

.‘1 

-0.03 
(-2.44) 

-0.02 
(-0.72) 

0.42 
(3.20) 

’ -0.04 
(-2.61) 

‘. 
” 

-0.02 
(-Oi60) 

0.46 
(2,.87) 

..‘. 

-- 
(0.59) 

. 0.01. 
(0.93) 

-0i.01 
(-0.09) 

0.16 
(38) 

0.60 
(40) 

0.28 
(38) 

0.28 : 
(34) j, 

0.12 
(42) 

0.31 
(35) 

0.21 
(38) 

0.16 
(36) 

0.39 
(21) 

0.24 
(34) 

‘, 

* 

l! Measured in number of employees per 100 inhabitants." '_ . t +i 
?! In thousands.of U.S..dollars. ' a -' ! . 
T/ In thousands. . 2 
x/ n= number of observations in the sample. _ - 
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notably in agriculture, administration, police, finance and planning, 
mining, manufacturing and construction, and utilities. With the 
exception of police, this negative relationship may reflect the rela- 
tively greater importance of the state and local government sectors 
in providing services in these sectors. Finally, the type of economic 
system does not prove very important as a determinant of the magnitude 
of sectoral employment. Only adjusted central government employment 
per capital in the health sector appears to be correlated directly 
with the degree of central planning in the economy. 

The preceding equations may be used to predict the level of sectoral 
employment in a given country, given its per capita income, population, 
and type of economic system,and under the strong assumption that it 
follows the pattern of experience of other countries with like charac- 
teristics. As above, both the IGEM index--the ratio of the actual 
employment in a sector to the predicted level--and the absolute number 
of employees that one would have predicted for a sector have been 
‘indicated. (See Appendix I, Table 33.) Again, these results should 
not be construed as norms but can serve only as a starting place for 
further inquiries as to why a government’s employment in a sector is 
high or low. 

3. An approach for analyzing the level of government salaries 

Section V presented the results of an econometric analysis 
explaining the ratio of the average central government wage to GDP per 
capita. As before, the estimating equation may be used to predict the 
average central government salary level that would be compatible with 
a country’s per capita income, and size of government sector, given 
the patterns established by other countries. As above, one could then 
compare the predicted salary with the actual salary prevailing at that 
time and estimate the extent to which the salary was above or below 
the anticipated level in the year of this observation. An index 
value, equaling the ratio of actual to predicted salary, has been 
calculated and is indicated in column 2 of Table 18, along with the 
predicted salary for that year in U.S. dollars (converted at the 
exchange rate prevailing in that year). 



COUNTRY 

UNITED STATES 1981 ‘122.3 
CANADA 1981 123.9 
AUSTRALIA i 980 72.8 
JAPAN .I 980 139.5 
NEW ZEALAND 1381 65.8 
AUSTRIA 1979 61.6. 
BELGIUM I 980 99.2 
DENMARK 1981 132.8 
GERMANY, FED. REP 1980 184.9. 
ICELAND 1980 89.5 
IRFLANO 1978 91.1 
ITALY i 980 81.8 
NETHERLANDS 1980 154.7 
NORWAY 1979 110.5 
SWEDEN _ 1979 147.1 
UNITED KINGDOM 1980 91.5 

BENIN 1979 . 176.7 321423 56803 1 
GOTSWANA 1979 i 24 ..a 2295 2865 
BURUNDI 1978 390.7 50138 ’ 195880 
CAMEROON 1981 228.3 6491 14 148 IBoO 
CONGO 1978 183.7 426 101 782665 
KENYA i 980 75.7 927 702 
LIBERIA 1982 76.7 4159 3191 
MAURITIUS 1980 54.0 28402 15324 
SENEGAL 
SOUTH AFRICA 

1976 174.5 508779 887952 
1982 135.5 7629 10326 

SWAZILAND 1982 77 6 364 1 2826 
TANZANIA 1978 98.9 1049 1 1038 1. 
TOGO 1980 98.8 486547 480796 
UGANDA 1982 .108.6’ 30957 33627 

ZAMBIA 1980 100.7 2086 2101 
ZIMBABWE 1979 110.1 2 179 2399 

TABLE 18 IGEM IPJOICES ANO I’REOICTEO LEVEL OF CENTRAL GOVERNMENT WACES 

YEAR 

i. 

i ( WdGES E&PRESSED IN LOCAl: CURRENCY UNITS) ’ 

IGEM 
INbEX 

. 

PREOIC;ED 
WAGE OF 
CENTRAL .- 

GOVERtJMENI 
EMPLOYEES 

15160 
17099 
13382 

308066E 
22302 

211152 
590421. 
116462 

27523 
1.08428 

5270 
13643062 1 

.34569 
77978 
55963 

7043 

AVERAGE 
WAGE 

18540 18540 
21183. _ 17862 

9744 11504 
4296364 21 164 

14679 12102 
130083 10464 
585548 13575 
154669 21115 

50899 25982 
97073 15559 

4803 977 1 
11 165593 12000 

53488 25123 
a.6 ia5 17496 
82347 198.59 

6443 15366 

ACTUAL .. 
WAGE OF 
CENrRAL 

GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 
(INUS!+)- , 

2826 
3633 
2176 
5156 

. 37’45 
1856 
3191 
2020’ . 
3573 

10523 
2773 
1400 
2129 

339 
2615 
3560 

L 
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TABLE 18.. !COtJCLUDFO.J IGEM INDICES AN@ PREDICTED LEVEL OF CFNTRAL GOVERNMEtJl WAGES 

(WAGES EXPRFSSED IN LOCAL CURRENCY UNITS) 

COUNTRY YEAR 
IGEM 
INDEX 

PREDICTED 
WAGE OF 
CENTRAL . 

GOVERFJMENT 
EMPLOY FFS . 

INDIA 1977 107.1 64’57 
KOREA 198 1 76.1 2535552 

PHILIPPINES 1979 61.1 15498 
SINGAPORE 1981 46.4 ?8445’ 
SRI LANKA 1980 37.3 2 1362. 

CYPRUS 1980 100.6 3SS4 . 3576 9804 

BAHRAIN 1980 69.4 6945 4’822 
EGYPT 1979 103.2 .’ 1680 1734 

OMAN 1980 63.8 560; 3577 

12525 
2477 ‘_ . 

10414 

ARGENTINA -1981 
BAHAMAS . 1978 
BELIZE 1981 
ECUADOR 1980 
EL SALVADOR 1982 
GUATEMALA 1981 
JAMAICA ’ 1980 
PANAMA 1979 
ST.LUCIA 1991 

68.3 5795967 1 
70.9 11954 

. . . 
72.6 
97.1 
R3.0 

130.6 
92.2 
72.6 

108879 
8353 
3555 
7070 
498 1 

10544 

AVERAGE 
WAGE 

6916 
1929403 

9463 P 
13199 

7 9 7 c 

39560593 
8464 
6697 

78996 
El:4 
295 1 
9236 
4590 
7652 

ACTUAL 
WAGE OF 
CENT-RAL 

GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 

-( IN US 8) 

843 
2754 
1276 
6445 

443 

5459 
8464 
3348 
3160 
3246 
295 1 
5185 
4590 
2R34 



IX. Some Broad Conclusions 

The detailed information arising from this work is embodied in 
the tables and text, but attention might be drawn to a few of the 
principal conclusions and results. 

1. It is surprising and depressing how little,information is 
available readily on public sector employment and'pay, Perhaps the.Fund, 
ILO, or World Bank should devote some of their resources, proportionate 
to the importance of the public sector- in most of their member countries, 
to collecting and publishing consistent time-series data on this subject. 

2. Central government decisions on wages and salaries in devel- 
oping countries are likely to affect 15 to 40 per cent of employed 
workers in the urban labor market and therefore have a pervasive 
"leverage" effect on domestic unit wage costs.. In terms of formal 
incomes policies or in formal wage bargaining, this is likely to be an 
important influence. : 

3. General government (central, state, and local) employees 
average 7 per 100 inhabitants for OECD countries and only 3 for non-oil 
developing countries. Among OECD countries, Sweden (14.7), Denmark 
(11*4), and the United Kingdom (9.6) combine large local gove,,rnments 
with large central'governments to create these high percentages for 
general government. The mean employment share of the central government 
in total general government employment in developfng countries is 
approximately 85 per cent. This figure contrasts with a ratio of,only 
42 per cent in the OECD countrfes. As a result, leverage is likely to 
be more powerful in local authorities in OECD countries than in develop- 
ing countries. 

4. Employees, of nonfinancial public enterprises are quantitatively 
more significant in developing countries, averaging 14 per cent in 
nonagricultural sector employment; in contrast to'.only 4 per cent in 
the OECD countries. 

5. Public sector employees average 44 per cent of nonagricultural 
sector employment in developing countries compared with 24 per cent for 
the OECD countries. In some developing countries, the ratio can reach 
as high as 68 per cent (India) or 80 per cent (BenIn). In the OECD, 
the public sector's percentage of,the total nonagricultural employed 
is highest: 36 per cent.(New,Zealand), 34 per cent (Sweden), 33 per 
cent (Belgium), and 31 per cent (United Kingdom)'. Broadly speaking, 
most OECD countries can expect to have one fifth to one fourth of their 
total active labor force.employ,ed by the public sector. 

6. The total share of wages in national income is positively 
correlated with the share of the central government wage bill in GDP; 
the share of the state and local government wage bill has no effect 
on the overall wage bill. 

. 

. . : 
1 I. - 

. . 
. * 

: 

: _ 

’ 
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7. The functional structure of public expenditure i.s a key 
determinant of the magnitude of public sector wage and salary 
expenditure. The relatively higher importance of wages at the state' 
and local government level reflects the lesser importance of cash 
transfers or services.commissioned outside the public sector. 

8. Total government employment per capita tends to increase as 
per capita income rises, thus supporting the validity of the alternative 
test of Wagner's law presented in this study. This isa particularly 
strong result when one considers. that the expansion of the public 
sector in some developed countries has taken the form of transfers and 
'the contracting out of services rather than through the provision of 
direct employment. The relationship is particularly strong for countries 
with per capita income in excess of US$800. State and local government 
employment per capita is not significantly influenced by population 
size, neither is general government nor public sector employment. On 
the other hand, the share of central government employment in total non- 
agricultural employment declines with per capita income; for countries 
with per capita income.of less than US$1,400, the share of total general 
government employment declines; above that income level, it increases. 
Public sector employed as a share of nonagricultural employment declines 
with per capita income. 

9. The more centrally planned the economy, the higher the share 
in the nonagricultural employed of employees in state and local govern- 
ment, nonfinancial public enterprises, and the public sector. 

10. It is striking how high the state and local government wage 
bill is compared with that of central government in many countries where 
government is typically thought of as centrally dominated; for example, 
in Japan, 69 per cent of the wage bill is paid to local government 
officials, and almost 70 per cent in Denmark. This fact emphasizes the 
importance of wage settlements at the local government level; in 
speaking of national wage policy, there must be an appreciation of 
whether or not the central government has de facto control over local 
government pay and hiring. 

11. In some developing countries, the wage bill of nonfinancial 
public enterprises can be as high as 5.0 per cent of the total public 
sector wage bill (e.g., in Brazil).. 

12. Central government wages in non-oil developing countries are 
on average 20 per cent of total compensation of employees in the economy, 
with the highest ratio in the African regions and the lowest in Latin 
America. 

13. In developing countries, the average wage in the government 
sector appears to be less-than that in the nonagricultural private 
sector, suggesting that government sector employees in these countries 
may not be able to translate their numerical strength into commensurate 



- 58 - 

strength in their wage rates relative to .their peers in the modern 
component of the private sector (but see point (14) for remuneration 
in industrialised countries). 

14. In the OECD countri.es, the average central government wage 
is approximately 1.7 times per capita income; in the developing coun- 
tries, it is approximately 4.5 times per capita income. The highest 
ratio within the OECD is for Ireland (2.5), and in the developing 
countries the ratio averages 6.1 in Africa- and 2.9 in Asia and Latin 
America. In Benin, Burundi, and Senegal, the ratio can reach 10 and 
above. The difference between developed and developing countries in ~ 
this ratio may reflect differences in the,educational requirement of 
government employment relative to that required of the labor force 
outside government. 

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

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

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

18, On average, central government employees are almost uniformly 
better paid than the average employee at the state or local government 
level; this may reflect the higher cost of living in capital cities. 
It may also reflect a higher educational content required in the 
jobs of central government employment relative to those at the state 
and local government level. 

19. Although the average salary per employee in the nonfinancial 
public enterprise sector is generally higher than that paid in the 
central government, the data suggest some notable exceptions to this 
pat tern. 
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20. While no one would argue that relative salaries across 
occupations should,bear an identical relationship in every country, 
the discrepancies in some cases are large enough to raise questions 
about the rationale. It is also interesting to note the wide variation 
in the relative salaries of positions in the same sector, for example, 
between primary-school and secondary-school teachers; 

21. Across positions within countries, the variance of salary 
scales can be quite extreme; in Kenya the standard deviation of the 
index is 208, relative to a mean index for a.clerical officer of 100. 
In Trinidad and Tobago, the standard deviation reached 247. In other 
countries the salary spread is quite tight; for instance, in Denmark 
and Sweden, the standard deviation is only 38 and 18, respectively. 

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

23. The mean number of personnel employed in central government 
administration per 100 inhabitants for OECD and non-oil developing 
countries is remarkably similar; typically, African countries have the 
highest level of administrative employment (0.29 per 100 inhabitants), 
and Asian.countries the lowest (0.14). Within the OECD, the country 
with the highest proportion of central government administrators to 
population is the United Kingdom (0.78 administrators per 100 inhabi- 
tants representing 10.7 per cent of total central government employment); 
the second highest proportions in OECD are those for Sweden (0.48 
administrators per 100 inhabitants and 5.3 per cent, respectively). 
One characteristic that appears is that those countries that have been 
more influenced by the British Commonwealth system of government appear 
to employ larger numbers of government civil servants in administration. 
than do other countries, or their allocation of functions is biased to 
identify administrators. Those employed in the administrative sector 
of government appear to be paid rather more than the average for the 
public service. 

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

25. Employment of defense forces and police is higher. in the 
developing countries than in OECD countries. The country with the 
highest percentage of its population committed to defense in the OECD 
is the United States. The variance in the number of defense personnel 
in developing countries is wide. Swaziland requires 6.9 military per 
1,000 inhabitants, and Kenya only 0.8. In Europe, police forces tend 
to be paid approximately the same as those in the defense services. 
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In many developing countries,' the police forces appear to have an 
average wage that is much lower than the.average wage in the defense. 
forces. This fact may be explained by special allowances and other 
fringe benefits. *. 

'. : 
26. The econometric ana,lysis of the deterninants of ,government . . . . 

employment can be used to estimate an IGEM index to indicate whether a 
country employs more or fewer employees than would .have been'predicted, 
given its per capita income, population, and.type of economic system., 
Belgium, Iceland, Ireland, and Italy appear. to employ a total general: 
government, which is just as would be predicted. Some co'untriCs employ 
more than might have been predicted, for example, notably the Scandina- 
vian countries, the United Kingdom, and New Zealand. The indices can 
suggest the existence of an imbalance. The sources of the imbalance 
can be determined only through a more detailed analysis,.of country- 
specific background. For Instance, Japan has lower than expected ' 
employment levels and a higher than expected average central government 
wage rate relative to per capita income. It is not possible from 
these results to. determine whether its wages,are excessive and its 
employment in government low, or whether the Japanese are pa);ing:f-or a 
highly productive, elite corps of civil servants through a high wage 
incentive. : 

9. 
Although the observations throughou; the .paper may be thought- 

provokiqg and often unsatisfactory, the purpose of the paper may ,. 
have been achieved if attention has been drawn to the issues.and the 
need for better data has been emphasized. .' 

: < 
0 
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Table 19. Data Requested From One Hundred Thirty-Nine Countries: 
Countries Npt Mentioned Did Not Respond .' 

Country 
Response 

Letter Publication Specially prepared 
data 

Industrial Countries 

United States 
Canada 
Australia 
Japan 
New Zealand 
Belgium 
Denmark 
Iceland 
Ireland 
Italy 
Netherlands 
Netherlands Antilles 
Norway 
Sweden 
United Kingdom 

Developing Countries 

Oil-exporting countries 

Indonesia 
Kuwaft 
Oman 

Non-oil developing 
countries 

Africa 

Cameroon 
Ethiopia 
Kenya 
Liberia 
Mauritius 
Senegal 
Sierra Leone 
South Africa 
Tanzania 
Togo 
Uganda 
Zambia 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

x X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 

x X 

x 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X X 

x X 

X 
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Table 19 '(continued). Data Requested From 139 Countries: 
Countries Not Mentioned Did Not Respond 

Country 
Response 

Letter Publication Specially prepared 

Asia 

India 
Korea 
Philippines 
Singapore 
Solomon Islands 
Sri Lanka 
Thailand 

Europe 

Cyprus 
Portugal 

X X 

X 

Middle East 

Bahrain 
Egypt 

X X X 

X X 

Western Hemisphere 

Argentina X X 

Bahamas X X 

Ecuador X X 

El Salvador X X 

Guatemala X X X 

Guyana X X’ 

Jamaica X X 

Panama X X 

St. Lucia X X 



COUNTRY YEAR 

UN1 TED STATES 1981 
CANADA 1981 
AUSTRALIA 1980 
JAPAN 1980 
NEW ZEALAND 1981 
AUSTRIA 1979 
BELGIUM 1980 
DENMARK 1981 
FINLAND 1979 
FRAtJCE 1980 
GERMANY, FED. REP. 1980 
ICELAND 1980 
IRELAND 1978 
ITALY 1980 
LUXEMBOURG 1979 
NETHERLANDS 1980 
NORWAY 1979 
SPA IN 1979 
SWEDEN 19.79 
SWITZERLAND 1379 
UNITED KINGDOM 1980 

BENIN 1979 
8OTSWANA 1979 
B?IRUND I 1978 
CAMEROON 1981 
CONGO 1978 
KENYA 1980 
I IBERIA 1982 
MADAGASCAR 1980 
MAURITIUS 1980 
SENEGAL 1976 
SOU’I’H AFRICA 1982 
SUDAN 1978 
SWAZILAND 1982 
TANZANIA 1978 
TOGO 1980 
UGANDA 1982 
ZAMBIA 1980 
ZIMBABWE 1979 

TARLE 20. EMPLOYFES n’? ILEVEL. OF GOVERNMENT 

CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT 

STATE AND NONF I NANC I AL 
L0CP.L PUBLIC 

GOVERNMENl- ENTERPRISES 

4252.0 13445.0 
360. 1 1146.0 

302.0 1135.4 

1210.0 3190.3 
212.7 47.1 

289.2 319.0 
481.6 184.6 

131.5 449.5 
. 

80;: 6 
12.4 
76.0 

1692.7 

35.;: ; 

130.0 

21;:; 

232;: 6 

. . 
2931.7 

2.1 
73.0 

1208.0 

41i:o 

228.0 

1004:i 

302;:; 

25.4 
17.8 
18.0 

56. 1 
37.9 

344.8 
49.2 

4.0 
5.1 
3.6 

-- 

. . . 
49.1 
45.9 

204.7 
. . . 

18.4 
249.2 

40.2 
137.2 
143.9 
105.7 

4o:o 
-- 

ki:i 
__ 

70.0 
. . 

__ 

-- 
54.0 

4.4 
22.0 

( IN Tt-(DUSANDS OF PERSONS 1 

668.0 
383.4 
166.0 
808.0 

60.9 
. 

198.4 
fio.3 

. . . 
1006.9 

2.8 
73.0 

439.0 

. . 

. 
136. 1 

203;: il 

21.9 

13:; 
. . . 

100.1 
6.4 

. . 
20.0 
18.0 

;:!ii 

171.7 

80:; 
124.0 

GENERAL PUBL I c 
GOVERNMENT SEC.rOR 

1’7697.0 
1506.1 
1137.4 
4380.8 

259.8 
605.0 
666.0 
581.0 
386.0 

3078.0 
3732.2 

14.5 
149.0 

3046.0 
17.0 

772. 1 
358.0 

1488.0 
1215.7 

303.0 
5354.0 

29.4 
24.0 
21.6 
56.1 

364:; 
49.2 
93.5 
54.5 
45.9 

274.7 
279.0 

18.4 

249.2 
40.2 

191.2 
151.5 
127.7 

18365.0 
1889.5 
1603.4 
5188.8 

320.7 

86.; : i 
641.3 

. 

4739. t 
17.3 

222.0 
3485.0 I 

818:; 
m 
W 

. . I 

1351.8 

7390: 0 

51.3 

3i:i 
. . 

464: ; 
55.6 

131 .o 
74.5 
63.9 

_. . 
. 

19.9 
420.9 

27;:; 
275.5 

. . . 



TABLE 20 (CDNCLUDED t . EMPLOYEES BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT 

(IN THOUSANDS OF PERSDNS) 

CENTRAL 
GD&‘ERNMFNT 

STATE AND NONFTNANCIAL 
LOCAL PUCLJC 

GOVERNMENT ENTERPRISES 
.GENERAL. PUBLIC 

GOVERNMErJT SECTOR COUNTRY YEAR 

IrJDIb 1977 
KOREA 1981 
PHJLIPPINES 1979 
S JNGAPORE 1981 
SRI LANKA 1980 
1HAlI.AND 1979 

4186.0 7119.0 
1015.7 160.4 

798.5 161.7 
128.8 -_ 
400.6 45.0 

3675.0 11305.0 
220.2 1176.0 

1066.7 360.2 
. . . 128.8 

757.9 445.6 
. . 137r?.o 

14980.0 
1396.2 
2026.9 

CY I’RUS 1980 
PORTUGAL 1977 

20.3 0.6 . . 
. . . 

20.9 
254.0 

BAt-IRA IN 1980 
EGYPT 1979 
OMAN 1980 

22.5 0-S . . 
572.6 lcI6.7.7 575.4 

38.8 __ . . . 

23 .o 
1640.3 

38.8 

22111:; 

1590.3 
13.0 

. . . 

ARr,r:Nl IFJA 1981 
BAHAMAS 1978 
BARDADOS 1981 
BELIZE 1981 
ECUADOR 1980 
El- SALVADOR 1982 
GUATEMALA 1981 
tiONWR A S 1981 
JAMAICA 1980 
PANbMA 1979 
ST.LIICJI\ 1981 

573.5 
11.2 

. . . 
‘3 . 3 

163.3 
111.5 
105.0 

27.0 
63.2 
63 7 

4.6 

703.0 313 
_. - 1 

. . 
__ 

. . . 

18:; 
Ii 

7 
. 

43.7 
4.1 38 
0.4 

8 
:8 

12’76.5 
11.2 
27.0 

3.3 
:. 

. 
173.3 

. . . 
106.9 

71.7 
5.0 

. 

. . 

. . . 
131. I 

. 

110:; 
. . 

. 
.9 
.3 

.5 



.TARLF 2 1. GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES PER CAPITA 

(NUMBER OF EMPLDYFES PER 100 INHAGITANTS) 

CENTRAL 
GOVERfJMENT 

STATE AND NONF I NANC I AL 
LOCAL PUBLIC 

GOVERNMENT ENTERPRISES 
GENERAL PUBLIC 

GOVERNMENT SECTOR COUNTRY YEAR 

8.07 
.’ . 

7.60, 
IO.97 

4.44 
10.35 

8:;; 
12.53 

UN’ITED STATES 1981 
CANhljA 1981 
AUSfRALIA, 1980 
JAPAN 1980 
NEW. ZEALAND 1981 
AUS’TRIA 1979 
BELGIUM 1980 
DENMARK 1981 
F 1NLAND 1979 
FRANCE 1980 
GERMANY. FED. REP. 1980 
ICELAND 1980 
IRELAND 1978 
ITALY’ 1980 
LUXEMP,DURG 1979 
NE1 HERLANDS 1980 
NOROAY 1979 
SPAIN 1979 
SWEDEN 1979 
SWITZERLANO 1979 
LJNI TED KINGD,OM 1980 

BENIN 1979 
BOTSWANA 1979 
EURUNDI 1978 
CAMERODN 1981 
CONGO 1978 
KENYA > 1980 
LIBERIA 1982 
MADAGASCAR 1980 
MAURITIUS 1980 
SENEGAL 1976 
SOIJTH AFRICA 1982 
SUDAN 1978 
SWAZILAND 1982 
TANZANIA 1978 
TOGO 1980 
UGANDA 1982 
.?AMBIA 1960 
ZIMRABWE 1979 

1 .87 5.91 
1.49 4.73 
2.07 7.77 
t.04 2.73 
6.86 1 .52 
3.85 4.25 
4.88 1 .87 
2.57 8.78 

0.29 
1.58 
I. 14 
0.69 
1 .96 

2:o; 
I. 18 

7.77 
6.22‘ 
9.83 
3.75 
8.38 
8.06 
6.75 

11.35 
8. 11 
5.73 
6.06 
6.42 
4.50 
5.34 
4.68 
5.46 
8.80 
4.00 

14.66 
4 76 
9.57 

. . . 
1.30 4.76 
5.49 0.93 
2.30 2.21 
2.97 2.12 

1:&l 
1 .24 
2.21 
0.77 

. 
0.33 

7 

6 
6 

2.50 2 96 
3.19 5.60 

5 

1 .64 
. . . 

3.64 

2.55 

4. 16 

0.76 
2.25 
0.42 
0.66 
2.60 
2.10 
2.41 

5:40 

0.90 
0:70 

3:3; 
1.43 
1.53 
1.01 
2.47 
1.53 

12.12 

‘5:;; 

0.12 
0.65 
0.08 

__ 

16 

2:&l 
2.73 
1 . 50 
8. 19 
1.25 

0.66 

0:;; 
. . . 

0.68 
3.04 
0.51 
0.66 

2:;; 
2.41 
1.07 

5.99 
0.90 
0.94 
1 .61 
3.35 
1.43 
1.53 
1 .4D 
2.60 
1.65 

0.24 0.61 
_ . 0.31 

o:ii 
_ - 

0.24 

2:;o 
0.35 

0:;; 
0.98 

o:iA 
2.13 

3:;; 
2.41 

1:99 
4.73 

_ 
0.40 
0.08 
0.32 



1 ABLE ,2 I. t CONCLUDED 1 GOVERNMENT EMPI.OVEES PER CAPI 1’A 

(NUMGER OF EMPLOYEES PER ICC! INHABITANTS J 

GENFRAL PUBLIC 
GDVERNMENT SECTOR 

STATE AND NONF I NANC I AL 
CENTRAL LOCAL PUBLIC 

GOVERNMENT GOVERNMEN FNTERPRISES CDIJNTRY YEAR 

INDIA 
KOREA 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 
THAI LAND 

2.39 
3.65 
4.35 

8:;6 

19'77 
198 1 
1979 
1981 
1980 
1979 

0 
2 

67 1: 14 
66 0.42 
71 0.35 
39 __ 

72 0.31 

0.59 
0.58 
2.29 

5:i-i 
. . 

1.81 
3.08 
2.m 
5.39 
3.c2 
2.97 

5 

, CYPRUS 
I PORTUGAL, 

1980 
197’7 

3.25 9.10 
. . . . . 

BAHRAIN 1980 6.25 0.14 

EGYPT 1979 1.40 2.61 
OMAN 1980 A. 36 -- 

3.34 
2.6l 

. 

6.39 
4 00 
4.36 

4.72 
4.38 

10.71 
1.34 

1:40 
. 

1.16 
0.80 

. . 

5.88 
5.78 

ARGENTINA 1981 
BAHAMAS 1978 
BARBADOS 1981 
CELIZE 1981 
ECUADOR 1980 
EL. SALVADOR 1982 
GUATEMALA 1981 
HONDURAS 1981 
JAMA I CA 1980 
PANAMA 1979 
ST . L.UCI A 1981 

2 
A 

12 2.60 
98 -_ 

14 . - 

96 . . . 
32 
45 0:&i 
73 
89 2:;; 
39 0.22 
35 0.33 

. . 
. 

. 
2 0.29 

0.10 
. 

2:ii 
. 

1 : .;-i 

. . . 
4.86 
o.(+i 
4. 18 

. 
1 .81 

0 
2 
3 
3 

l , 



COUNTRY YEAR 

UN1 TED STATES 1981 
CANADA.. 198 1 
AUSTRALIA 1980 
JAPAN 1980 
tdEw ZEALAND 1981 
AUSTRIA 1979 
BELGIUM 1980 
DENMARK 1981 
FINLAND 1979 
FRANCE 1980 
GERMANY. FED. REP. 1980 
ICELAND 1980 

,IRE.l..AND 1978 
.ITALY 1980 
LUXEMBOURG 1979 
NETHERLANDS 1980 

.NOR.WAY 1979 
SPAIN .I979 
SWEDEN 1979 
SWITZERLAND 1979 
UNITED KINGDOM 1980 

BENIN ‘. 1979 
.BOTSWANA 1979 
CAMEROON 1981 
CENTRAL AFRICAN REP. 1979 
GHANA 1979 
KENYA 1980 
LIBERIA 1982 
MALAW I 1979 
MAURITIUS 1980 
SENEGAL 1976 
SOUTH AFRICA 1982 
SWAZILAND 1982 
TANZANIA 1978 
TOGO 1980 
UGANDA 1982 
ZAMBIA 1980 
ZIMBABWE 1979 

TABLE 22 GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES AS SHARE OF NONAGRICULTURAL SECTOR EMPLOYMEFJT 

CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT 

STATE AND NONFINANCIAL 
LOCAL PUBLIC 

GOVERNMENT ENTERPRISES 

4.53 
3.13 
5.17 
2.42 

24.20 
10.45 
18.28 

5.73 
. . . 

3:37 

12.28 
9.17 
9.62 

,. 

8:32 
8.25 

5:ii 

9:;; 

14.31 
9.95 

19.45 
6.38 
5.36 

Ii.53 
7.01 

19.60 
. . 

12: 35 
2.08 
8.81 
6.86 

9:;; 
14.47 

25: ii 

12:62 

43.05 6.78 
25.07 7.18 

8.46 -- 

. . . . 

28:& 3:&i 
52.. 90 -- 

34:i; 
32.79 

4.44 
22.44 
46.23 
42.95 

3:i3 
-- 

1.52 
_- 

. . 
42.32 
16.31 

__ 
--. 

1:;; 
3.40 

(IN PERCENT) ’ 

0.71 
3.33 
2.84 
1.61 
6.93 

7:53 
2.63 

. 

4:&i 
2.77 
8.81 
2.49 

1:o; 
. 

3:4; 

8:49 

37 :12 
. . . 

. 

. . 

8:40 
6.88 

: . . 
14.18 
12.86 

I:83 
31.86 

. . . 

36:;; 
. . . 

GENERAL PUBLIC 
GOVERNMEN SECTOR 

18.83 
13.07 
24.62 

8.75 
29.56 
21.86 
25.28 
25.34.’ 
20.49 
17.66 
15.72 
14.36 
17.97 
17.30 
11.41 
17.92 
22.72 
15.63 
30.43 
11.05 
22.31 

19.55 
16.40 
27.46 
10.37 
36.48 

. . . 
32.82 
27.97 

. . 
. . . 

19.96 
. 17.13 

26.78 
19.80 

IS:99 
. 

33: ii 

30: 80 

49.83 
33.80 

8.46 

86.95 
_.. 

. . 

30: 65 
52.90 

. . 
38.65 
32.79 

5.96 
22.44 
46.23 
42.95 

29:&I 
.73.90 
39.05 
59.78 
39.20 
52.64 
45.64 

44:&i 
19.71 

24:;; 
78.09 

42: 26 
81.03 

. . 



CWJNTRY YEAR 

ItllJ14 
KDREA 
PHILIPPINES 
SINGAPORE _ 
SRI LANKA 
THAILAND. 

1977 
1981 
1979 
1981 
t98C 
1979 

20.13 
11.57 
10.44 
12. I? 
15. I? 

34.23 
1 .R3 
2.12 

_- 

1.70 

CYPRUS 1980 
PORTUGAL 1977 

15.15 0.*15 

BAHRAIN 1980 16.92 0.38 
E G ‘I’ P T !9iS 10.29 19.19 
OMAN 1980 25.87 - 

ARGFNT INA s 1981 
BAHAMAS 1978 
BhRBADOS 1981 
ECIJADDR 1980 
El S61LVADOR 1982 
GUATEMALA 1981 
!iONI?IIRAS~ ’ 1981 
Jfi.MhlCA 1980 
PAldAMA 1979 
ST LIJC I A 1981 

TABLE 22 I CONCLUDED). GOVERNMEIJT EMPLDYEES AS SHARE OF NONAGRICULTURAL SECTDR EMPLOYMENT 

( IN PERCENT t 

CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT 

8. t9 10.94 4.48 
16.00 - 2.57 

11:&t 
74.83 
13.46 

5.25 
13.83 
17.12 

.25.39 

1 .  

2:ii 

9:&t 
1. IO 
2.2c-i 

9:s 
0.94 

. . . 
10.35 

ST-A.TE AND NONF INANCFAL 
LOCAL PUBLIC 

GOVERNMENT ENTERPRISES 
GEPJERAL PUELIC 

GDVERNMEldT SE\: TOR 

17.67 
2.51 

13.95 

28:;; 

. . 

54.35 
13.4Q 
12.56 
12. i’i 
16.e8 
23.95 

i5.66 
9.43 

17.29 
29.49 
25.67 

18.24 
16.00 
24. 1 I 

15:e; 

72.02 
15.91 
26.51 

I 

. E 
39.83 

I . . 

22.72 
lB.57 

. . . 
49.30 
16.81 



COUNTRY 

lJNITED S.TATES 
CANADA 
AUSTRALIA 
JAPAN 

. .NEW ZEALAND 
AUSlKIA 
BELGIUM 
DENMARK 
GERMANY. FED 
ICELANr? 
1 RELAND 
I T A 1. Y 
NETIiERL.ANDS 
NORWAY 
SWEDEN 
IJNlTED KINGDOM 

BENIN 1979 
BOTSWANA 1979 
BURUNDI 1978 
CAMEROON 1981 
KENYA 1980 
LIBERIA 1982 
MADAGASCAR 1980 
MAURITIUS 1980 
SENEGAL 1976 
SDUTII AFRICA 1982 
SWAZILAND 1982 
TANZANIA 1978 
TOGO 1980 
LJGANDA 1982 
ZAMBIA 1980 
ZIMBABWE 1979 

REP 

YEAR 

CENTRAL STATE AN0 LDCAI 
GOVERNMENT GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEES’ IN FMPLO’IEES ItJ 
GENERAL GENERAL 

GOVFRNMENT GOVERNMENT 

1981 2.403 ‘15.97 
1981 23.91 76.09 
1986 21 .oi 78.99 
1980 27.52 72.82 
1981 81.87 18.13 
1979 47.80 52.73 
1980 72 3 1 27.72 
1981 22.63 7’7 . 3.7 
1980 21.45 78.55 
1980 85.52 14.48 
1978 51 .Ol 48.99 
1980 55.57 39.66 
1980 45.86 54. 14 
1979 36.31 63.69 
1979 17.38 82.62 
1980 43.46 56.54 

86.39 13.61 ’ 49.51 
74.17 21 .25. 
83.30 16.70 so.94 

100.00 ..- . 
94.47 10.96 74.13 

100.00 . _ 88.49 

90.09 
100.00 

74.52 
IO@.00 
too.09 
100.00 

7 1.76 
94.98 
82.77 

. 
9.91 

__ 

,7.5.48 
__ 

-- 

28.24 
9 90 

I;: 23 

IAELF 33. DISTRIFXJI-ION OF GDVERNMENT EMPLOYEES BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMEN 

( IN PERCENl 1 

CENTRAL STATE AbJD LDCAL GENERAL 
GOVERNMENT GOVERNMENI GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEES IN EMPLOYEES LN EMI’LDYEES IN 
PUBLIC SECTOR PUBLIC SECTOR PUPLIC SECTOR 

23. 15 
19.06 
18.B3 
23.32 
66.32 

73 21 
’ 60.65 

70.81 
61 .48 
14.69 

. 
5S.71 
20.51 
16.89 
71.68 
34.23 
48.57 
43.28 

. 
21.36 
70.09 
61 .86 
12.14 
32.B8 
34.66 
51.09 

15.63 74.30 
31.49 40.96 

7.80 
. : 

10.21 

8:& 
_. 

65:;; 
71.83 

92:;; 
59.31 

50144 
52.23 

. 
.?. 25 

- 

. 
- 
_ . 

19:;; 
1.60 

. . 

NON F 1 NANC I Al. 
PUBLIC 

ENTERPRICE 
EMPLOYEES IN 

PUBLIC SECTOR 

96.363 3.64, 
79.71 20.29 
89.65 10.35 
84.43 15.57 
8l.Oi 18.99 

77.05 
90.60 
78.75 
83.. P,2 
67.12 
87.40 
94.38 

22.9; 
9.. 40 

21.25 
16. 18 
32.89 
12.60 

5.62 

89: !i; 
72.45 

10.07 
27.55 

57.31 

61.15 

78.i; 
BB.49 
7 1 3’1 
73.15 
71 .E!3 

92:&i 
59.21 

70151 
54.99 

42.69 

38.P5 

21:‘j; 
il.51 

26:Pi 
28. 17 

. . 
7.54 

40.79 

29: ii0 
45.01 

. . 

I 

cn 
u3 

I 



I IN PFI’CFNT) 

NON F INANCI?l. 
PUBLIC 

ENlEKl’RICE 
EMPLOYEES IN 

PURL I C SF CTDR 

CEiJTRAL STATE AND LOCAL 
GDVERNMCNT GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEES IN FMPLUtEES IN 
GFNERAL GENERAL 

GDVERNMFNT GOVERNMENT 

GENERAL CFIJIRAL STAIE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT GOVERNMEN 1 

E.MPt OVEES IN EMPLOYEES Ir-4 

l’1Jp.I IC SECIOR PUB1 IC SECIOR 

G(lVERtJ>~ENT 
F MP L 0 Y E E S I N 

I’LJPL I(: SFCTOR Cfll.JNT’7Y YEAR 

INDIA. 1977 
KOI’E A 1981 
FI-IILIPPINES 1979 
SIIJC,APDRE 1981 
SRI LAFJKA 1980 

37 03 
06.31 
83.16 

100 00 
83.c)O 

t-47: 13 

97. !I3 
3,1.q1 

to9 cm 

44.Y3 
1OQ 00 
100.00 
‘84.81 
52 -I 2 
98.94 
c)? 00 

62.97 
17 64 
15.84 

IO. 10 

?7.94 4.1.5? 
72.75 ii .49 
39.40 7.98 

. . 
3?.39 

75. 4’7 
84 73 
47.37 

37 .on 

24.53 
15.77 
52.63 

62:;; 

CYPRUS 1980 

BAHRAIN 1980 
EG’iPT 1979 
OMAN 19’80 

2 87 

3.17 
65.09 

__ 

. . 
OR. (3 

44.21 
_- 

. 
14.31 

Z-l:;:! 

. . 
74.03 25 : G 

: 
19.73 
13.85 

5.57 
. 

34 34 

i 

ARGENTINA 1981 
BAHAMAS 197Ei 
BELIZE 1981 
GUATEMALA 1981 
JAMAICA 138r) 
PANAMA 1979 
ST LlJC I A 198 1 

55 07 
__ 

15.15 
40.8R 

5.72 
8 00 



IAf3I.E 24. DISTRTBlJTIDN OF GUVERNMFNT WA!;F; RV LEVEL i)F GOVERfdMFNT 

( IN PERCENT) 

STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEES IN 
GENFRAL 

GOVERNMFN 1 COUNTRY YEAR 

CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEES IN 
GFNERAL 

GOVERNMENT 

UNITED STATES 1981 23.61 70.39 
CANADA 1981 34.48 75.52 
OAPAPJ, 1980 30 ..96 69.04 
NEW ZEALAND 1981 91.86 i8. I4 
r,Et.IMA’?K 19Al 30.30 63.70 
FRANC-E 1980 76.42 23.58 
GERMANY. FED. REP 1980 24.01 75.99 
I TALV 1980 77.45 22.55 
NETHERLANDS 1980 41.77 58.23 
NDRWAY 1979 34.92 65.08 
UlilITFD KINGDOM 1980 49.26 50.74 

BOTSWANA 1979 83.74 
CAMEROON 198 1 100.00 
KENYA 1980 89.80 
LICERIA 1982 100.00 
SENEGAL 1976 109.00 
SWAZ I LAND 1982 100.00 
TANZANIA 1978 100.00 
TOGO 1980 100.00 
Z~AMB I A. 1980 97.02 

16.26 
_. 

10.20 

-- 

_- 

2.98 

SINGAPORE 1981 100.00 
SRI LANKA 1980 100.00 

CYPRUS: 1980 100.00 

BAHRAIN 1980 100.00 .- - 
OMAN 1980 100.00 - . 

ARGENTINA 1981 49.76 
BAHAMAS 1978 100.00 
BELIZE 1981 100.00 
BRAZIL 1979 39.42 
COSTA RICA 1978 57. 18 
EL SALVADOR 1982’ 100.00 
GUATEMALA 1981 84.83 
PANAMA 1979 96.53 
ST.LUCIA 1981 100.00 

50. 2.1 

_- 
60.50 
42.82 

__ 

15.17 
3.47 

__ 

NUN F IFJANCIAI 
F’IJEL I C 

ENTERPRISE 
EMPLO’/EES IN 

PlJP,I IT. SCClOR 

CENTRAL STATF AN@ LOCAI GENERAL 
GOVERNMENT GOVERNMEN GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEES IN EMPLOYEES IN EMPLOYEES IN 
PUnI IC SECTOR PllRLIC SECTOR PIIPL IC SECTOR 

27 94 
19.02 

68: 4, 
. 

f?s:rii 
. . 

. 
32.88 

66.42 
58.65 

. 
15.20 

. 

20: ii 

33: SA 

94.37 
77.67 

e3.76 

. 
. . 

90. 16 
. . . 

66: +fi 

70.01 
88.75 

91:;; 
. . 

. 
53.65 

719; 
__ 

__ 

77196 22:on 
88.75 1 I .?5 

91:13 -8.77 

I:65 

. 

. 
55.30 

. . . 

. 

. 

37’. 73 

. . 
19.82 
48. 13 
88.43 
77.92 

. 

3A.09 75.82 24. 1R 

30: Ir; 
36.04 

13.93 

50: ii 49: ii 
84. 17 15.e3 
SE. 4’3 11.57 
91.35 8.15 

5.63 
?I?. 23 

16: i2.i 

. ~ 
9.84 

. 
33.24 

, 
44.70 
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TABLE 25 f CONCI UDEO 1. SHARE OF GflVERNMENI WAGES IN NATICINAL INCOME AT MARKET PRICES 

( JN PERCENl) 

NONF INANCIAI- 
PUEL rc 

ENIERPRTSES 

STAIE ANO 
LOCAL 

GOVFRNMEN I 
CENTRAI. 

C;OVERNMENT 
GENERAL 

GOVE RNMFN I 
PlJEL I C 
SEC I OR CflUNl RY YEAR 

INDIA 19’17 3.83 . 
KORFA 1981 15.62 . 
MALAYSIA 1980 10.45 
PHILIPPINES 1979 4.29 
SRI LANKA 1980 5.94 _ _ 
THAILAND 1979 4.69 

2.10 
2.78 . . 

. 

. 

. . 

. . 

. 
5.94 

. 

11.15 
. 

. 

. . 

CYPRUS 1980 II. 15 
GREECF 1978 18.63 
TUPKE ‘I 1979 tn. 20 

tcxf .r’ 
I’SRAE L 

1979 
1979 

9.30 
13.27 

ARGENTINA 1381 4.61 
EEL’1 ZE 1981 5.44 
RRAZIL 1979 3.00 
CtIILE 1979 11 .27 
COLUMCI A 1980 3. I1 
COSTA RICA 1978 8.86 
F C(JA!JOR 1980 5.06 
El- SI\I.VAOOR 1982 12.46 
GIIYANA I979 16.15 
,JAMliICA 1980 15.50 
MEXICO 1979 5.73 
NICARAGUA 1976 6.72 
PANAMA 1979 13.02 
URUGUAY 1979 7.77 

. 
. 

I 

t: 

I 

. 
. 

4.66 
__ 

4.60 

. 
6.63 

__ 

. . 
. 

0:4; 

9.27 
5.44 
7.60 

. . 
15.49 

. . . 
12.46 

12.22 

15.12 
. 
. 

18.41 

i4:09 

. . 

. 
13.49 



TAB1.F 26. SHARE OF GI-JVCRNMENT WAGES IN 

! IN PERCENT ! 

COUNTRY YEAR 

STATE AND 
CENlRAL LOCAL 

GO’IERNMENT GOVERNMENT 

UN1 1 ED STATES 1981 4.92 
CANADA 1981 3.99 
AUSTRALIA 1980 4.23 
JAPAN 1980 4.20 
NEW ZEALAND 1981 19.79 
AUSTRIA 1979 3.59 

‘BELGIUM 1980 14.03 
DENMARK 1981 IO. 67 
F INLANO 1979 5.84 
FRANCI- 1980 IO.76 
GERMANY. FED. REP. 1980 4.40 
IRELAND 1978 IO. 19 
ITALY 1980 9.85 
LU-‘.FMROURG 1979 12.84 
NElI+ERLAIJD!i 1980 9.77 
NORWAY 1979 10.83 
SPA IN 1979 14.65 
SWEDEN 1979 5.48 
SWITZERLAND 1979 2.21 
UNITED KINGDOM 1980 10.91 

11.69. 
12.31 

9:ii 
4.39 

. 

24.55 

3 “2 .I 
13.93 

. . 
2 87 

13ji 
29.19 

. . 
. . 

. 
11.24 

BENIN 1979 29.70 
BOTSWANA 1979 23.20 
BURUNDI 1978 39.15 
KENYA 1980 27.62 
MALAWI 1979 lG.94 
MAURITIUS I980 26.57 
MOROCCO 1979 32. 15 
SIERRA LEONE 1979 27.87 
SOlJTH AFRICA 1982 5.13 
SUDAN 1978 4.26 
SWAZILANI1 1982 23. I8 
TOGO 1980 20.65 
2AMBrA 1980 ?I. I7 
ZIMBABWE 1979 lA.66 

4 40 

3.14 
. 

. 

. 

. . 
_- 

0.65 
. 

TOTAL WAGES IN THF ECONOMY 

NONFINANCIAl. 
PUCL I c 

ENTFRRRISES 
GEFJERAI. 

GOVERNMFNT 

16.61 
16.31 

13:5; 
24. 17 

. 
35.23 

14:&i 
IR.33 

12.72 
. . 

23.38 
31.02 

. 

. 
. . 

22. I4 

27.70 
. 

30.76 
. . 

. . 

. 

23: in 
20.65 
21.87 

PUBLIC 
SECTOR 

9.39 17.60 
4.69 21.00 

. 
4.69 28.86 

. . 
. . 

. . 
. 

I .39 
. . 

14. IU 
. . 

. . 
. 

. 

11.03 

5.86 

. 
33. I7 

. 

8.69 an: 45 

. . 

2.23 

17.64 

2!i..;; 

30 .,; 



TABLE 7G ( CDNCLtiDED) . SHARE OF GOVERNMENT WAGES IN IOTA1 WAGES IN THE ECONOMY 

( IN PEPCENl- ! 

YEAR 
CENTRAL 

GOVERNMENT 

SrArE AND NONFINANCIAL 
LOCAL GENERAL PUBLIC 

GOVERNMFNT GI-JVERNMENT ENTERPRJSES 
PUBLIC 
SECTOR LO~JNTRY 

8 ItiDIA 1977 
KORiA 1981 

. SRI ILANKA 1980 
1tlAILAND 1979 

54 
59 
38 
34 

4.69 
6.15 

. . 
. . 

. . 

. . 
10.38 

. . 
34 
IO 
15 

. . . 

. . 
. . . 

GREECE 
TURKE’< 

1978 41 28 . 
1979 32 31 . . . 

EGYPT 1979 21 78 
I SdAEl 1979 22 69 

. . . 
. . 

. . 
. 

. 
,. 

ARGENTINA 
BELIZE 
BRAZIL 

.CHI LE 
COLOMBIA 
COSTA RICA 
ECUADOR 
GUY AtJA 
JAMA I CA 
MEXICO 
NICARAdUA 
PANAMA 
URUGUAY 

9:76 . 
__ 

9.63 
. 

11:6; 

. . 

. . . 

. . 

0:si 

. . 

. 
. 

25.61 
I 

19.42 
6.07 

.15..90 

6.19 

15:;3 
Ii:88 

. 
4.84 

1981 
1981 
1979 
1979 
1980 
1978 
1980 
1979 
1980 
1973 

.j976 
1979 
1979 

. 

9 66 
6 07 
6 27 

26 44 
7 59 

14 7 1 
12 78 

26 80 
i2 40 
12 09 
10 21 
17 43 
18 72 

. . 
31.63 

2 

I . 

25: ii 

. . 
30.56 

. . . 

. . . . 

. . 
. . . 
. . . . 



COlJNTRY YEAR 

UNITED STATES 1981 
CANADA 1981 
AUSRAL I A 1980 
<JAPAN 1980 
NEW ZEAI.AND 1901 
AUSTRIA 1979 
nE~GIitr.i 1980 
DENMARK 1981 
GERM.fNY . +D. REP 1980 
ICEI:ANll i 1980 
IRE’LArm c 1978 
1 -r A L .f 

NE~rtiERLANDS 
1980 
1980 

NORWAY 1979 
,SWEDEN 1979 
IJNI!C!J,KINGOOM 1980 

18540 1.64 
17862 I .51 
11504 1 16 
21164 2.14 
12102 1.59 
lO‘lC4 1 .OG 
18575 1.66 
21115 .2.29 
25982 2.10 
15559 1 .60 

977 1 2.46 
12000 1.88 
25123 2.28 
17496 1 .48 
19859 1.49 
15366 1 .60 

F:EIJI.tI 1979 . _ 2826 9.81 
t?,OTSWANA 1979 3633 4.49 
EIJI?UtJn I 1978 2 176’ 15. I1 
CAMEROON 1981 5156 7.39 
CON&J 1978 3745 5.60 
KENYA 1980 1856 4.A4 
LIBERIA 1982 3191 5.52 
MAUR I7 Ills 1980: 2020 2.04 
SENEGAL 1976 3573 9.90 s 
SOUlt-I AFRICA 1982 10523 3.78 ’ 
SWAZILAFJO 1982 2773 2.72 
TANZANIA 1978 1400 5.42 
TOGO 1980 2129 5’. as 
UGANDA 1982 339 3.90 
ZAMBIA 1980 2515 4 -05 
z IMt?ABWF: 1979 3560 Fj.73 

TABLE 27 MEASURES OF TIdE LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT WAGES 

RATID OF 

AVERAGE CENlRAL 
WAGE @F GOVERNMENT 
CENTRAL hVERAGC 

GOVERNMENT WAGE TO 
EMPLOYEES PFR CAPITA 

(IN U.S. B) INCOME 

AVERAGE 
STATE AND LOCAL. 

GOVERNMENT 
WAGE TO 
CENTRAL 

GOVERNMENT 
WAGE 

Cl. 75 
0.97 

0:;; 
1.00 

0:;; 
0.86 

. . 
0:4; 
1. 18 
1.06 

. . 
0.79 

0:;; 
. 

0.98 

1 .Ol 

AVERAGE 
NOrJt INANCIAL 

PUp.LIC 
.ENTERI’RICE 

WAGE TO 
AVFRAGE 
CENTRAL 

GOVERNMENT 
WAGF 

1.28 
1. IO 

0.83 
: 
. 

:. 
-_ . 

1.55 
. 

0:54 

. . 
1.16 

I 

2 
I 

0.23 
. 
. 
. 
. 

1 .08 
0.97 

. 
. . 

. 
1. 18 

. 

0:;; 
_’ : 

I. 



COUNTRY YEAR 

INDIA 1977 843 4.80 
KOREA 1981 2754 4.76 
PHILIPPINES 1979 1276 2.01 
SINGAPORE 1981 6445 1 16 
SRI LANKA 1980 443 1.77 

CkRU‘S 1980 9804 2.96 

BAHRAIN 1980 12825 1 .27 
EGYPT 1979 2477 5.70 
OMAN 1980 104 I4 1.75 

ARGENTINA 1981 5458 
BAHAMAS 1978 8464 
BELIZE 1981 3348 
ECUADOR - 1980 3160 
EL SALVADOR 1982 3246 
GUATEMALA 1981 295 1 
JAMAICA 1980 5185 
PANAMA 1979 4590 
ST.LUCIA 1981 2834 

TABLE 2.7 (CONCLLJDED). MEASURES OF THE LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT WAGES 

RATIO OF 

AVERAGE CENTRAL 
WAGE OF GOVERNMENT 
CENTRAL AVERAGE 

GOVERNMENT WAGE TO 
EMPLOYEES FER CAPITA 

(JN U.S. 8) INCOME 

1 .96 
1 .98 

2:;; 
4.61 
2.73 
4.28 
3.04 
2.59 

AVERAGI- 
STArE AND LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT 
WAGE TO 
CENTRAL 

GOVERNMENT 
WAGE 

AVERAGE 
NONFINANCIAL 

PUELiC 
ENTERPRICE 

WAGE 1’0 
AVERAGE 
CENl RAL 

GOVERNMENT 
WAGE 

. 0.63 
. . 0.82 

. 
-- . 

-- . 

0.82 
. . . 
. . . 

1 .oo 
. . . 

0.56 
-- 

. 

1:;; 
I. 50 

. . 



TABLE 28. OTHER MEASURES OF PlJELIC PRIVATE SECTOR WAGE DJFFERENlIALS 

RATIO OF 

AVERAGE CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT WAGE TO 

AVERAGE WAGE OF 
EMPLOYEES OUTSIDE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT l/ 

1.09 
1.29 

0.81 
1.77 

0.77 
0.32 
0.73 
1.96 

1:;; 
1.12 
1.03 
1.21 
1.35 
1.04 
1.14 

AVERAGE GENERAL 
GDVERNMENT WAGE TO 

AVERAGE WAGE OF- 
EMPLOYEES OUTSIDE 

GENERA.L GDVERNMFNT 2/ 

0.86 
1.30 

I:63 
0.76 

. 

1:io _. 
0.76 
1.20 

0:;o 
1.40 
1.53 

0:&l 

AVERAGE PIJBI. JC AVERAGE CENTRAL 
SECTOR WAGE TO GOVERNMENT 

AVERAGE WAGE OF WAGF TO 
EMPLOYEES IN AVERAGE WAGE IN 

PR LVATE SECTOR MANLJFACTURING 

O.R8 
1.35 

. . 

0: ; i.. 
. . 
. . . 

. . 
. 

. 

0:;; 
. . . 
. . . 

. 
1.12 

1.11 
1.11 

0.82. 
1 .46 
1 :13 

0.94 
1.29 
I. 23 

. 
1.86 
1.00 
1.14 
1.88 
1 .23 
1.11 
I .3R 

COUNTRY YEAR 

UNITED STATES 1981 
CANADA 1981 
AUSTRALIA 1980 
JAPAN 1980 
NEW ZEALAND 1981 
AUSTRIA 1979 
BELGIUM 1980 
DENMARK 1981 
FRANCE 1980 
GERMANY, FED. REP 1980, 
IRELAND 1978 . 
ITAI-Y 1980 
NETHERLANDS 1980 
NORWAY 1979 
SWEDEN 1979 
UFJITED KINGDOM 1980 

BENIN 1979 
BOTSWANA 1979 
BURUNDI 1978 
CAMEROON 198 1 
KENYA 1980 
MAURITIUS 1980 
SOUTH AFRICA 1982 
SWAZILAND 1982 
TOGO 1980 
ZAMBIA ; 1980 
ZIMBABWE 1979 

0.56 
0.90 

. . 

0:&i 
0.68 
1. 16 
1.04 

0.35 
0.37 
1. IA 

0: ,; 
. . . 

1 :oi 
. . 

I:& 
0.35 
0.35 

. 

. . 
. 

I:& 
. . 

. . 
1.06 

0: ;!i 

2:&i 
2.39 
0.95 
2,.56 
1.79 

0.55 

0.96 
Cl.58 

1.23’ 
0.91 
t. 11 

i. 11 

INDIA 1977 0.37 : . . 
KOREA 1981 4.04 . . 
SRI LANKA 1980 0.65 ,0.57 

CYPRUS 1980 

EGYPT 1979 
OMAN 1980 

2.43 
. . 

3.54 
0.6Q 

. . 

ARGENTINA 1981 
BAHAMAS 1978 
ECUADOR 1980 
EL SALVADOR 1982 
GUA 1 EMALA j981 
JAMAICA 1980 
PANAMA 1979 

1.20 

1: i2 
. 
. . . 

1 .RO 
1.02 

1.08 
. 
. 

. . 

o:i; 

5.31 
1 .I9 
I. 34 
1.49 
I.71 

1.64 

. . 
. . 

. . 

I/ INCLUDES EMPLOYEES IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR, STATE AND LOCAL GOVFRNMENJ SECI’OR. AND NDNFINANCIAL PIJBI.JC FfJrERPRJSE SE(‘IOR 

2i JNCLIJDES EMPLOYEES IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR AND NONFINANCIAL PLJBLJC EN.JERPRJSE SECTOR 



‘. . : 

. 

l.JNI TED STATES 
CArlADA 
AlJSlRALlA 
t:!:W 7FAI AND 
BELGILIM 
DENMAI?K 
SWEDEN 
NORWA’I 
UtJITED KINGDOM 

TABLE 29 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

ACROSS 
POSITIONS 

KENYA 
SE’ICHELL.ES 
SWAZ II-AND 
T 0 G.0 
UGANDA 
ZAMBIA 
INDIA 
SiNGAPCJRE 
CYPRUS 
BAHRA 1 fJ 
BAHAMAS 
EL SALVADOR 
GUATEMALA 
tJAMA I CA 
PANAMA 
ST. LUCIA 
TRINIDAD AND lOBAG 

88 
45 
29 

165 
59 
30 
18 
20 

103 
208 
126 
120 

78 
123 

69 
126 

47 
42 
66 
65 
79 
64 
58 

132 
135 
247 

AVFRAGE WAGE OF 15 D!FFFRErIT (iOVERNMEN1 JOBS RFLATIVE 1’G lIlAI’ OF CLFRIl:hl. OFFICER 

PRIMARY SECONDARY C 1. I N I CAL MEDICAL POLICE POLICE J’DLICE 
TEACHER TEACHER NIJRSE DDCTUR SERGEANT CORPCRAL COrJSTAHLE 

lR5 

1.40 
106 
414 
138 
119 
106 
120 
165 
164 
151 
137 

203 219 367 
110 254 
168 207 
332 633 
123 230 
119 22R 
102 154 

A01 293 ‘2 16 
160 148 118 
IGO 141 113 

. 
109 
139 
1 I:3 
149 

. 
105 
117 

ii, 
. 

117 

194 

95 
‘I 

23’1 
154 
162 

.249 
. . . 
100 
117 
157 

. . . 
106 

.46 1 
142 
130 
121 
145 
253 
449 
202 

,194 
136 
244 
153 
248 

. 
129 
117 
182 
194 

108 
237 
113 
148 

64 
100 
100 

84 
164 
124 
158 
265 

209 
311 

. . 
432 
.7OB 
523 
473 
263 
446 
32R 
431’ 
194 
172 . 
115 
292 
281 

ii0 
121 
119 

71 
.Iit? 

. . 
126 

‘18 
176 
118 
124 

00 
IRO 
189 
168 
288 

‘ifi 
176 
137 
140 
114 

‘Sit 
’ 64 

59 

ICO 
104 z.i 

122 I 

i8fl 
82 

100 
100 

49 
100 

62 
64 

r-0 : 35 
43 

ii; 

284 
370 

ii,; 
553 

450 
1000 

115 
94 
90 

193 

‘8; 
: 

ii; 

ii5 
342 

60 
93 

163 

‘ii3, 
290 

. . 
150 
190 

1CLERICAI. OFFICER : IGOJ 



TABLE 29 t CONCLUDED J AVERAGE WAGE OF i5 DlFFERENT GOVERNMENT JOBS RELATIVE TO THAT OF CLERICAL OFFICER 

COLINTRY ENGINEER MECtqAtJIC 

UN1 TED STATES 
CANADA 
AUSTRAI; 1 A 
NEW ZEALAND 
EELGIUM 
LIENMARK ’ 
SLJEDEN 
NO’R\JA Y 
UNIIED KINGDOM 
KENYA 

SEYCHELLES 
SW4 2 I LAND 
1 OGO 
UGANDA 
ZAMBIA 
INDIA 
SJNGAPORE 
CYPRUS 
BAHRAIN 
BAHAMAS 
EL SALVADOR 
GUATEMALA 
JAMAICA 
PANAMA 
ST. LUCIA 

243 
164 
129 
459 
236 
1’60 
116 
156 
354 
571 
377 
427 

40; 
206 
466 
151 

.172 
270 
236 
333 
237 
240 
326 
480 

TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 623 

. . 

102 
112 
201 
115 

97 
90’ 

. 
113 
170 
110 * 
155 

65 
100 
186 
200 

43 
134 
100 
80 

104 
83 

iii 
. . . 
223 

ROAD AGRICULTURAL AGRICULTURAL 
I NSPEC TDR OFF JCER ASSISTANT 

. . . 

. . 
120 

. . 
. . 
. . 
102 
. . . 
. . . 
317 

iii 

ii; 
205 

‘Gi 

ii; 
126 
177 
. 
. . . 
. 

77 
. 

156 
127 

488 
230 

i&i 
108 
186 

. 
. . . 

347 
533 
377 
267 
2 18 
319 
148 
310 

84 
134 
228 
169 
162 
246 
200 
326 
453 

iii 
137 
. . 
121 
.49 
1 ‘12 

97 
219 

59 
88 

100 
68 

108 
119 
. . 
174 
219 
311 

(CLERICAL. OFFICER = 100) 

ANIMAL ANIMAL 
HEALTH HEALTH 
DFFICER ASSJSTANT 

265 
209 
149 
54 1 
230 

ini 
98’ 

186 

. . ‘ii 
. . . . 
. . ._ 
157 
533 
222 . 
427 
. . . 
428 
206 
397 

84 
134 
270 

ii0 
137 
182 
121 

49 
1’7 2 

96 
219 

30’ 
88 

100 

GC 
246 
277 
326 
. . . 
. . . 

. . . 
104 
102 
200 

iI% 
. 

MEAT 
INSPECTOR 

iii 
127 
366 
230 

98 

. . 
156 
157 
222 
267 

ioo 
224 
2.19 

R4 
120 
100 

80 
116 
119 
ia5 
140 

I 

03 
0 

I 



COUNTRY YEAR ADMINISTRAJION EDUCATION HEALTH DEFENSE POL.JCE 

UNITED STATES 1981 
CANADA 1981 
JAPAN 1980 
NEW ZEALAND 1981 
AUSTRIA 1979 
BELGIUM 1980 
DENMARK 1981 
FINLAND 1979 
FRANCE 1980 
GERMANY. FED. REP 1960 
ICELAND 1980 
IRELAND 1978 
J TAI-Y 1980 
NE JHERLANDS 1980 
SPAIN 1979 
SWEDEN 1979 
UNITED KINGDOM 1980 

BENIN 1979 
CAMERGON 1981 
CONGO 1978 
KENYA 1980 
LIBERIA 1982 
MAURITIUS 1980 
SENEGAL 1976 
SOUTH AFRICA 1982 
SWAZILAND 1982 
TANZANIA 1978 
1 OGO 1980 
UGANDA 1982 
ZAMI3 I A 1980 
Z JMBABWE’ 1979 

TABLE 30. CENTRAL GOVERNMENJ EMPLOYEES BY FUNCTIONAL SECTOR PER 100 INHABITANTS I/ 

0.07 
0.27 
0.12 
0.47 

2.33 0.67 
1.81 0.24 
1. t2 9.19 

Olii 3:;; 
0.25 2.74 

. . 

-: . . 
0.03 .1.32 
0.35 1.68 
0.34 1 .36 

0: ;il 1.79 

o:ii 2.92 
0.78 2.79 

o:oi 0: i&l 
0.38. 0.79 
0,61 0.76 
0.80 0.49 
0.59 1.21 
0.03 0.23 
0.14 0. 16 
0.31 0.73 

0% o:ii 
0.13 0.19 

0.20‘ 0.54 
9.22 0. 18 

. 

0:;; 
5.35 

0:&i 
2.43 
0.01 

0:oi 
1 . 

4.25 
2.25 

. . 
O.OG 
0.40 
9. 18 
0.25 f 
0.85 
9.11 
0.07 * 
0.24 

. . 
0.14 
0. 10 
0.29 
9.14 

1 38 
0.46 
0.26 
0.52 
0.16 
0.73 
0.63 
0.69 
0.57 
0.72 

014; 
0.94 
I. 15 

0.28 
0.54 
1.12 

0.12 
9.17 

0:&i 
0.34 

0.15 

0:&i 
0.36 
0.21 
9.12 
0.34 
0.35 

0.36 
0.45 
0.28 

9:ii 
0.37 

. . 

0:s; 
0.27 
0.28 

0: i; 

0:s 
0.35 

. 

0:;5 
0.17 
0.55 
0.13 
0.14 
0.27 

0, ;; 
0.23 

0: i6 0.11 
0.12 0.01 
0.31 0.07 
0.25 9.01 

F 1NANCE AFJD 
PLANNING 

. . 
0.07 
0.27 
0.02 

. . 
0. 27 

0:os 
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TABLE 30 (CONCLUDED J . CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES F;Y FUNCTIONAL SECTOR’ PER 100 JNI-IABITANTS i/ 

COUNTRY YEAR AGR JCUI.TURE 

LjNITED STATES 1981 0.65 

CANADA 1981 0.07 

INDIA. 1977 _ _ 

KOREA. 1981 0.03 

SINGAPORE 1981 0.96 
SRI C.ANKA 1980 0.12 

CYPRUS 1980 0.11 

CAHRA IN 1980 0.11 0.33 0.67 
DMA N 1980 0.21 0.07 0.20 

AhXNrINA 1981 0.03 
BAHAMAS 1978 
BELIZE 

6.09 
1981 b.41 

ECUADOR 1980 0. to 
EL -SALVAOOR 1982 0.11 
GUATEMALA 1981 0.05 
JAMA JCA 1980 0.21 
PANAMA 1979 0. 18 
ST . LIJC I A 19ai 0.33 

MINING 
MA’NUFACTUR ING 

CONSTRUCTION 

0.01 
0.01 

0.07 
0.01 

. 
0.0.7 

0.05 0.05 0.03 9 05 0.06 0.40 

0.22 0.06 0.11 

0.28 0.04 0. IO 

0.07 
0.13 
0.06 
0.1 I 
9.50 

1 .oo 
0.22 I 

0.07 
0.22 
o..12 
0.01 
0.03 
0.08 
0. 18 : 
0.31 
0.08 

0.01 
. . . 

0:;; 
. . 

- 

. . 

. . 

0 

9 

0.01 0 
0.08 0 
0.25 0 

OS 0.05 0.04 
OG 0.02 
. . 0.03 

. 0. 16 

;4 0.09 0.04 
08 0.07 
25 . . 

0.11 cn 
LJ 

0. 18 
0.12 I 

0:;; 
0.01 
0.03 
0.09 
0.08 

UrILI TIES 

__ 

9.05 

0.12 
0.03 

TRANSPORT 
AND 

COMMUNICATION POSTS 

LABOR AND 
SOCIAL 

SECIJRITY 

0.27 0.21 
0.10 0:&i 0.08 

0.31 0 

0.06 0 
0.21 0 

11 
. 0:oi 

07 0.05 
20 0.03 

OTHER 

0. la 
0.22 

0.02 
0.01 
0.10 
0.18 

I/ THE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES IN THE POLICE. HEALTH, AND EblJCATION SECTORS HAVE BEEN AUGMENTED RY THE NUMBER OF SUCH EMPLDYCES 
AT THE SrATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT LEVELS. 



TABLE 31 CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES BY F’JNt:TIONhL SECTOR AS A SHARE OF TOTAL CENTPAI GOVFRNMENT EMPLOYMENT I/’ 

COUNTRY YEAR ADMINISTRATION EDUCAl ION HEALTH DEFEIJSE POLICE 

UNIT ED ST41 ES 
CANADA 
JAPAN 
AUSTRIA 
BELGJUM 
DENM4RK 
GERMANY . FED. REP. 

ICELAND 
JRtLAND 
ITALY 
NETHERLANDS 
SWEDEN. 
IlNIl ED KINGJIUM 

1981 1.26 
981 
980 
979 
980 
981 

980 
980 
97a 
980 
990 
979 
986 

1 

1 

BENIN 1979 
CAMEROON 198 1 
COtIGO 1978 
KENYA 1980 
LIBERIA 198? 
MAIIRJTJUS 1980 
SENEGAL 1976 
SDLJTH AFRICA 1982 
SWAZILAND 1982 
TAN~ANI A 1978 
1 OGO 1980 ’ 
UGANUA 1982 
ZAML? J A 1980 
ZIMBABWE . 1979 

( IN PERCENT J 

7.00 
4.97 

4:28 
1.92 

0.75 
6.45 
8.75 

. 
3.41 
5.27 

16.70 

. . . 
10.70 
14.51 
2R.80 
33.13 
II.00 

3:70 
19.39 

9.24 

22: lo 9:io 
30.61 15.30 
35.99 
20.12 
22.40 
26.14 
22 la 
21.74 

3:‘;; 41154 
13.27 1.9.24 

8. I3 22.03 
14.38 11.92 

41.58 17.01 
47.71 6.31 
45. 76 7.86 

. 
57187 
20.91 
36.40 
30.65 
34.91 

Ii:73 

40.78 
16.31 

44 35 
0.23 

4,140 o:c;; 
31.85 46.41 
37.99 39.65 

. . 

11 
1 
1 

1 

8.56 
0.37 
5.68 
i .98 
9.92 
7.07 

9:4; 
9.55 
1 .61 
9.45 

24 72 
12.05 
10.46 

4.15 
13.32 

4.82 
19.a4 

10: &I 
31.61 
26.73 

s.37 
15.23 

15.75 
25.85 

. 
3.77 

14.23 
. 

16.56 
. . 

?O.S5 
25.2B 
13.93 
12.39 
13.90 
23.a9 

6.48 I I)? 
11.77 
11.31, II 96 

6:;; 
2.83 

13.25 
4.8.1 
7.12’ 

7.19 

‘f 9’1 

.4.an 
9.3? 

5.3r, 
o.clc, I 

. . . 
3.98 + 
3 9-6 
4.75 

. 

. . . 
11 .86 

7. II 
10. ICI 
14. I6 
19.35 

3.15 

’ 
. F- 

,3: .;.; I 

1.22 

6122 7.‘21 
12.24 1.09 
12.58 2..i I 
i6.la 1 0. 66 

F JIJAFICE ANI! 
PC ANrJ J tt:: 

l - 



JABLE 31 (CONTINUED) CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES BY FUNCTIONAL SECTOR AS A SHARE OF TOTAL CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT l/ 

COUNTRY YEAR ADMINISTRATION 

INDIA 1977 
KOREA 1981 
PHILIPPINES 1979 
SINGAPORE 1981 
SRI LANKA 1980 

6.06 
5.54 

I:& 
8.19 

CYPRUS 1980 5.42 

34.76 8.G6 
22.62 0.52 
34.69 
14.83 11:&i 
34.12 13.93 

26. ii 10.34 

BAHRAIN 1980 
OMAN 1980 36:&i 

28.00 20 89 8.89 
24.48 Ii 86 48.97 

ARGENTINA 1981’ 2.40 47.80 -9 32 
BAHAMAS 1978 10.71 36.61 22 32 
BELIZE 1981 9.09 12.12 18 18 
ECUADOR 1980 3. 18 37.66 9 74 
EL SALVADOR 1982 4.75 27.44 14 80 
GUATEMALA 1981 5.71 37.52 11 81 

‘JAMAJCA 1980 .11.55 32.44 17 88 
PANAMA 1979 7.69 40.66 14 76 
ST.LUCJA 1981 9.70 39.13 13 04 

( IN PERCEN.J t 

EDUCRT ION HEALTH DEFENSE 

13.66 7.42 
54.68 12.76 

47190 9:%x 
5.07 5.37 

0: iti 
5:;5 
2.32 

85.22 18.23 5.42 

. . . 

Ii. 25 
0.89 

22:23 
9.87 

13.33 
3 32 

. . . 

18.74 
12.50 
15.15 
10.29 

3.14 
10.57 
11.71 
17.74 

8.70 

1.78 

1.03 t 

1 :75 z 
3.57 
6.06 

I 

3.00 
4.04 
4.86 
I.11 

4.24 
6.52 . . 

POLICE 
F I’NANCE AND 

PLANNING 



TABLE 3 1 (CONCLUDED t CENTRAL. GOVERNMCNI EMPLOYEES t3’i FUNCTIONAL SECTOR As A St-(ARE OF TOTAL. CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT I/ 

COUNTRY YEAR AGRICULTURE 

MINIPIG TRANSPOR’I 
MANUFAClURING AND 

CONSTRVCTTUN ~rrt~.rrIts TI?M!XJN I CA r I DN 

UNITED STATES 198 1 
CANADA 1981 
*JAPAN 1980 
BELGIUM 198Q 
DENMARK 1981 
GERMANY. FED. REP 1980 
ICEI-AND 1980 
IRELAND 1978 
NETtlERLANDS 1980 
SWE0EN 1979 
UN.1 TED K INGOOM 1980 

9.R9 
t .92 
2.92 
0.45 

0.14 
0.20 
0.88 

. 
. . 

0.20 
3.23 
7.35 
I. 97 

0.95 
O.lG 

0:;4 
1 .61 
3.48 
3.31 
1.11 

0.32 

CAMEROON 
CONGO 
KENYA 
LIBERIA 
MAURITIUS 
SENEGAL 
SDUTH AFRICA 
SWAZTLANO 
TOGO 
UGANDA 
ZAMPIA 
ZIMBABWE 

1981 5.17 1.43 
1978 6.86 I. 58 
1980 7.63 2.03 
1982 2.44 a.54 
1980 16.09 13.65 
1976 8.93 5.88 
1982 10.26 0.64 
1982 7.07 1.09 
1980 7.71 1.99 
1982 14.65 8.24 
1980 10. a4 12.86 
1979 2.18 4.83’ 

INDIA 
KOREA 
SINGAPORE 
SRI LANKA 

1977 0.09 5 .0’7 
1981 0.89 0.31 
1981 1.09 . 
1980 4.42 2.57 

CYPRUS 1980 3.45 1.48 

BAHRAIN 1980 t .7E 5.33 
OMAPJ 1980 4.90 1.55 

ARGENTINA 1981 0.80 1 .72 
BAHAMAS 1978 I. 79 4.46 
CEl IZE 1981 21.21 6.06 
CCUADOR 1980 5.27 0.61 
EL SALVADOR 1982 4.84 1.43 
GUATEMALA 1981 3.62 5.62 
JAMAICA 1980 7.12 6.33 
PA~JA~IA 1979 5. 18 9.11 
ST.LUCIA 1981 R.70 2. 1’7 

f IN PERCEFJT t 

0.06 
I. 23 

. 

0:13 
. 

. 

0.02 

. . 
1.13 
. , . 

9 ;i 
3 80 
0 25 
3 06 

3.31 

0.09 24.12 
0.03 0.11 
2.17 1.16 
1.15 7.59 

1.48 

IO. 67 
4.64 

0.99 1.48 1.97 

3.56 9.89 1.78 
6.44 1.03 2.32 

0.38 1.75 
2.68 
3.03 
5.88 

21.61 

. 
0.73 

. 

0: ifi 

4.81 
2.76 
1.49 
1.75 
9.14 
0.75 
2.42 
0.93 
4 1 0 
I. 13 

0.34 

4.38 

0:;9 

3:ic; 
1.09 
2.10 

0:2; 
0.51 
3.34 

11.83 

0: 4; 
2.35 
6.52 

POSTS 

5:9J 
t 1.09 
0.39 

. 
__ 

19.81 

. . 

0: iii 
. . 

1 .O% 
1.02 

. . 

. . 

3:;; 
. 

. 
. 

8.37 

1: ;4 
7.49 

. 
1.79 

3.93 

5:;; 
2.35 
G.S? 

LAeOR AND 
SOCtAL 

SFCURI 1 Y 

3.75 
2.12 
0.90 
0.39 

-- 

0.10 
0. 8 1 
2.71 
4.75 
2.10 
3.7R 

0.36 
1.32 

014; 
1.83 

2% 

0:;; 
0.66 
0.97 
1 .32 

0: ii 
1 .Ol 
1.12 

1.31 
0.89 
1.21’ 
1.35 

6.8? 
G. 10 
I .42 

2.04 
. . 

OTHER 

n. 27 
5.87 
1.40 

0.09 

0. !5 
0.81 

3.16 
Q.CG 
6.12 

3.92 
34.30 

2.03 
0.41 
3.49 

I 

0.68 
1.63 

5.22 t 

5.10 
0.35 
Cl. 95 

1.72 
0.40 
1.79 

6. 5.1 

12.32 

15.00 
5.15 

.2.89 
3 5 -7 
6 QG 

0.36 
(.,.67 
l.lI 
:? 51 
?. I.7 

1/ B0Tt-l THE TOTAL NUMBER OF CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EMPLO‘I’ECS .AND THE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES ItJ rllE POLICE. HEAL It-t. AND FDlJCAl 101,J 
SECTORS HAVE BFEN AUGMENTED r?Y 114~ NIJMBER OF EMPL~IYEFS 1~ TtiFsE THREE SECTORS AI THE STI\rE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT LEVELS. 



1hPsI.E 32. INDEX OF AVERAGF SALAE’I PFR EMPLOYEE IN DIFFEREFIT Fll!dCTIDNAL SECTORS REl.hTlVE TO AVER,\GE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT WAGE 

CUllf;TRV YEAR 

CDlJNrRY 
S 1 AtIDARO 
DEVIATION ADMINISTRATION EDIJCAT I ON HEALTH DEFENSE POLICE 

FINANCE AND 
PLANNING 

UtJJ TED SrATES 1981 
C4NADA 19s 1 
JAPAN 19RO 
NEW ZEALAND 1901 
iCELAND 19HO 
SWEDEN 
11t41 TED KINGdOM 

19’79 
1980 

16 
8 

2u 
15 
47 

a 
3 
8 
5 
2 

141.1 
101 .o 
126.1 

89.7 
12G.8 

. . 

. 

13.7.0 
10’7 . 9 
112.0 
100.9 

97,7 
. . 

. . . 

132.8 
100.1 
105.1 

-103.5 
80.7 

392.3 

98 7 
89.9 

?!-%.2 

89.7 
99.1 
80.5 

116.1 

Ri:5 

. . 
108.6 

86.5 
116.0 
155.0 

. 
. . . 

l2fi.9 

KEEjYA 1980 25.8 126.2 97.1 135.2 130.4 102.7 
LIKERIA 1982 33.9 6G. 1 113.3 1 1 I: 2 96.3 78.8 
MAURITIUS 1980 105.5 100.1 112.2 116.3 . 143.7 
‘COlJTll AFRICA 1982 21.5 75.3 54.0 40.5 . . 60.3 
SWAZI LArJD 1982 40.9 162.4 119.4 114.3 42.8 99.1 
TOt;D 1980 49.5 234 7 78.3 110.3 9. I 831.4 
UGAHDA 1962 67.0 123.9 146.4 53.1 152.6 84.8 
ZAMBJA 1980 38.5 129.9 145.9 102.0 134.0 60.2 
% IMi!?ABWE 1979 53.6 105.0 147.5 78.4 94 6 99.7 

11;:; 
158.8 I 

GR ., 1 
141.5 

co 
.I 

122.6 - 
248.8 

I 

‘-i9.3 
136.9 

INDIA 
KCREA 
SIFlGhFDRE 
SR 1 LANKA 

1977 
1981 42.2 
1981 48.2 
1980 40.1 

I&:‘7 22;: ; 
186.6 , 148.6 
141 .o 148.3 

170.9 
102. I 
111.0 

113.7 
52.2 

114:; 

164:; 13;:; 
101.6 i23.1 
107.9 116.9 

CYPRIJS 1980 42.5 162.7 119.2 24.0 4.2 97.5 1:12.c 

BAHRA 1 N 1980 109.3 
OMbN 1980 22.0 

81.3 78.1 
64. 1 59.6 6;:; 

. . 

. . . 
394 .o 
132.8 

ARGErJI’INA 1981 85.1 141.t 60.7 
RAHAMAS 1978 20.5 135.9 96.5 
BEI IZE 1981. 18.9 104.5 112.0 
ECUADOR 1980 22.4 131.4 114.9 

EL SALVADOR 1982 24.4 139.3 124. 1 
JAMA I CA 1980 61.2 75.6 97.0 
PANAMA 1979 58.6 144.0 93.6 
ST. I.lIZIA 1981 26.4 117.6 103.8 

81.4 139.8 106.2 
85. 1 118. 1 92.0 
84.6 . . 80.6 
06.2 104.6 50.7 

100.2 104.2 93.0 
72.2 109.3 91.4 
97.1 . 70.6 

lw3.9 . . 03.0 

128.5 
67.9 

126.9 52.6 % 

121.3 ;r: 
250.5 

-102.5 g 

117.6 s-! 

H 



TABLE 32 (CDNCLIJDFD J INDFX OF AVERAGE SALARY PER EMPLOYEE IN DIFFERENT FUNCTIONAL SECTDRS RELATI’/E TD 
AVERAGE CFNTRAL GDVEPNMENT WAGE 

(AVERAGE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT WAGE=lOO) 

COUNTRY YEAR AGRICULTURE 

MItiING TRANSPORT 
MANUFACTURJI~JG AND 
CONSTRUCTION IJTILITIES COMMUNICATION POSTS 

LABOR AND 
SOCIAL 

SECURITY 

UNITED STATES 1981 119.9 126.7 
CAIJAOA 1981 105.7 104.0 
JAPAN’ 1980 131.2 107.4 
NEW ZEALAND 1981 83. 1 95.3 
ICELAND 1980 120.8 125.2 

134.8 
120.3 

75.5 

168.0 . 123.6 
106.3 . . . 86.2 

58.2 95.4 117.0 
105.6 . . 74.7 

97.9 . . . 38. 1 

KENYA 1980 100.7 146.5 
LIBERIA 1982 177.6 111.2 
MAURITIUS 1980 43.8 65.0 
SDUTH AFRICA 1982 44.6 103.5 
SWAZlLAND 1982 152.4 123.‘8 
TOGO 1980 105.6 116.0 
UGANDA 1982 6.1 .7 58.5 
ZAMBIA 1980 68.3 59.2 
ZIMBABWE 1979 188.5 70.3 

175.3 146.6 

31.5 
192.1 

98.8 
1.1 

. . . 
28.8 
59.0 

14;:0 
131.2 

65.4 

46:; 

69:9 
153.8 

25.8 
28.3 

87:; 
377.2 

. . . 

. . 
95.1 

. 
. 
. 

101 ..o 
* 52.5 

122.4 
2b8.4. 

KDREA ’ 198 1 
SINGAPORE 198 1 
SRI L4NKA 1980 

131.4 14’7.3 
84.4 . 

101.5 116.5 

. 153.4 
.2q5.2 124.8. 
242.9 114.4 

El;:9 
101.5 

150.5 109.0 
113.6 117.3 
103.4 'i7.5 

CYPRUS 1980 95.9 130.5 93,. 7 125.8 83.9 

BAl-IRA IN 1980 98.5 41.5 121.0 93.3 
OMAN 1980 64.7 97.8 69.9 60.4 69:9 

97.9 

67 4 
62.1 

ARGENTINA 1981 ,-184.3 96.6 
BAIiAMAS 197R 94.5 108.7 
BELIZE 198 1 83.2 89.6 
EClJADDR 1980 94.6 115.6 
EL SALVADOR 1962 191.3 72.4 
JAMAICA 1980 45.7 18.4 
P A N C M A 1979 80.5 75.. 5 
ST. L.U!:IA 198 1 75.1 143.8 

3A9.5 

. . 
113.2 

in4 1 

110.7 
110.3 94.5 
104.5 5 9 .7 

77.8 . 
60.4 
86.6 49.9 
50.8 58.1 
R2.8 

133.8 
70.9 
74 7 
82.2 
90.8 
75.8 
82.1 

. . . 

OTNEI. 

124.8 
108.3 
108.2 
119.7 

153:i 
296.9 

92.0 
153.3 
123.0 

64.5 
59.5 

112.5 

81.6 

31.7 
51.7 

-100.4’ 
124.1 

97. 1 
. 

132.5 
C5.0 

261.4 
156.8 

0 0. 



COUNTRY YEAR 

UNITED STATES 1981 
CANADA 1981 
AUSTRALIA 1980 
ClAPAN 1980 
NEW ZEALAND 1981 
AUSTRIA 1979 

BELGIUM 1980 
DENMARK 1981 
FINLAND 1979 
FRANCE 1980 
GERMANY, FED. REP 1980 
ICELAND 1980 
IRELAND 1978 
ITALY 1980 
LUXEMBOURG 1979 
NETHERLANDS 1980 
NORWAY t973 
SPAIN 1979 
SWEDEN 1979 
SWITZERLAND 1979 
UNITED KINGDOM 1980 

EENIN 1979 
BOTSWANA 1979 
BURUNDI 1978 
CAMEROON 1981 
CENTRAL AFRICAN REP. 1979 
CONGO 1978 
ETHIOPIA 1977 
GHANA 1979 
KENYA 1980 
LIBERIA 1982 
MADAGASCAR 1980 
MALAWI 1979 
MAURITIUS 1980 
MOROCCO 1979 
SENEGAL 1976 
SIERRA LEONE 1979 
SDUTH AFRICA 1982 
SUDAN 1978 
SWAZILAND 1982 
TANZANIA 1978 
TOGO 1980 
TUNISIA 1978 
UGANDA 1982 
ZAIRE 1978 
ZAMBIA 1980 
ZIMBABWE 1979 

TARLE 33. IGEM INDICES AN0 PREDICTED LEVEL OF EMFLOVMENT BY KEV FUNCTIONAL SECTOR 

( PREDLCl ED EM?t.OYMENT IN THOUSANDS OF EMPLOYEES t 

ADMIFJI STRAT ION 
1 GE M PREDlC-TED 
INOEX EMPLOYMENT 

47 
99 
. 
67 

130 
. 
.? 5 
63 
. 

. ;z 
70 

103 

42 

. 
124 
. . 
284 

0.15 
0.27 
0.29 
0.18 
0.36 
0.33 
0.31 
0.40 
0.40 
0.23 
0.22 
0.50 
0.33 
0.20 
0.49 
0.35 
0.42 
0.22 
0.39 
3.35 
0.28 

. . 

. 

ii 
. . 

103 
. _ . 
. . 

0.32 
0.35 
0.19 
0.22 
0.2G 
0.37 
0.17 
0.24 
0.16 
0.28 
0.24 
0.19 
0.35 
0. 18 
0.28 
0.23 
0.23 
0.22 
0.37 
0.23 
0.31 
0.31 
0.11 
0.14 
0.29 
0.25 

372 
282 

171 

. ii 

58 

.ii 

. ;a 

. . 
1 IR 

‘69 
89 

IGEM 
INDEX 

121 
96 

‘&I 

. . 
172 
138 
. . 

‘69 
99 
99 

. . . 

-it; 
. . 

. 
135 

;ni 

. . 
‘22 

.!i; 
. 

. 
170 

90 

161 

39 

11 

‘9; 
. . 

108 

460 

‘64 
28 

EDtJCATION 
PREDICTED 

EMPLOYMENT 

1.92 
1 .89 
1.80 
1 .85 
1 .66 
1.79 
1 .85 
1.99 
1.99 
1.89 
1.93 
1.70 
I. 38 
1 .65 
1.81 
2.09 
2.10 
1 .56 
2. 16 
I. 99 
2 .0’7 

0.61 
0.66 

0.65 
0.27 
0.84 
0.26 
0.86 
0.44 
0.54 
0.52 
0. 16 
0.75 
0.76 
0.60 
0.25 
1.40. 

0.69 
0.75 
0.60 
0.59 
1.05 

0.26 
0.85 
0.65 

IGEM 
INDEX 

71 
23 

.;; 

. i, 
339 
. 

.58 
209 

1 

. 
2 

;!i; 
. 
150 

. 
. 

‘ii 

‘4; 

400 
337 

285 

25 
. . 

9 

‘;; 

‘3; 

460 

‘46 
54 

tiEALTt1 
PREDICTED 

EMPLO’IMENT 

0.94 
1.05 

1 .oo 

0.92 
0.97 
1.03 
1 .06 
1.58 
1.58 
1 .oo 
1.03 
1.17 

0.74 
0.79 
1.23 
1.60 
1.67 

0.75 
1 .69 
1.20 
1.49 

0.64 
0.23 

__ 

0.08 
__ 

0.69 
0.22 
0.42 

-- 

0.07 
0.33 

. - 

0.30 
0.12 
0.42 

0.80 
0.42 
0. 3.3 
0.53 
0.45 
0.78 

__ 
_- 

0.63 
0.27 



TABLE 33 ~CONTINUED I IGFM INDICES AND PREDICTED LEVEL OF EMPLOYMEN ET\, KEY FUNCTIOIJAL SECTOR 

.COUNTRY 

BANGLADESH 1979 
INDIA 1977 
KOREA 1981 
MALAYSIA 1990 
PAKISTAN 1979 
PHILIPPINES 1979 
SINGAPORE 1981 
SRI LANKA 1980 
THAILAND 1979 

CYPRUS 1980, 
GREECE 1978 
PORTUGAL 1977 
TURKEY 1979 

BAHRAIN 
EGYPT 
ISRAEL 
JORDAN 

-OMAN 

1980 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1980 

ARGENTINA 1981 
BAHAMAS 1978 
BARBADOS 1981 
BELIZE. j98t 
BRAZIL 1979 
CH1 LE. .I979 
COLOMBIA 1980 
COSTA RICA 1978 
ECUADOR 1980 
EL SALVADOR. 1982 
GUATEMALA 1981 
GUY ANA 1979 
HONDURAS 198t 
JAMAICA 1,980 
MEXICO 1979 
NICARAGUA 1976 
PANAMA 1979 
ST.LUCIA 1981 
TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 1980 
URUGUAY 1979 

YEAR 

(PREDICTED EMPLOYMEN. IN 1tlDUSANDS OF EMPLOYEES) 

GDMItJISTRAiION EDuCATI3FJ .’ 
I GEM PREOICTED ’ ‘IGEM PREDICTED 
INDEX EMPLOYMENT INDEX EMPLOYMENT 

0. OS 0.02 
400 -_ 164 0.27 
131 9.13 I16 0.60 

0.22 1 .oo 
0.09 0.37 

‘G .0.39 0.12 ‘42 A9 0.65 1 .64 
149 0.15 400 0.22 

. . 0.12 . . 0.62 

43 0.41 6.7 1 26 
. 0.27 1.34 

. 0.30 1.26 

. 0.19 1. 10 

0.51 94 1 .E5 
. 0. IS 0.73 

0.38 1.55 
ii, .0.27 0.47 ‘ih 0.68 

1.77 

39 
113 
. . . 

41’ 
. 

. 

.;6 
45 
34 

. 

‘9; 
. 

. 
?4 
58 

. 

“0:24 131 . 1.39 
0.47 135 1.35 
0.46 . 1.28 
0.43 33 0.72 
0.13 89 1.08 
0.24 1.06 
0.17 . 0.87 

0.32 0.24 ‘fs 0.99 0.94 
0.25 99 0.64 
0.24 65 0.84 
0.39 . 0.78 

0.33 0.37 .85 0.86 1.10 
0. 18 . . I. 26 
0.29 ;;il 0.69 
0.35 1.07 
0.57 122 1 24 
0.40 . 1.54 
0.38 i .3A. 

4 cm 
400 

. . 

‘ii 
490 

45 
. 

. 

91 
. 

.35 

44 
127 
. . . 

96 
. 

. 

. . 

so 
314 

70 
. 

‘6, 

‘;; 

33’ 
. . 

ttEALTH 
PREOICl FD 

EMPLOYMENT 

__ 
0. :34 

__ 

1.15 
_- 

0.74 

0.65 
0.93 
0.54 

1.44 

0.41 1 .23 I 

0. 16 LD 
1.49 0 

I 
0.81 
0.87 
0.81 
0.37 
0.46 
0.41 
0.20 
0.45 
0.32 
0.11 
0.25 ,’ 
0.67 . 
0.66 
0.89 : 

0.64 
0.20 
0.70 
1.52 

0.94 
I. to 



COUNTRY 

1JNITED STATES 
CANADA 
AUSTRALIA 
JAPAN t 
NEW ZEALAND 
AUSTRIA 
BELGIUM 
DENMARK 
FINLAND 
FRANCE 
GERMANY, FFD. REP 
ICELAND 
IRELAND 
ITALY 
LIJXEMBOURG 
NETHERLANDS 
NORWAY 
SPAIN 
SWEDEN 
SWITZERLAND 
UNITED KINGDOM 

BENIN 
BOTSWANA 
BURUNDI 
CAMERO’JN 
CENTRAL AFRICAN REP. 
CONGO 
ETHIOPIA 
GHANA 
KENYA 
LIBERIA 
MADAGASCAR 
MALAWI 
MAURITIUS 
MOROCCO 
SENEGAL 
SIERRA LEONE 
SOUTH AFRICA 
SUDAN 
SWAZILAND 
TANZANIA 
TOGO 
TUNISIA 
UGANDA 
ZAIRE 
ZAMBIA 
ZIMEABWE 

0 
TABLE 33 (C~NT~NIJEDJ. IGEM INDICES AND PREDICTED LEVEL OF EMPLOYMENT BY KEY FUNCTIONAL SECTOR 

YEAR 

1981 
lYA1 
1980 
1980 
1981 
1979 
1980 
198 1 
1979 
1980 
1980 
1980 
1978 
1980 
1979 

-1980 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1980 

1979 
1979 
1978 
1981 
1979 
1978 
1977 
1979 
1980 
1982 
1980 
1979 
1980 
1979 
1976 
1979 
1982 
1978 
1982 
1978 
1980 
1978 
1982 
1978 
1980 
1979 

IGEM 
1 ND E X 

180 
61 

34 
69 
21 
97 
76 
83 
75 
95 

. 
57 

125 

ii, 

38 
64 

. 
133 

25 
. . 
. . 

31 

. . 

. 

;j 

66 
. 

. . . 

. 
2 7 

. . . 

. . 

ii, 
81 

42 

400 

‘Gi 
56 

(PREDICTED FMPLOYMFNT TN THOUSANDS OF EMPLOYEES) 

DEFENSE 
PREDICTFO 

EMPLOYMENT 

0.77 
0.75 
0.75 
0.76 
0.75 
0.75 
0.75 
0.84 
0.84 
0.76 
0.76 
0.75 
0.74 
0.75 
0.75 
0.84 
0.84 
0.75 
0.84 
0.75 
0.84 

0.48 
0.64 
0.03 
0.54 

0.38 
0.62 

-- 

0.57 
0.45 
0.52 
0.45 
0.26 
0.67 
0.65 
p.54 
0.35 
0.77 
0.54 
0.51 
0.44 
0.51. 
0.. 67 

-1 

0.26 
O.fi2 
0.63 

IGEM 
INDEX 

104 
111 

. 
77 

. . 

‘;9 
95 
. 

126 
53 
72 

‘45 
. . 

.9; 

, 
103 

. . 

. 

. . 

. . 

. . . 

ii; 
59 

. 

isi 

‘ii0 

. gj. 

-;; 

-4; 
\ 

‘Iii 
. . . 
f29 

103 

POLICE 
PREDICTED 

EMPLOYMENT 

0.35 
0.40 
0.40 
0.36 
0:42 
0.42 
0.42 
0.39 
0.39 
0.38 
0.38 
0.50 
0.39 
0.35 
0.50 
0.38 
0.41 
0.35 
0.40 
0.45 
0.34 

0.19 
0.33 
0.20 
0.27 
0.25 
0.27 

0.09 
0.26 
0.22 
0.29 
0.19 
0.21 
0.34 
0.26 
0.21 
0.24 
0.30 
0.19 
0.35 
0.15 

: : O.23. 
0.26 

. 0.14 

I 0. 16 
0.24 
0.24 

F INANCF AEJD PLANNING 
IGEM FREDICTED 
INDEX EMPLOYMENT 
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. 

. 
39 
11 

311 

. 
88 

120 
12 

;;s 
. 

‘&ii 
. 

409 

0.05 
0.11 
0.11 
0.06 
0.15 
0.13 
0.13 
0.14 
0.14 
0.38 
0.08 
0.22 
0.13 
0.07 
0.21 
0.12 
0.15 

0.08 
0.13 
0.15 
0.08 

. 

.38 

. 
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. . . 
. . 

iii4 
. . 

. . 
177 

ii; 

‘46 

‘ii 

;41 
. . 

400 

‘93 
16 

0.07 
0.13 
0.04 
0.06 
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0.11 

_ 
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0.04 
0. to 
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0.05 
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0.06 
0.07 
0.07 .$ 
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S’ 
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COIJNTRY YEAR 

BANGLADESH 1979 
INDIA 1977 
KOREA 1981 
MALAYSIA 1980 
PAKISTAN ” 1979 
PHILIPPINES 1979 
SINGAPORE 1981 
SRI LANKA 1980 
THAILAND 1979 

CYPRUS 198Cj 
GREECE 1978 
PORTUGAL 1977 
TURKEY 1979 

BAHRAIN 1980 
EGYPT 1979 
ISRAEL 1979 
JORDAN 1979 
OMAN 1980 

ARGENTINA 1981 
EAHAMAS 1978 
BARBADOS 1981 
BELIZE 1981 
BRAZIL 1979 
CHILE 1979 
COLOMBIA 1980 
COSTA RICA 1978 
ECUADOR 1980 
EL SALVADOR 1982 
GUATEMALA 1981 
GUY ANA 1979 
HONDURAS ‘. 1981 
JAMAICA 1980 
MEXICO. -. 1979 
NICARAGUA 1976 
PANAMP 1979 
ST.LUCIA 1981 
TRINIDAD AND 1 ‘OBAGO 1980 
URUGUAY 1979 

TABLE 33 (CONTIN~D~ IGEM INDICES AND PREDICTED LEVEL OF EMPLOYMENT BY KEY FUNCTIONAL SECfOR 

(PREDICTED EMPLOYMENI IN THOUSANDS OF EMPLOYEES) 

IGEM 
INDEX 

DEFENSE 
PREDICTED 

EMPLOYMENT 
IGEM 
INDEX 

‘56 
302 
. . . 
. . 

ii, 
36 
. . 

-_ 

0.32 
0.56 
0.66 
0.30 
0.53 
0.79 
0.39 
0.48 

. . 
124 
176 
. . . 
. . 

;ss 
73 

. 

378 

;;!i 
. . 

0.73 143 0.41 
0.73 . . . 0.36 
0.79 . . . 0.28 
0.74 . . 0.25 

88 0.63 . . . 
. 0.59 . 

0.82 . . 
. . .0.4? . 

270 0.79 . . . 

66 
6 
. 

. . . 

. 

‘7s 
39 
29 
. . 

.;; 

. 
. . 
. . 

i&i 

0.65 
0.74 
0.73 
0.68 
0.74 
0.59 
0.68 
0.70 
0.57 
0.59 
0.67 
0.69 
0.59 
0.77 
6.72 
0.61 
0.62 
0 89 
0.75 
0.68 

237 
138 

‘ii 
. . 
. 
. 

‘66 
26 
52 

. 
. . . 
114 
. . . 

. 
182 
103 

. . 

PDLICE 
PREDICTED 

EMPLOYMENT 

0.09 
0.08 
0.22 
0.30 
0.14 
0.22 
0.40 
0.20 
0.22 

0.47 
0.17 
0.34 
0.30 
0.41 

0.30 
0.45 
0.44 
0.38 
0.22 
0.32 
0.27 
0.35 
0.31 
0.28 
0.30 
0.28 
0.25 
0 :30 
0.26 
0.31 
.0.33 
0.32 
0.44 
0.33 

FIN4NCE 4ND PLANNING 
IGEM PREDICTED 
INDEX FMPLOYMENT 

_- . . 

‘2 
. . 

. 
211 
246 
. . . 

_- 

0.02, 
0.07 

_- 

0.02 
c. 15 
0.03 
0.02 

104 0.17 
. 0. IO 
. . 0.08 
. . . 0.04 

53 
. 
. 

‘ii 

0.21 
0.01 
0.12 
0.09 
0.17 

1 co 
86 

‘6; 
. 

. . . 

‘73 
118 

89 . 
. 

. . . 
29 

iii3 
136 

. . 

0.07 
0.20 
0.19 
0.17 
0.01 
0.08 
0.04 

0.12 

0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0.12 
0.08 
0.11 
0.03 
9.10 
0.12 
0. 18 
0.17 
0.12 



TABLE 33 (CONT INlJEO I. IGEM INDICES AND PREDICTED L.EVFL. OF EMPLD’fMENT BY KEY FUNCTTDNAL SECTOR 

CiJlJNTRY YEAR 

UNIT.EO STATES 
CANADA 
AUSTRALIA 
JAPAN 
NEW ZEALAND 
AUSTRIA 
BELGILJM 
DENMARK 
FINLAND 
FRANCE 
GERMANY. FED. REP. 
ICELAND 
19 E L AN0 
ITALY 
LUXEMBOURG 
NETHERLANDS 
NORWAY 
SPAIN. 
SWEDEN 
SWITZERLAND 
UNITED KINGDOM 

BENIN 1979 
BOTSWANA 1979 
BURUNDI 1978 
CAMEROON 1981 
CENTRAL AFRICAN REP 1979 
CONGO 1978 
ETHIOPIA 1977 
GHANA ‘. 1979 
KENYA 1980 
LIBERIA 1982 
MADAGASCAk 1980 
MdiAWI 1979 
MAURITI:US 1980 
MOROCCO 1979 
SENEGAL 1976 

SIERR4 LEONE 1979 
SOUTH AFRICA 1982 
SUDAN 1978 
SW4ZILANO 1982 
TANZANIA 1978 
TOGO 1980 
TJJNI S I4 1978 
UGANDA 1982 
ZIIRE 1978 
ZAMB I4 1980 
ZIMBABWE 1979 

198 1 
1981 
1980 
1980 
1’98 1 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1979 
1980 
1980 
1980 
1978 
! 980 
1979 
1980 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1980 

AGR I CUL TUKE 
MINING. MANUFACTURING. 

AN@ CONSTRUCT ION 
IGEM PREDICTED IGEH PREDICTED 
INDEX FMPLll’fMENT INDEX EMPLOYMENT 

400 
95 

. 
359 
294 

‘ii 

ii 

70 
179 
. . 

iO3 
. . 

‘Iii 

ii0 

_ _ 

9.38 
0.10 
0.02 
0. 16 
9.12 
0.11 
0.12 
0. 12 
0.05 
0104 
0.25 
0.16 
0.05 
0.23 
0.08 
0.13 
0.07 
9.10 
0.12 
0.03 

33 
8 

.49 
324 

. 

;3 
37 
89 

. . 
190 

. . 
109 

‘GJ. 

0.02 
0. IO 
I?. I( 
9.04 
0. 16 
0.13 
0.12 
0.11 
0.11 
0.07 
0.07 
0.24 
0. 15 
0.0’7 
0.23 
0.08 
0.12 
0.08 
0.09 
cl. 14 
0.03 

. . 

24 

‘93 

ii2 
30 

. . . 
. 

0. 16 
0.23 
0. 18 
0.14 ’ 
0.20 
0.19 
0.09 
0.12 
0.12 
0.20 
0.13 
0.17 
0.22 
0. Ii 
0.15 
0. 18 
0.08 
0.10 
0.24 
0.10 
0. It3 
0.14 
0.14 
0.10 
0.14 
0.14 

. 
8 

. i, 

. . . 

. . 
46 

128 
. . 

;9; 

‘53 
. . 

7 
. 

18 
. 

27 

.iil 

ii, 
72 

0.09 
0.19 
0.13 
0.12 
0. 16 
0.14 
0.01 
0.09 
0.09 
0.16 
0.07 
0.12 
0.19 
0.09 
0.09 
0.14 
0.06 

., 0.05 
0.20 

.0.03 
0.11 
0.09 
0.09 
0.06 
0.09 
0.10 

( PREUICl ED FMPLDVMENT IN THOUSANDS OF EMPLOYEES J 

IGEM 
INDEX 

PRFDICl ED 
EYPLOYMENI 

17 
43 
. 

iii 

. . 
3 

.,. 

. 

. 
. 

: 
. 
. 

. . 
6 

. . . 

. . 

. 
. . 

. . 

. . 
. . 

‘86 
. 
. . . 

. 

. 

. . 
163 

. . . 
67 

7 

400 

. . 
102 

UTILITIES 

0.0% 
0. Ii 
0.1% 
0.04 
0. 18 
0.15 
0.14 
0.12 

.o. 12 
0.08 
0.0’7 
0.29 
0.16 
O.C6 
0.28 
0.09 
0.14 
0.0’7 
0. II 
0. 1’7 
0.03 

0.02 
0.17 
0.05 
0.07 
9.10 
0.10 

. 

0.04 
0.03 
0.12 

__ 

.0.05 
0.17 
0.04 
0.03 
0.08 
0.04 

- _. 

0.19 
_- 

0.06 
0.05 

-- 
_ 

0.04 
0.05 

I GEM FRFDJCTED 
INDEX EMPI DYMENT 

185 
.I 6 

;o 
246 

‘ii 
400 
. 

3 
54 

147 

iti; 

. 

155 

iii 

(XII 
9.11 
0.10 
0. : 1 
0.09 
0. 10 
0.. 10 
0.12 
0.12 
0.11 
0:ll 
0.08 
0.07 
0.09 
0: 09 
0.13 
0.12 
0,. 09 
0.13 
9.11 
0.13 

. . . 

. . . 

. 
7 

‘65 
. . . 
. . 

‘ii 
. , . 
. . : 
289 
. 
. . 

. is 

. . . 
. 

. . 
28 

, . . 
400 

‘4; 
50 

_ 

0.05 
0.03 

__ 

0.04 
0.01 
0.05 
0.04 
0.05 
0.03 .’ 
0.03 
0 . d4 
0.01 
0.03 
0.04 
0.04 
0.01 
0.09 
0.05 
0.03’ 

.0.05 
0.04 
o.c7 

- 

0.02 
0.06 
0.04 
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TABLE 33 lCONCLUDE0 1. IGEM INDICES AND PREDIClEO LEVEL OF EMPLOYMENT BY KEY FlJNCrlDNAL SECTOR 

AGRICULTURE 

COUNTRY ‘; YEAR 
IGEM PREDICTED 
INDEX EMPLOYMENT 

BANGLADESH 1979 
INDIA 1977 
KOREA 1981 
MALAYSIA 1980 
PAKISTAN 1979 
PHILIPPINES 1979 
SINGAPORE 1981 
SRI LANKA 1980 
THAILAND . . 1979 

iii 
32 
. 

. . 
36 
92 

. 

CYPRUS 1980 50 
GREECE. 1978 
PORTUGAL 1977 . . . 
TURKEY 1979 . 

BAHRAIN 1980 
EGYPT . 1979 
ISRAEL 1979 
JORDAN 1979 
OMAN ,. I980 

49 
. . . 
. . 

ii; 

ARGENTINA 
BAHAMAS 
BARBADOS 
BELIZE’ 
BRAZ1.L 
CHILE 
cdLDMl3IA 
COSTA RICA 
ECUADOR 
EL. SALVADOR 
GUATEMALA 
GUYANA 
HONDURAS 
JAMAICA- 
MEXICO 
NICARAGUA 
PANAMA 
ST.LUCIA 
TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 
URUGUAY 

1981 
1978 
1981 
1981 
1979 
1979 
1980 
1978 
1980 
1982 
1981 
1979 
1981 
1980 
1979 
1976 
1979 
1981 
1980 
1979 

39 
34 

;.i!ii 
. . 
. 

‘iti 

99 
37 

120 

. 
96 

126 
. . 

. . 

(PREDICTED EMPLIIYMENT IN THOUS~NT?S OF EMPLOYEES) 

0.06 
-- 

0.09 
0..12 
0.96 
0.08 
9.16 
0.13 
0.08 

0.22 
0.12 
0.11 
0.07 

0.23 
0.07 
0.14 
0. 18 
0.19 

0.08 
0.26 
0.26 
0.28 
0.03 
0.12 
0.99 
0.19 
0.14 

‘0. 16 
0.14 
0.21 
0. 16 
0. 17 
0.05 
0.19 
9. 18 
0.27 
0.20 
0. IG 

MINING, MANUFACTURING. 
AND CONSTRUCTION 

IGEM PREDICTED 
INDEX EMPLOYMENT 

&lo 0.02 _ 

14 0.07 
0.11 

. 0.02 
: O.UC 

. 0.15 
74 0.09 
. 0.06 

23 0.21 
. 0.12 
. 0.08 

0.05 

159 0.21 26C 
0103 . 

. 0. II . 

‘42 0.15 0. 16 iii 

98 . 
93 

. . 

10 
25 
66 

. 
146 

. 
207 

4 G 

0.07 
0.24 
0.23 
0.24 
0.02 
0.11 
0.08 
0. 16 
0.12 
0.13 
0.12 
0.15 
0.11 
0.12 
0.04 
0. 16 
0.15 
0.18 
0.19 
0.12 

UTILITIES 
IGEM PREDICTED IGEM PREDICTED 
INDEX EMPLOYMENT INDEX EMPLOYMENT 

-- 

406 
19 

. 

‘ii 
161 

__ 

0.01 
0.07 

_ 

0. 1-G 
0.02 

_- 

. . 

. . : 
15 
. : 
. _. 

‘to 
219 
. . 

0.01 
0.03 
0.04 
0.06 
0.03 
0.04 
0.39 
co1 
0.04 

22 
. 

0.22 105 O.OG 
0.11 . 0.07 
0.95 . . 0.08 

__ . 0.07 

0.25 
-- 

0.10 I 

0.10 
0.11 
0.19 

115 
. . . 
. . 
. . . 
100 

o.oc 
0.09 if 
0.03 
0.10 

i 

34 

. . 

. 

. . 
. . . 

. 

. is 

. 

5 
. 

. 

. 
. . 

0.04 
0.27 
0.26 
0.24 

_- 

0.09 
0.04 
0.15 
0.09 
0.09 
0.09 
0.11 
0.06 
0.10 

_ 

0.13 
0.13 
0 . . . 1 7 
0.21 
0. IO 

59 
71 

. 
85 
. 

. . . 
. 

‘. iii 
400 
196 
. . 

‘&I 
: 

;;F, 

. 

0.08’ 
0.06 
0.06 
0.03 
0.07 
0.06 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.03 
0.04 
9.05 
0.06 
0.0’7 
0.08 
0.03 
0.06 
0.08’ 
0.08 
0. OR 
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: 
0 CHfiRT 2. NEW ZEALFIND, BELGl UM,- THE NETHERLANDS, 

SWEDEN, FIND THE UNITED K~NGOOM”I 
LORENZ CURVE OF GOVERNMENT SFlLARY STRUCTURE 
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CHRRT 3. KENYA, SENEGAL, FtND SWF1Z ILflND: 

LORENZ CURVE OF GOVERNMENT SALARY STRUCTURE 

0 

KENYA ----- . . . . . . . . . * . . ggf$pj$JD 

60 80 
PEFGENTAGE OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 



- 94c - APPENDIX I 

CHRRT 4. KOREfl FIND SRI LRNKFt : 
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CHFtRT 5. CUFITEMALR, PANAMFI, flND EL SALVADOR: - 
LORENZ CURVE OF GOVERNMENT SflLRRY STRUCTURE 
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Data Sources 

ARGENTINA 

- Data provided by authorities. 

AUSTRALIA 

- Department of the Treasury, Estimates of receipts and summary 
of estimated expenditure, 1980/81. .. 

- Australia Yearbook 1981. 
- Public Service Board, Annual Report, 1980-81. 

AUSTRIA 

- Herausgegehen vom Oesterreichishen statistichen zentralamt, 
Statistiches Handbuch fur die Republik Osterreich; XxX1. 
Jahrgang, Neue Folge 1980; 

- IMF, Government Finance Statistics Yearbook, Vol. VI, 1982. 

BAHAMAS 

- Department of Statistics, Statistical Abstract 1978. 
- Approved Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure, Recurrent and Capital, 

1978. 

BAHRAIN 

- Data provided by authorities. 

BELGIUM 

- Data provided by authorities. 
- Gestion Publique, Aper9u des Effectifs du Secteur Public (various 

years). 
- Annuaire Statistique de la Belgique, Tome 100, 1980. Institut 

National de Statistique, Ministere des Affaires Economique ' 
- Ministare des Finances - Situation gdnerale du Tr&or.public 

au 31 Dec. (various years) 
- Statut Pecuniaire C.D.32 
- Services d'Administration G&&al - Retributions du Personnel 

des Ministeres de Belgique, 1.11.81 
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BELIZE 

-'Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure 1981182. 

BURUNDI 

- Data provided by the International Labor Organization. 

CAMEROON 

APPENDIX II 

, 

- Data provided 'by authorities. 

CANADA 

- Statistics provided by authorities from data compiled by 
Statistics Canada and the Treasury Board of Canada. 

- Statistics Canada, Federal Government Employment. 
- Public Accounts.of Canada--expenditure by .standard object. 
- Salary by occupation--collective agreements. 
- Distribution of public sector employees--Incumbent File Report 

No. E 1881. 

CYPRUS 

- Republic,‘of Cyprus, Budget for 1981. 
- Data provided by the International Labor Organization. 

DENMARK 

- Finansministeriet, Personalefortegnelse for 1981. 

- Finansministeriet Budgetdepartementer, Budget redegbrelse 1981. 

- Pensionsdepartemente, Finansministeriets Ldnoversigter, 
1 Oktober 1981, Ldnnings - 09 

ECUADOR 

- Data provided by authqrities. 

EGYPT 

- Data provided by the International Labor.Organization and the 
authorities. 

EL SALVADOR 

- Data provided by authorities. 
- Direction General de1 Presupuesto, Analysis por Sectores; 

Apendice Estadistico, 1981. 
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GERMANY 

- Statistiches Bundesamt Wiesbaden, Wirtschaft und Statistik, 
8182; 4182; 11181; 7181; Verlag W. Kohlhammer. 

- Deutscher Bundestag; 8. Wahlperiode; Drucksache 812223; 
October 18, 1978. 

- Budget 1980. -- 
- Bundesministerium der Finanzen, Finanz Bericht, 1983. 

GUATENALA L/ 

- Data provided by authorities. 
- Direcccion General de Estadistica et al, Primer censo National 

de Funcionarios y Empleados Publicos (August 1980). 
- Presupuesto Analitico de Sueldos de1 Personal Permanente al Servicio 

de1 Estado, afio 1981. 
- Presupuesto de Ingresos y Egresos de1 Estado, 1981. 
- Oficina National de Servicio Civil, Manual de clasificacion de Puestos, 

5a. Edition, 1980. 
- Oficina national de Servicio Civil, Indice alfabetico de Titulos y 

Salarios iniciales asignados a Puestos de 10s Servicios por y sin 
ooosicion. 1980. 

HONDURAS 

- Data provided by the International Labor Organization. 

ICELAND 

- Data provided by authorities. 

INDIA 

Budget 1978-79. 
Commerce Research Bureau, Basic Statistics on the Indian Economy, 

1980; Bombay. 
Commerce Research Bureali, Basic Statistics on State Economies of -- 

India, 1980; Bombay. 
Bureau of Public Enterprise Annual Report, Vol. I, 19'79-80. 
Labour Bureau, Labour Yearbook. 
Labour Rureau, Indian Labour Statistics. 

----- ------.--.------~ 
l/ Guatemala presented a problem in that, while the decentralized - 

agencies form an important part of the economy, wage data detailing 
each of the agencies separately was not available. 
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Ministry of Finance, Economic and Functional Classification of the 
Central Government Budget, 1980-81. 

Commerce Yearbook of the Public Sector. 
Central Statistical Office, Statistical Abstract. 
Bureau of Public Enterprise, Annual Report on the Working of 

Industrial and Commercial Undertakings of the Central Government. 
Third Central Pay Commission Report, 1973. 

IRELAND 

- R. Rose, "Changes in Public Employment: A Multidimensional Comparative 
Analysis," Studies in Public Policy No. 61, Centre for the Study of 
Public Policy, University of Strathclyde (1980). 

- Central Statistical Office, Statistical Abstract of Ireland, 1978. 
- Review Body on Higher Remuneration in the Public Sector, .Report No. 20, 

October 1979. 

JAMAICA 
. . 

Civil Service Establishment Act (1980). 
Statistical Yearbook. 
Estimates of Expenditure 1980-81. 
Circulars provided by the authorities. 

JAPAN 

- Statistics Bureau, Prime Minister's Office, Statistical Yearbook, 1980. 
- National Personnel Authority, Annual Report Fiscal 1979. 
- Ministry of Finance Zasei Tokei (fiscal statistics) FY 1980. 
- Junshichiro Yonchara Local public finances in Japan. 

KENYA l/ -- 

Data provided by authorities. 
Central Bureau of Statistics, Ministry of Economic Planning 

and Community Affairs, Employment and earnings in the modern sector. 
Central Bureau of Statistics, Economic survey (various issues). 
Central Bureau of Statistics, Statistical abstract (various issues). 
Report of the Civil Service Review Committee, 1979-80. 
Appropriations accounts. 

. Estimates of recurrent expenditure. 

l/ The Teachers' Service Commission, 
teachers, 

the p,rincipal employing body for 
is external to central government, but here included as part 

of central government. 
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KOREA l/ -- 

- Data provided by authorities. 
- National Bureau of Statistics, Economic Planning Board, Korea 

Statistical Yearbook 1980. 
- Korean Economic Planning Board, Summary of Budget, Fiscal 

Year 1981 (Annex). 
- Bank of Korea, Economic Statistics Yearbook 1980. 

LIBERIA 

- Data provided by the authorities. 

NETHERLANDS z/ 

- Data provided by the authorities. 
- Central Bureau of Statistics National Accounts 1980. 
- (Burgerlijk rinkspersoneel per departement, 

Budget Memorandum 1982, Annex 14 
- Government Note to Parliament; Tweede Kamer, Zitting 1980-1981, 

16625, nrs. 2-3. 
- Statistical Yearbook of the Netherlands, 1981. - 

NEW ZEALAND 

- Data provided by authorities. 
-'Report of the State Services Commission for the year ended 

31 March, 1981. 
- Estimates of the expenditure of the Government of New Zealand, 1980-81. 
- Supplement to the Public Service Official Calendar of 3 June, 1981-- 

new wage scales, 11 June, 1981. 
- Report of the State Services Commission for the year ended 31 March, 

1981. 

-- ----- 
l/ Nonfinancial public enterprises include "enterprise special 

accounts" of the Central Sovernment, e.g., National Railroad. "Wages" 
include allowances. "Employment" includes "nonregular" employment. 

2/. The Netherlands presented an unusual problem in tens of designa- 
ti& of employees in certain functional categories, notably health, 
transport, and education. Employment statistics place the Government in 
the so-called quarterly sector, along with other functions--health, 
education, transport, and other services --that are partly or entirely 
financed by the general government, and whose employment conditions are 
determined by the Government. Based on the nature of the institutions 
involved, it was decided to include education employees (100 per cent 
financed by the general government) as part of general government, but 
excludes those in health and transport (76 per cent and 59 per cent, 
respectively, financed by general government), other than those engaged 
in administration within a ministry. 
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APPENDIX II 
i 

0 

- Statistisk Arbok, 1981,.1982. 
- Statistisk Sentralbyre. I * 
- Statsregnskapet og Try g deregnskapet for Budsjett-Terminen 1979; 

St. meld, nr. 3 (1979-1980). 
- L6nnsstatistikk 1980; Norges offisielle Statistikk B213 Statistisk 

Sentralbyra. 

OMAN 

- Data provided by the authorities. 
- Statistical Yearbook. 1980. 

PHILIPPINES 
I 

- Employment Statistics: provided by the -International Labor 
Organization. 

” , 

,. . . 

SENEGAL 
. 

- MinistPlre du Plan et de la Co-operation, 'Direction de la Planification, 
L'emploi Dans le Secteur Public --Evolution et Perspectives. 

SINGAPORE 
,. 

- Budget establishment--Fiscal Year 1981182. 
- Budget Fiscal Year 1981182. 

SOUTH AFRICA 
.'. 

'( b 

- Estimates of expenditure, Fiscal Year 1982. 

SRI LANKA 

, 

Estimates of the Revenue and Expenditure of the Government of the 
Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka for the Financial Year, 
January 1, 1982 to December 31, 1982. 

Central Bank of Ceylon, Economic and.Social Statistics of Sri 
Lanka, December 1980, Vol. III, No. 2. _I 

IBRD Report, May 15, 1981. 
Department of Census and Statistics, Ministry, of Plan Implementation. 

,Statistical Abstract of the Democratic Socialist Republic of 
Sri Lanka. 

Statistical Pocketbook of the Democratic Socialist Republic 
of Sri Lanka, 1980. 

, 
I 
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SWAZILAND 

- Office of the Prime Minister, Establishment Register; supporting the 
Estimates of Public Expenditure for the Financial Year 1981-1982. 

- Central Statistical Office, Employment and Wages 1978. 
- United Nations, Statistical Information Bulletin for Africa, 

No. 11, August 1977. 
- Estimates for the Year from April 1, 1981 to March 31, 1982. 

SWEDEN 

- Data provided by the authorities. 
- Sveriges Officiella Statistik; Statistika Centralbyran, Statistika 

Meddelanden; Am 1981: 5; Am 1981: 10; Am 1981: 11; Am 1981: 
18; Am 1981: 21; 

- Officiella Statistik; Statistika Centralbyran, Statistika Meddelanden; 
N 1981: 2.5; 

- Sveriges Officiella Statistik; Statistika Centralbyran, Statistik 
Arsbok 1980. 

TANZANIA 

- Data provided by the authorities. 

THAILAND 

- Data provided by the authorities; 
- Report of the Labor Force Survey, Whole Kingdom; July-September, 1980. 
- National Statistical Office, Statistical Yearbook. 
- Bureau of the Budget, Thailand's Budget in Brief, Fiscal Year 1980. 

TOGO 

- Data provided by the authorities. 
- Budget General Gestion 1980. 

UGANDA 

- Data provided by the authorities. 
- Commonwealth Fund for Technical Co-operation, The Rehabilitation 

of the Economy of Uganda: A Report by a Commonwealth Team of 
Experts, Vol. 2, (June, 1979). 

- Draft Estimates of Recurrent Expenditure, 1982-1983. 
- Circular Standing Instruction, No.2 of 1976. 
- Revised Salaries and Conditions of Service for the Uganda Public 

Service, Parastatal Bodies and Government-controlled Companies, 
1976. 



- 102 - APPENDIX II 

UNITED KINGDOM 

- Data provided by the authorities. 
- C.S.0; Annual Abstract 1981. 
- The Civil Service--introductory factual memorandum. 
- Central Statistical Office, National Income and Expenditure. 

UNITED STATES . 

United States Budget, 1983. 
Federal Civilian Work Force Statistics (OPH, 3/31/79). 
Data provided by the District of Columbia on salaries of individual 

jobs. 
Statistical Abstract, 1981. 

ZAMBIA 

- Data provided by authorities. 
- Establishment Register for 1981. 
- Budget 1980, 1981. 

ZIMBABWE 

- Estimates of Expenditure for the Year Ending June 30, 1982 
'- Estimates of Expenditure, 1978179. 
-,Financial Statements, 1981. 
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