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Breakdown of government spending by functions of social protection and health (COFOG)

2.27. Government expenditures by function of social protection as percentage of GDP, 2019

S'Eli(::;ﬁi;nd 0Old age Survivors Family and children ~ Unemployment Housing SOCIa:]ng.USIon F:)%g e?:(t)iglsl Somaln;.);'oct.ectlon
Australia 219 3.95 0.00 2.21 0.55 0.22 0.24 0.00 0.41
Austria 1.77 12.56 1.34 2.02 1.17 0.09 0.98 0.01 0.18
Belgium 3.46 9.42 1.60 2.18 1.31 0.21 1.03 0.00 0.15
Colombia 0.01 6.42 . 0.80 . 0.19 0.98 . 0.27
Czech Republic 2.23 7.39 0.51 1.60 0.14 0.15 0.35 0.00 0.20
Denmark 4.35 8.24 0.01 4.21 1.91 0.65 1.56 0.01 0.49
Estonia 2.09 6.71 0.06 2.70 1.28 0.02 0.16 0.01 0.16
Finland 3.14 13.71 0.64 3.02 1.68 0.62 0.91 0.02 0.31
France 2.89 13.12 1.46 2.26 1.86 0.84 1.26 0.00 017
Germany 3.25 9.65 1.90 1.71 1.55 0.34 0.62 0.00 0.71
Greece 1.61 13.84 2.04 0.89 0.60 0.20 0.56 0.01 0.02
Hungary 218 6.36 0.81 2.06 0.25 0.08 0.79 0.01 0.18
Iceland 3.40 3.23 0.01 215 0.83 0.36 0.49 0.00 0.41
Ireland 1.66 2.99 0.57 1.29 0.82 1.15 0.27 0.00 0.16
Israel 2.85 513 0.56 1.31 0.31 0.18 0.47 0.00 0.35
Italy 1.79 13.54 2.59 0.95 1.12 0.03 1.04 0.01 0.06
Japan 0.88 10.99 1.45 1.89 0.27 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.36
Latvia 2.38 7.02 0.18 1.22 0.50 0.07 0.39 0.00 0.31
Lithuania 275 6.24 0.29 1.70 0.67 0.07 0.36 0.00 0.20
Luxembourg 3.00 9.50 0.00 3.54 1.01 0.08 0.74 0.00 0.16
Netherlands 413 6.46 0.06 1.43 1.34 0.44 1.58 0.01 0.00
Norway 6.92 7.38 0.18 3.42 0.31 0.13 0.87 0.05 0.43
Poland 2.03 9.53 1.64 2.84 0.26 0.03 0.30 0.00 0.10
Portugal 1.28 11.32 1.70 1.1 0.62 0.17 0.39 0.00 0.29
Slovak Republic 3.18 767 0.77 1.09 0.23 0.00 0.23 0.00 1.19
Slovenia 2.02 9.85 1.23 1.84 0.42 0.03 0.92 0.00 0.18
Spain 2.51 9.53 227 0.94 1.62 0.02 0.36 0.00 0.13
Sweden 3.59 10.41 0.21 247 1.07 0.27 0.99 0.00 0.01
Switzerland 2.88 6.51 0.29 0.58 1.01 0.02 1.56 0.01 0.01
United Kingdom 2.35 8.21 0.05 1.20 0.06 0.86 1.74 0.00 0.29
OECD-EU 272 10.49 1.60 1.76 1.30 0.33 0.82 0.00 0.28
Costa Rica 0.62 475 0.41 0.25 0.00 0.32 0.01 0.00 1.93
Romania 1.05 8.75 0.11 1.37 0.05 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.44

Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257128

2.28. Government expenditures by function of health as percentage of GDP, 2019

Medical products, appliances

and equipment Outpatient services Hospital services Public health services R&D Health Health n.e.c.
Australia 0.77 0.67 2.65 0.32 0.22 270
Austria 1.12 1.54 4.66 0.18 0.46 0.31
Belgium 0.78 2.90 3.54 0.13 0.04 0.19
Colombia 4.68 . . 0.20 0.04 0.18
Czech Republic 0.87 1.59 3.56 1.30 0.07 0.22
Denmark 0.54 1.21 5.70 0.13 0.21 0.45
Estonia 0.71 0.58 3.72 0.04 0.21 0.07
Finland 0.66 317 3.12 0.03 0.10 0.04
France 1.42 2.91 3.38 0.12 0.09 0.12
Germany 1.67 2.24 2.80 0.07 0.08 0.50
Greece 1.26 0.57 3.32 0.02 0.12 0.04
Hungary 0.80 1.26 1.96 0.15 0.03 0.34
Iceland 0.52 1.78 5.22 0.02 0.00 0.24
Ireland 0.68 1.79 1.78 0.12 0.01 0.35
Israel 0.71 1.47 3.03 0.11 0.00 0.10
Italy 0.99 247 2.84 0.30 0.09 0.12
Japan 1.27 2.97 2.80 0.46 0.01 017
Latvia 0.62 1.07 2.37 0.06 0.00 0.12
Lithuania 0.86 1.59 2.26 0.08 0.00 1.42
Luxembourg 1.69 1.06 2.02 0.04 017 0.07
Netherlands 0.75 2.54 3.57 0.24 0.36 0.25
Norway 0.50 1.99 517 0.29 0.41 0.32
Poland 0.07 1.45 3.1 0.07 0.09 0.1
Portugal 0.55 2.04 3.51 0.02 0.24 0.19
Slovak Republic 1.47 2.06 3.74 0.05 0.03 0.36
Slovenia 0.92 1.98 3.04 0.34 0.08 0.29
Spain 0.96 2.25 2.50 0.09 0.26 0.03
Sweden 0.74 3.16 2.50 0.22 0.19 0.18
Switzerland 0.00 0.19 1.67 0.10 0.10 0.05
United Kingdom 0.46 0.97 5.63 0.20 0.14 0.29
OECD-EU 1.11 2.28 3.06 0.16 0.13 0.24
Costa Rica 0.26 2.25 2.89 0.12 0.12 0.26
Romania 1.02 0.12 2.87 0.08 0.01 0.90

Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257147
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Structure of government expenditures by economic transaction

Public expenditure can be classified by the economic nature
of the transaction, for example payments of civil servants’
wages (employee compensation), financing subsidies, cash
transfers such as pensions or unemployment benefits
(social benefits), or the procurement of goods or services
from the private sector that are used as inputs in the
government production (intermediate consumption). This
classification is ancillary to government expenditures
by function, as it distinguishes broader categories of the
government’s production function and its relationship with
the economy.

According to this classification, in 2019, on average, social
benefits represented 40.6% of all government expenditures
among OECD countries. The highest levels are observed in
Japan (55.1%), Germany (54.3%) and the Netherlands (49.7%)
while the lowest were in Mexico (10.8%), Iceland (16.8%)
and Israel (23%). Between 2007 and 2019 these transactions
increased by 3.3 p.p. on average, with the greatest increase
taking place in Korea (12.1 p.p.).

The second largest spending category is the compensation
of employees, which amounted to 21.7% of total spending
on average in 2019. Spending on employee compensation
is highest in Iceland (32.7%) and Denmark (30.3%) and
smallest in Colombia (16%) and Japan (13.9%). Between
2007 and 2019 this category fell by 0.5 p.p. on average. The
most significant reductions were observed in Mexico (6.6
p.p), Australia (4.3 p.p) and Portugal (4.2 p.p.) while the
largest increases took place in the Slovak Republic (3.8 p.p),
the Czech Republic (3.7 p.p.) and Iceland (2.1 p.p.)

Among the 22 OECD-EU countries with available data, the
share of spending on social benefits fell from 46.1% of total
expenditure in 2019 to 45.5% in 2020. Compensation of public
employees also fell during this period, from 21.7% to 20.5%.
Such reductions, however, should be analysed carefully
as other spending categories (i.e. subsidies and capital
expenditures) increased significantly and added more
to the increase of total spending. For example, subsidies
to enterprises have been crucial in enabling economies
to cope with the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, and
these have increased from 3.1% of total spending to 5.2%.
Likewise, capital expenditures, including capital transfers
and investments, increased from 8.5% to 9.2% of total
spending (Table 2.29).

)

Methodology and definitions

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

Further reading

OECD (2021), OECD Economic Outlook, Interim Report March 2021,
OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/34bfd999-en.

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

Figure notes

2.29. Data for Chile are not available. Data for Turkey are not included
in the OECD average due to missing time series. Data for Japan,
Brazil and Russia are for 2018 rather than 2019.

G.20. (Structure of central government expenditures by economic
transaction, 2019 and 2020) is available online in Annex G.
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Structure of government expenditures by economic transaction

2.29. Structure of general government expenditures by economic transaction,
2019 and 2020 and change 2007 to 2019

| ot | i | TOOUDSR | seaess | QWAL | e
expenditures Change Change Change Change Change Change Change

2019 2020 2007-19 [ 2019 2020 2007-19 | 2019 2020 2007-19 | 2019 2020 2007-19 | 2019 2020 2007-19 | 2019 2020 2007-19 | 2019 2020 2007-19

(p-p.) (p-p.) (p-p.) (p-p.) (p-p.) (p-p.) (p-p.)

Australia 19.6 . 1.2 225 . -4.3 8.9 . 5.0 2.7 . -14 28.6 . <02 6.3 . 08 | 114 . 05
Austria 129 118 0.6 217 197 0.3 3.0 9.2 0.0 29 23 35 451 430 29 6.6 68 09 7.8 72 13
Belgium 7.8 72 0.1 236 223 -0.1 72 85 14 38 33 -4.5 472 474 32 338 52 01 66 61 -02
Canada 17.7 150 05 299 250 0.2 2.8 8.4 0.3 70 54 3.0 293 342 30 32 31 -01 [ 1041 89 041
Colombia 12.2 % 3.0 16.0 . 0.3 0.2 Uk 5.7 o 37 27.8 .01 | 289 . 51 9.3 .13
Czech Republic 143 129 2.8 242 236 37 54 6.4 1.8 1.7 16 -0.9 372 379 07 48 48 05 | 124 128 -30
Denmark 172 166 1.1 303 285 0.6 3.3 55 -05 15 09 -1.8 345 333 15 6.3 64 04 6.8 87 07
Estonia 166 144 -0.3 295 280 1.7 1.2 35 -13 0.1 01 -0.4 345 345 6.0 45 50 -02 |[136 145 -55
Finland 201 200 14 234 225 -3.5 20 31 -06 15 12 -15 397 398 42 46 51 -05 85 83 05
France 8.9 8.7 0.0 220 214 -15 5.0 55 2.3 26 21 -2.5 457 468 20 71 73 06 8.6 83 -09
Germany 17 119 23 174 16.6 0.3 20 41 -03 18 13 -4.4 543 531 06 438 49 08 8.1 80 08
Greece 9.8 8.6 -4.5 250 221 14 2.1 5.9 1.9 6.3 49 -3.3 451 392 85 33 31 05 85 161 -36
Hungary 180 161 53 224 205 -0.4 3.1 33 0.3 49 46 -3.2 266 247 92 71 75 16 [179 231 55
Iceland 249 237 0.0 327 324 2.1 27 42 07 101 8.1 4.2 168 200 47 3.9 39 04 9.0 78 241
Ireland 144 141 0.7 264 239 -1.7 2.0 54  -06 51 35 23 362 375 34 43 41 -02 (117 115 -39
Israel 22.1 . -1.0 25.4 . 0.6 2.5 . 1.0 5.5 . -6.3 23.0 .34 | 119 . 08 9.7 .14
Italy 1.6 110 0.9 199 183 2.1 32 34 0.9 69 6.1 -3.2 467 471 6.1 45 45  -01 71 95 24
Japan 9.4 . -0.4 13.9 . -3.1 14 . =01 42 . -1.3 55.1 . 52 3.8 .04 | 122 . 08
Korea 1.1 . -1.8 20.4 . 2.7 2.0 . 0.4 33 . -3.2 325 .o 124 1.2 .02 |195 . 5.1
Latvia 166 145 0.2 283 271 -1 2.5 29  -01 18 15 0.7 316 314 93 6.4 75 28 129 1561 -63
Lithuania 127 105 -1.8 294 264 17 1.1 62 14 25 16 0.6 402 391 83 47 48 09 95 114 -83
Luxembourg 9.9 9.4 0.4 235 226 0.4 2.5 25 03 08 05 0.0 429 438 03 8.4 77 10 120 134 14
Mexico 1.8 o 0.7 30.3 . 6.6 15 w AP 10.3 - 0.0 10.8 .33 | 251 . 15 | 101 . 68
Netherlands 140 129 -1.1 196 184 0.3 28 103 0.0 18 15 -2.8 497 453 54 39 42 -09 8.1 74 -10
New Zealand 15.4 o 0.5 22.7 . =2 4.0 . 32 3.0 . -0.4 35.5 L 5.6 . <11 | 138 .13
Norway 148 142 0.9 297 282 0.9 36 45 -0d1 10 08 5.2 328 331 -02 5.9 62 08 [122 129 29
Poland 136 122 0.7 247 224 0.3 1.2 79 -09 33 26 -1.8 412 384 39 438 47 08 | 112 118 00
Portugal 123 115 0.1 252 242 -4.2 0.9 37  -08 70 59 03 426 409 60 52 53 041 6.9 85 -15
Slovak Republic 131 126 -1.1 240 239 3.8 23 2.8 0.0 29 26 -1.0 435 443 11 47 44 03 95 93  -1.0
Slovenia 141 127 1.1 26,1 243 1.9 1.7 76 20 39 31 1.1 402 379 09 4.0 53 -04 9.9 9.0 -26
Spain 122 113 -0.6 257 240 0.3 24 37 04 54 43 14 439 446 86 3.7 35 05 6.7 87 -86
Sweden 160 154 0.0 256 247 0.6 33 5.3 0.4 1209 -2.5 322 36 -05 [113 117 01 [104 103 19
Switzerland 14.4 . 1.2 22.2 . 0.1 9.4 . 0.1 0.9 . 2.7 334 . -03 7.4 . 11 | 123 . 04
Turkey 13.8 . . 245 . . 4.8 . . 7.2 . . 35.0 . . 3.1 . .| 116 . .
United Kingdom 196 202 0.3 223 199 2.5 25 110 1.0 52 37 0.0 363 326 19 45 40 -16 9.6 86 15
United States 16.5 . -1.6 24.4 . 2.2 0.9 . =01 10.6 . -0.3 37.9 . 63 0.6 .00 9.0 .24
OECD 14.1 . -0.5 22.5 . -1.5 2.3 . 0.3 6.3 . -1.6 406 . 39 47 .07 9.6 . 14
OECD-EU 1.9 114 0.5 217 205 05 3.1 5.2 0.6 34 28 2.7 46.1 455 33 5.3 54 02 8.5 92 14
Brazil 8.0 . . 20.3 . . 0.6 . . 12.8 . . 39.5 . . | 157 . . 3.1 . .
Costa Rica 8.2 . 0.0 30.7 . 3.3 0.0 . 0.0 9.5 . -0.4 1.4 .29 | 293 . 13 | 109 . 06
Indonesia 16.6 . . 22.4 . . 5.2 . . 76 . . 1.2 . .| 231 . . | 240 . .
Romania 154 140 -1.6 311 286 5.8 1.0 23 30 32 34 1.4 327 318 65 42 52 08 |123 146 -83
Russia 16.7 o o 27.1 . . 15 . % 2.3 . o 29.4 o . 8.9 . .| 142

Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on a combination of National Accounts and Government Finance Statistics
data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257166
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Depending on their administrative structure, central, state
and local governments have greater or less autonomy over
revenue collection. In 2019, central governments in OECD
countries collected on average slightly more than half
(53.3%) of general government revenues, state governments
collected 21.1%, social security funds 16.2% and local
governments 9.1% (Figure 2.30).

Between 2007 and 2019, the composition of revenues in
OECD countries changed moderately: on average, central
governments’ share of revenue increased by 0.2 p.p. and
state governments’ by 1.7 p.p. The share fell for local
governments (1.4 p.p.) and social security funds (0.5 p.p.)
(Online Figure G.21). Between 2019 and 2020, among
OECD-EU countries, central governments’ share increased
by 0.9 p.p., local governments’ by 0.1 p.p., while state
governments’ share fell 0.2 p.p. and social security funds’
share by 0.8 p.p. These changes need to be understood in
context: government revenues overall fell in 2020 due to
the COVID-19 pandemic.

Different levels of government are responsible for different
functions. For example, central government is usually
responsible for foreign affairs and defence, while local
governments often provide education and health services.
However, different administrative systems allocate
spending responsibilities differently and grant more or
less autonomy over how resources are used. There are also
several government functions that require coordination
across governmental levels and that are amenable to
different funding arrangements. In 2019, on average,
central government carried out 41.3% of public expenditure
in OECD countries, state and local governments 38.8%, and
social security funds 19.9% (Figure 2.31).

Between 2007 and 2019, the balance has tilted towards
social security, albeit with wide variations across countries:
on average, the share of social security fund expenditure
increased by 1.2 p.p. and central government increased by
0.3 p.p., while sub-central government fell by 1.5 p.p (Online
Figure G.22). Between 2019 and 2020, in OECD-EU countries,
central government spending increased most (1.2 p.p.) with
a slight increase for state governments (0.1 p.p.). These
levels have been responsible for most of the financial aid
aimed at alleviating the economic effects of the pandemic.

Methodology and definitions

Revenues and expenditures data are derived from
the OECD National Accounts Statistics (database), which
are based on the System of National Accounts (SNA), a
set of internationally agreed standards for national
accounting. The 2008 SNA framework has been
implemented by all OECD countries (see Annex A for
details). In SNA terminology, general government

92

consists of central, state and local governments, and
social security funds. State government only applies
to the nine OECD countries that are federal states:
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Germany, Mexico,
Spain (deemed a quasi-federal country), Switzerland
and the United States. Data exclude transfers between
levels of government except in Australia, Korea,
Turkey, Costa Rica and Indonesia. This is in order to
see the contribution of each sub-sector to general
government total revenues and expenditures, which
are consolidated at this level.

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

Further reading

Kim, J. and S. Dougherty (eds.) (2020), Ageing and Fiscal
Challenges across Levels of Government, OECD Fiscal
Federalism Studies, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/2bbfbda8-en.

Vammalle, C. and I. Bambalaite (2021), “Funding and
financing of local government public investment: A
framework and application to five OECD Countries”,
OECD Working Papers on Fiscal Federalism, No. 34, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/162d8285-en.

OECD (2020), Pilot Database on Regional Government Finance
and Investment: Key Findings, OECD Publishing, Paris,
www.oecd.org/cfe/regionaldevelopment/REGOFI_Report.pdyf.

Figure notes

Data for Chile and Colombia are not available. Data for Turkey are
not included in the OECD average due to missing time series.
Flows between levels of government are excluded (apart from
Australia, Korea, Turkey, Costa Rica and Indonesia). For Japan data
for sub-sectors of general government refer to fiscal years and are
for 2018 rather than 2019. Local government is included in state
government for Australia and the United States. Australia does not
operate government social insurance schemes. Social security funds
are included in central government in Ireland, New Zealand, Norway,
the United Kingdom and the United States.

G.21 and G.22. (Changes in the distribution of revenues and expenditures
by levels of government, 2007 to 2019) are available online in Annex G.
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2.30. Distribution of general government revenues across levels of government, 2019 and 2020
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257185

2.31. Distribution of general government expenditures across levels of government, 2019 and 2020
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257204
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Government investment spending

Public investment can enhance productivity and promote
economic growth as well as foster societal wellbeing. Many
types of government expenditure constitute investment:
purchases of transport and energy infrastructure, school
and hospital buildings, IT systems, defence systems, and
intangible assets. Government investment often includes
purchases needed to implement long-term policies, such
as investment in green energy infrastructure to support
action on climate change.

Government investment spending averaged 3.3% of GDP
across OECD countries in 2019, ranging from 1.3% of
GDP in Mexico to 6.3% of GDP in Hungary. Five out of the
ten governments spending the largest proportion of GDP
on investment were Eastern European countries, partly as
a result of EU structural funds. Hungary’s high levels of
government investment in 2019 were driven by both EU
structural funds and by nationally funded investment
projects in transport and telecommunications. In 2020,
government investment relative to GDP increased in
25 of the 26 OECD countries for which data are available
(Figure 2.32). This may reflect investment in response to
COVID-19, or it may be the result of GDP falling more
quickly than investment in 2020.

Government investment as a share of government
expenditures has been falling, and this trend appears
to have accelerated in 2020. On average across OECD
countries, government investment fell from 9.3% of
government expenditure in 2007 to 8.1% in 2019. Over that
period, investment’s share of government expenditures
shrank in 21 of 36 OECD countries. In 2020, in the
26 countries with data available, government investment
as a share of government expenditure fell in 19 of them
(Figure 2.33). However, this should not necessarily be
interpreted as meaning governments are actively cutting
public investment. Rather, it reflects the very rapid growth
in current government expenditures in 2020, on income
support schemes and other COVID-19 responses.

The proportion of investment expenditure which was
managed by central government increased between 2019
and 2020 in 20 of 27 OECD countries for which data are
available. The distribution of investment expenditure
across levels of government varies widely, and is different
for federal and non-federal countries. In 2019, on average
across OECD countries, 40% of government investment was
carried out by national governments, and roughly 30% each
by state and local governments. However, only 9 out of
37 OECD members have state governments which spent on
investment. In 20 of 35 OECD countries, central government
accounted for more than 50% of government investment.
In general, government investment in more centralised
countries (e.g. Turkey, Hungary, the United Kingdom) is
primarily managed by national government, in countries
with more decentralised structures (e.g. Canada, Belgium,
Mexico and Spain) it is primarily managed by state and
local governments (Figure 2.34).
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Methodology and definitions

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

Further reading

Fournier, J. (2016), “The positive effect of public investment
on potential growth”, OECD Economics Department Working
Papers, No. 1347, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/15e400d4-en.

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

Figure notes

2.32 and 2.33. Data for Chile and Turkey are not included in the OECD
average because of missing time series. Data for Japan, Brazil and
Russia are for 2018 rather than 2019.

2.34. Data for Chile and Colombia are not available. Data for Turkey
are not included in the OECD average due to missing time series.
Local government is included in state government for Australia and
the United States. Australia does not operate government social
insurance schemes. Social security funds are included in central
government in Ireland, New Zealand, Norway, the United Kingdom
and the United States. Data for Japan are for 2018 rather than 2019.

G.23. (Government investment as a share of total investment) and
G.24. (Structure of general government investment by function) are
available online in Annex G.
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Government investment spending

2.32. Government investment as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2019 and 2020
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257223

2.33. Government investment as a share of total government expenditures, 2007, 2019 and 2020
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Si=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257242

2.34. Distribution of investment spending across levels of government, 2019 and 2020
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Production costs and outsourcing of general government

The production costs of government are public expenditures
on the goods and services which government uses, primarily
wages and purchases of goods and services. Government
spending that does not involve a purchase - for example,
social welfare, unemployment benefits and other transfers —
is not a production cost. Outsourcing is the portion of
government production costs which is used to buy goods and
service from entities outside of government, i.e. government
purchases from private companies and other agencies.

Government production costs averaged 20.6% of GDP across
OECD members in 2019. Sweden (29.7%), Finland (29.6%)
and Norway (28.8%), all Scandinavian countries, have the
highest production costs in terms of GDP, reflecting both
the widespread provision of publicly funded services and
relatively high costs. Mexico spent the least in the OECD
(11.8%). Among other factors, this is explained by relatively
fewer services, and the wealthiest segments of the
population opting for private service providers. Government
production costs were largely stable in most countries from
2007 to 2019. However, they rose in all 26 countries for
which data are available for 2020, with spending increases
on both employee compensation and goods and services.
The largest rise was in the United Kingdom (3.9 p.p. of GDP).
This was driven primarily by expenditure on goods and
services increasing by 2.6 p.p. (Figure 2.35).

The structure of production costs varies across countries.
In 25 of 36 OECD countries, employee compensation made
up the largest share in 2019, averaging 44.5% of production
costs, or 9.2% of GDP. Wage expenditures are not necessarily
related to either the average wage levels in a country or
the structure of the government. Denmark (54.6%) and
the Netherlands (29.8%) spent very different shares of
production costs on employee compensation, despite
having nearly identical GDP per capita. Ireland (48.4%)
and Canada (48.8%) spent almost identical shares, even
though Ireland has a highly centralised government and
Canada a federal system. Purchases of goods and services
used and financed by government are the second largest
element of production costs in 25 of 36 OECD members.
They averaged 42.7% of production costs, or 8.8% of GDP,
in 2019 (Figure 2.36).

On average, governments spent 8.8% of GDP on outsourced
expenditure in 2019 (Figure 2.37). Of this, 65% was spent
contracting non-government economic actors to provide
goods and services used directly by the government
(e.g. government IT systems) and 35% on providing goods
and services to citizens (Online Figure G.25). These may
include health care, housing, transport or education.
Outsourcing costs increased notably in 2020. All 26
countries with data available increased expenditure as a
percentage of GDP on both categories of outsourcing in
2020 (Figure 2.37).
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Methodology and definitions

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

Government production costs include:

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

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

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

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

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

Further reading

OECD (2020), OECD Economic Surveys: United Kingdom 2020,
OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/2f684241-en.

OECD (2019), OECD Economic Surveys: Sweden 2019, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/c510039b-en.

Figure notes

Data for Japan, Brazil and Russia are for 2018 rather than 2019.

2.35. Data for Chile and Turkey are not included in the OECD average
because of missing time series or main non-financial government
aggregates.

2.36 and 2.37. Data for Chile are not available. Data for Turkey are
not included in the OECD average because of missing time series.

2.37.1Iceland, Mexico, the United States, Indonesia and South Africa do
not account separately for goods and services financed by general
government in their national accounts.

G.25. (Structure of government outsourcing expenditures, 2019) is
available online in Annex G.
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Production costs and outsourcing of general government

2.35. Production costs as a percentage of GDP, 2019 and 2020
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on a combination of National Accounts and Government Finance Statistics
data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257280

2.36. Structure of production costs, 2019
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on a combination of National Accounts and Government Finance Statistics
data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
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2.37. Expenditures on general government outsourcing as a percentage of GDP, 2019 and 2020
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on a combination of National Accounts and Government Finance Statistics
data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257318
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3. PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT

Employment in general government

General government employment across levels of government
Age profile of central government workforce

Gender equality in public sector employment

Gender equality in politics

Youth representation in politics

Gender equality in the judiciary
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The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the important
role played by public employees in delivering essential
services, keeping citizens healthy, safe and economically
supported. Public employees are also central actors in the
recovery that is taking shape, whether they are delivering
vaccination strategies or designing and implementing
plans for the recovery of economy and society. However,
the roles and functions of the public sector relative to
other sectors vary across OECD countries, affecting the
relative size of public employment. Governments decide
which services should be delivered directly through public
organisations, or through various forms of partnerships
with the private or not-for-profit sectors. For example, in
some countries, the large majority of health care providers,
teachers and emergency workers are directly employed
by the government. In others, these workers are mainly
employed by private or non-profit organisations.

The size of general government employment varies
significantly among OECD countries. Nordic countries
such as Norway, Sweden and Denmark report the highest
levels of general government employment, reaching close
to 30% of total employment. In contrast, Japan and Korea
report the lowest levels among OECD countries, with
general government employment making up only 6% of
total employment in Japan and 8% in Korea. Despite the
2007-08 financial crisis and the austerity measures that
followed, the share of general government employment has
remained relatively stable since 2007, falling from 18.2%
of total employment in 2007 to 17.9% in 2019. The largest
falls have been in the United Kingdom and Israel where
the share of general government employment fell by 3 p.p.
between 2007 and 2019. However the share increased in
Spain (2.1 p.p.), Estonia (2 p.p.), Mexico (1.3 p.p.), Slovenia
(1.2 p.p.), Luxembourg (1 p.p.) and Norway (1.1 p.p.) over the
same period (Figure 3.1).

Between 2007 and 2019, general government employment
grew in 23 OECD countries. On average across OECD
countries, total employment growth has been slightly
outgrowing that of general government employment,
reducing the share of general government employment by
0.3 p.p. over this period. The gap has widened the most
in the United Kingdom and Israel. In the United Kingdom
this has been due to a decline of general government
employment of 0.6% per year on average at the same time
as total employment surged by an average of 0.9% per
year. In Israel it is the result of booming total employment
(growing by 2.6% per year). Only 10 OECD countries have
seen general government employment grow faster than
total employment, with the greatest differences recorded in
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Spain (where the difference was 1.24 p.p.), Mexico (0.94 p.p)
and Luxembourg (0.88 p.p) (Figure 3.2).

Methodology and definitions

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

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, OECD, https://legalinstruments.
oecd.org/%20en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

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

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

Figure notes

3.1. Total employment refers to domestic employment. Data for
Australia, Chile, Colombia and New Zealand are not available. Data
for Korea and Switzerland are not included in the OECD average
due to missing time series. Data for Luxembourg, Norway and
Switzerland are for 2018 rather than 2019. Data for Japan are for
2017 rather than 2019. Data for Iceland and the United States are
for 2008 rather than 2007.

3.2. Data for Australia, Chile, Colombia Korea, New Zealand and
Switzerland are not available. Data for Luxembourg, Norway and
Switzerland are for 2007-18 rather than 2007-19. Data for Japan are for
2007-17 rather than 2007-19. Data for Iceland and the United States
are for 2008-19 rather than 2007-19.
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Employment in general government

3.1. Employment in general government as a percentage of total employment, 2007 and 2019
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Iceland, Japan, Korea, Mexico, Switzerland, Turkey and the United States are from the
International Labour Organization (ILO), ILOSTAT (database), Public employment by sectors and sub-sectors of national accounts.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257337

3.2. Annual average growth rate of general government employment and total employment, 2007-19
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Iceland, Japan, Mexico, Turkey and the United States are from the International Labour
Organization (ILO), ILOSTAT (database), Public employment by sectors and sub-sectors of national accounts.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257356
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3. PUBLICE

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

In 2019, general government employees employed at the
sub-national level made up more than half of all general
government employees in 17 OECD countries for which
data were available. Federal states, such as Belgium,
Germany, Spain and Switzerland, are among the countries
with the largest share of general government employees
working at the sub-national level. In contrast, unitary
states, such as Ireland, Israel and Turkey, tend to have most
general government workers concentrated at the central
level. However, unitary but decentralised countries, such
as Finland, Norway or Sweden, also prove to have a small
share of central government employees (Figure 3.3).

Between 2013 and 2019, 19 OECD countries experienced
increases of general government staff employed at the
central level. On average across OECD countries with
available information, the average annual growth rate in
central government employment was almost stable at
0.6% over this period. The highest average annual growth
rates were in Turkey (3.3% per year), Luxembourg (2.7%)
and the United Kingdom (2.4%). Conversely, the number
of general government staff employed at the central level
fell the fastest in Estonia (by 3% per year), Spain (1.2%) and
Lithuania (0.9%) (Figure 3.4). In the United Kingdom, the
growth is specific to central government, as sub-national
government employment has fallen since 2013, keeping
the overall numbers of general government staff almost
stable over this period. There are a variety of reasons
for such changes in employment at the central level, for
example they could be due to the age composition of
the government workforce, capacity building, political
decisions or administrative reforms.

Methodology and definitions

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

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, OECD, https://legalinstruments.
oecd.org/%20en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

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

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

Figure notes

Data for Australia, Austria, Canada, Chile, Iceland, Japan, New Zealand
and Slovenia are not available. Data for Estonia, Greece and Spain
are based on the Labour Force Survey. Social security funds are not
separately identified (i.e. recorded under central and/or sub-national
government) for Estonia, Ireland, Norway, Spain, Switzerland,
the United Kingdom and the United States. For Poland other
non-profit institutions (NPIs) have been redistributed between
central and sub-national levels of government. Data for France,
Hungary, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal and Switzerland are for 2018
rather than 2019. Data for the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Greece, Latvia and Spain are for 2017 rather than 2019.

3.4. Data for Korea are not available.
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3.3. Distribution of general government employment across levels of government, 2019
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Source: International Labour Organization (ILO), ILOSTAT (database), Public employment by sectors and sub-sectors of national accounts.
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257375

3.4. Average annual growth rate of general government staff employed at the central level, 2013-19
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Source: International Labour Organization (ILO), ILOSTAT (database), Public employment.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257394

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2021 © OECD 2021 103


https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257375
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257394

The age profile of the central government workforce can
determine current and future workforce management
challenges. On the one hand, governments with a
predominantly older workforce may be well placed to draw
on a wealth of experience, but may face challenges related
to workforce renewal and building the next generation
of public servants. On the other hand, countries with a
predominantly younger central government workforce may
be perceived as attractive to younger staff, but they may have
to prioritise career development and the retention of more
experienced staff. In all cases, a multi-generational public
service workforce presents opportunities to combine the
experience of long-serving staff with younger employees in
development, for example through intergenerational work
teams and mentoring programmes. This can help to ensure
that the design of policies, programmes and services reflects
different perspectives, making them more responsive
to citizens’ needs across all age cohorts. In this context,
central administrations could examine their working
arrangements and explore the development of talent
management strategies to focus on the characteristics and
preferences of individual cohorts of workers.

On average, the share of workers aged 55 and over in OECD
central governments increased only slightly between 2015
and 2020, from 25% to 26%. However, this average hides
large discrepancies across countries. For example, in Spain,
the share of central government workers aged 55 and over
increased significantly from 35% to 46%, and in Greece
it increased from 27% to 37%. Italy remains the country
with the largest share of older workers: 48% of the central
government workforce in 2020 were 55 or older. A few OECD
countries saw reductions in the share of older workers,
such as Israel (from 23% to 19%) and Korea (from 12% to
9%). Not all OECD countries have a predominantly older
central government workforce: in Australia, Hungary, Israel,
Japan, Korea, Luxembourg and Turkey the share of people
aged 55 and over is below 20% (Figure 3.5).

The share of younger workers (18-34 year-olds) also
increased by 1 p.p. between 2015 and 2020, to reach 19% of
the central government workforce. Over the same period,
some countries experienced significant declines in this
share of the workforce, including Germany (where the
share fell from 30% to 17%), Lithuania (26% to 16%) and
Latvia (30% to 21%). In contrast there were large increases
in Korea (from 9% to 21%), Denmark (from 19% to 29%)
and Israel (from 26% to 33%). This is particularly notable
for Israel, which became, along with Turkey and Hungary,
one of only three countries where 18-34 year-olds made up
over 30% of the central government workforce (Figure 3.6).
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Methodology and definitions

Data in central government by positions and gender
were collected through the 2020 OECD Survey on
the Composition of the Workforce in Central/Federal
Governments and refer to the situation on 1 January
2020. Most respondents were senior officials in central
government human resource management (HRM)
departments, and the data refer to HRM practices
in central government. The survey was completed
by all OECD countries except Iceland, one OECD
accession country (Costa Rica), and key partners
Brazil and Romania. Data are missing for Chile.
There are considerable variations in the definitions
of public service as well as the organisations governed
at the central level of government, which should be
considered when making comparisons. Comparisons
with the data from Government at a Glance 2017
should be made with caution, as the scope and
number of country responses vary between the two.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, OECD, https://legalinstruments.
oecd.org/%20en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

Paccagnella, M. (2016), “Age, ageing and skills: Results from
the Survey of Adult Skills”, OECD Education Working
Papers, No. 132, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/
10.1787/5jm0q1n38luc-en.

Figure notes

Data for France are for 31 December 2018. Data for Hungary are for
2018. Data for Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Poland are for
December 2019. Data for Denmark and Finland are for February
2020. Data for Colombia are for March 2020. Data for Korea are
for 31 December 2020. The age groups for 2020 for Hungary and
Luxembourg are 18-35 years old and over 56 years old. The age
groups for 2020 for Poland are under 30 and 50 years and over. Data
for 2015 for Poland are for over 51-year-olds. Data for Estonia do not
include higher public servants such as ministers, or the chancellor
of justice, president or state controller.

Data for Greece and the United Kingdom are for 2016 rather than 2015.
Data for Italy and France are for 2014 rather than 2015. Data for
Estonia and Sweden for 2015 refer to full-time equivalents.
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Age profile of central government workforce

3.5. Percentage of central government employees aged 55 years or older, 2015 and 2020
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Source: OECD (2020) Survey on the Composition of the Workforce in Central/Federal Governments.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257413

3.6. Percentage of central government employees aged 18-34 years old, 2015 and 2020
% <& 2015 2020
35
30 % &

25

20 YaR TR

10

SETFTE ISP EEH T ITEL L F IR TF S FOFITEE T S

Source: OECD (2020) Survey on the Composition of the Workforce in Central/Federal Governments.
StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257432
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A diverse and inclusive workforce can help to strengthen
government performance by boosting innovation and
enhancing core public service values (Nolan-Flecha,
2019). It can increase public service quality by providing
services that reflect and meet the needs of the community,
improving social dialogue and communication. The OECD
Recommendations on Public Service Leadership and
Capability and on Gender Equality in Public Life underscore
the need to build diverse - including gender-diverse —
workplaces and ensure equal access to under-represented
groups. Equal representation of women and men in the
public sector is a key indicator of progress towards gender
equality and diversity.

In 2019, women made up a larger share of public sector
employees in OECD countries on average (58%) than
of total employment (45%) and this was the case in all
OECD countries except Japan, Luxembourg and Turkey.
The difference is more than 20 p.p. in Sweden, Finland,
Norway and Denmark (Figure 3.7). One reason for this
phenomenon is that some public sector occupations, such
as teachers or nurses, are female dominated as they are
often traditionally considered “women’s jobs”. Many OECD
countries are taking steps to eliminate this occupational
segregation and tackle gender stereotypes (OECD, 2019b).

Few OECD countries achieve gender parity in senior central
government positions (Figures 3.8 and 3.9). On average, 37%
of senior positions are held by women. Latvia, Sweden, and
Greece have the largest share of women in senior positions
(53-56%) while Japan (4%) and Korea (9%) have the smallest.
In almost all OECD countries, the share of women in middle
and senior management is lower than for other central
government positions, possibly indicating difficulties in
climbing the leadership ladder. Only in Sweden do women
make up a larger share of middle and senior management
positions than for other central government positions,
although in Colombia, Greece and Latvia, the share in
middle management positions is larger than for other
positions (Figure 3.8).

Since 2015, the share of women in senior positions grew
in most countries, except France, Mexico, Poland and
Lithuania, where it fell slightly. The increase was the
greatest in the Slovak Republic (15 p.p.), Spain (14 p.p.) and
Sweden (11 p.p.) (Figure 3.9). Policies that aim at gender
balance in the most senior levels of administration, such as
developing a diversity strategy or setting hiring targets for
women, can attract more women into these roles. This will
also contribute to more gender-responsive policy making.

Methodology and definitions

Data on public sector employment are from the ILO
ILOSTAT (database). Data are based on the Labour
Force Survey unless otherwise indicated. Public
sector employment covers employment in general
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government plus employment in publicly owned
resident enterprises and companies. Data represent
the total number of people employed directly by those
institutions, without regard to the particular type of
employment and working hours.

Data on central government by position and gender
were collected through the 2020 Composition of the
Workforce in Central/Federal Governments survey
and refer to the situation on 1 January 2020. Most
respondents were senior officialsin central government
HRM departments, and data refer to HRM practices in
central government. The survey was completed by all
OECD countries except Iceland, one OECD accession
country (Costa Rica), Brazil and Romania. Data are
missing for Chile and Turkey. Definitions of public
service as well as the organisations governed at
the central level of government vary widely, which
should be considered when making comparisons. For
definitions of the occupation levels please refer to
Annex D. Data for other positions in Figure 3.8 refer to
all central administration positions, excluding senior
and middle managers.

Further reading

Nolan-Flecha, N. (2019), “Next generation diversity and
inclusion policies in the public service: Ensuring public
services reflect the societies they serve”, OECD Working
Papers on Public Governance, No. 34, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/51691451-en.

OECD (2019a), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, OECD, https://legalinstruments.
oecd.org/%20en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

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

Figure notes

3.7.Data for Austria, the Czech Republic, Iceland, Ireland, New Zealand,
Slovenia and Switzerland are not available. Data for Denmark,
Germany and Latvia are based on administrative records or
establishment survey. Data for Hungary, Luxembourg and
the United Kingdom are for 2018. Data for Australia and Turkey
are for 2017.

3.8. Data for middle management are not available for Austria and
Luxembourg, so other positions refer to all central positions
excluding senior managers. Data on middle management in Hungary
reflect all management positions.

3.8 and 3.9. Data for Hungary are for 2018. Data for France refer to
31 December 2018. Data for Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Slovenia
and Poland refer to December 2019. Data for Denmark and Finland
refer to February 2020. Data for Colombia refer to March 2020. Data
for Korea refer to December 31 2020. Data for Chile, Iceland and
Turkey are not available. Senior management data for Austria refer
only to D1.
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Gender equality in public sector employment

3.7. Gender equality in public sector employment and in total employment, 2019
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Source: International Labour Organization (ILO) ILOSTAT (database), Employment by sex and institutional sector. Data for Israel, Italy, Korea and Portugal

were provided by national authorities.
StatLink =iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257451

3.8. Gender equality by positions in central governments, 2020
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Source: OECD (2020), Survey on the Composition of the Workforce in Central/Federal Governments.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257470

3.9. Gender equality in senior management positions in central governments, 2015 and 2020
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Source: OECD (2020) Survey on the Composition of the Workforce in Central/Federal Governments; OECD (2016), Survey on the Composition of the Workforce in
Central/Federal Governments.

StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257489
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Ensuring that the leaderships of public administrations
and parliaments reflect the populations they serve —
including their gender composition - can contribute to
the fairness and responsiveness of these institutions.
Achieving gender equality in politics requires more than
women and men having an equal share of parliamentary
seats and ministerial positions. It requires that women and
men of all backgrounds have equal access to such positions
and can subsequently participate in decision making on an
equal basis. Achieving this entails putting in place inclusive
work environments, facilitating equal access to leadership
roles (e.g. chairs of parliaments and parliamentary
committees), and removing socio-economic barriers to
political participation (e.g. through gender-mainstreamed
and targeted public policies).

On average across OECD countries, 31.6% of the seats in
the lower/single houses of their parliaments were held by
women in 2021, compared to 26% almost a decade ago.
Women’s representation ranged from over 48% in Mexico
and New Zealand, to less than 20% in Colombia, Hungary,
Japan, Korea and Turkey. Between 2017 and 2021, France,
New Zealand and Latvia increased the share of women in
the lower/single house parliaments by more than 13 p.p.,
with New Zealand achieving the most diverse government
of its history (IPU, 2021). During the same period there have
also been significant setbacks, with the share of women
falling by 10 p.p. in Slovenia, 7.9 p.p. in Iceland and 5.5 p.p.
in Germany (Figure 3.10).

A gender-balanced cabinet is a strong indicator of a
government’s commitment to gender equality. In 2021,
on average across OECD countries, 34% of federal/central
government ministerial positions were held by women,
an increase of 6 p.p. since 2017. Women’s representation
in cabinet posts increased widely in OECD countries, with
women holding 40% or more of the ministerial posts in
16 OECD countries. Furthermore, countries like Spain, Finland
and France have reached 50% female representation in
ministerial positions. Austria, Belgium and the United States
have also achieved notable gains in women'’s representation
in ministerial posts, with increases of over 29 p.p. since
2017 while Hungary, Korea and Portugal saw increases of
over 18 p.p. In the case of the United States, for example,
this can be correlated with the President’s commitment to
nominate a diverse cabinet and leadership. Despite this
overall improvement, several countries have experienced
setbacks. Between 2017 and 2021, women'’s participation in
cabinet posts fell the most in Slovenia (31.3 p.p.), Poland
(17.9 p.p.) and Estonia (14.3 p.p.) (Figure 3.11).

Methodology and definitions

Data for women parliamentarians refer to the lower/
single house of parliament and were obtained from
the Inter-Parliamentary Union’s PARLINE database.
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Data refer to the share of women parliamentarians
recorded as of 1 January 2021, 1 January 2017 and
31 October 2012. Percentages represent the number
of women parliamentarians as a share of total filled
seats. There are three key types of gender quotas:
legislated candidate quotas (which regulate the
gender composition of the candidate lists and are
legally binding on all political parties in the election);
legislated “reserved seats” (which regulate by law the
gender composition of elected bodies by reserving
a certain number of seats for women members,
implemented through special electoral procedures);
and party quotas (also called voluntary party quotas,
they are adopted by individual parties for their own
candidate lists, and are usually enshrined in party
statutes and rules). Data on quotas were obtained
from the Inter-Parliamentary Union’s PARLINE
database.

Data on women ministers in national government
were obtained from the Inter-Parliamentary Union’s
Women in Politics database. Data represent women
appointed ministers as of 1 January of each year
of reference. Data show women as a share of total
ministers, including deputy prime ministers and
ministers. Prime ministers/heads of government were
also included when they held ministerial portfolios.
Vice-presidents and heads of government or public
agencies have not been included.

Further reading

IPU (2021), Women in Parliament in 2020: The Year in Review, Inter-
Parliamentary Union, www.ipu.org/women-in-parliament-
2020.

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

OECD (2018), Toolkit for Mainstreaming and Implementing
Gender Equality, OECD website, www.oecd.org/gender/
governance/toolkit/.

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

Figure notes

3.10. Countries in light orange represent lower or single house
parliaments without electoral quotas as of February 2021. Data for
Israel for 2021 correspond to the outgoing legislature as parliament
was dissolved in December 2020 and new elections were yet to take
place at the time of preparing this publication.

3.11. Data for the United States for 2021 correspond to the government
appointed in January 2021 following elections held in 2020.
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3.10. Gender equality in parliament and electoral gender quotas, 2012, 2017 and 2021
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Source: Inter-Parliamentary (IPU) PARLINE (database).
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257508

3.11. Gender equality in ministerial positions, 2012, 2017 and 2021

<& 2012 A 2017 2021

% of women
60

A A &
50 & & A

30 | & A O

20 © M &

’ 0 N
10 X1 < &

NN QO A & ) A < N
SEFPE SFIFFLFE P TP FENFTER T EEF FFITFFTESTE T S

Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) Women in Politics, 2021, 2017 and 2012. Data for Turkey for 2021 were provided by national authorities.
StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257527
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3. PUBLICE

The COVID-19 crisis has exacerbated pre-existing challenges
for young people, while recovery measures are bringing
questions of intergenerational justice to the forefront of the
policy debate (OECD, 2020b). Youth representation in public
institutions is critical to ensuring that public decisions take
into account different perspectives, policy solutions benefit
from a range of experiences and skills, and that policy
outcomes are sustainable and responsive to all citizens’
interests, needs and specificities (OECD, 2020a). The active
involvement of youth can also inspire others of the same
age and help restore their trust in public institutions (OECD,
2020a).

Civic and citizenship education can be instrumental in
familiarising youth with democratic processes and providing
them with the necessary skills for active citizenship.
Governments can engage young people through public
consultations, participatory budgeting programmes,
innovative deliberative processes, affiliating advisory youth
councils to government or specific ministries (as happens in
53% of OECD countries), or through youth councils at national
(in 78% of OECD countries) and sub-national levels (in 88% of
OECD countries) (OECD, 2020a). However, youth participation
and representation in public and political life remain limited.

Among the barriers to becoming elected officials faced by
young people, a lack of time and funding to run a campaign
is the issue most frequently raised, by 71% of the 65 youth
organisations in OECD countries surveyed in the OECD
Youth Governance Survey. Limited opportunities in political
parties (51%), traditional stereotypes portraying them as
inexperienced (47%) and minimum age requirements (22%)
are also perceived as barriers (OECD, 2020a).

While democracy does not necessarily require institutions
to mirror demographics, youth’s underrepresentation in
parliament indicates the existence of norms, rules and
regulations that hamper their participation to democratic
processes. In 2020, on average across the OECD, 22% of
members of parliaments (MPs) were under 40, ranging from
36% in Norway to 8% in France. In comparison, 20-39 year-olds
represent 34% of the voting-age population on average across
OECD countries, an average representation gap of more than
12 percentage points (p.p.). Wide differences exist among
OECD countries: in Italy, Finland and Norway the share of
young MPs is larger than the share of young people in the
voting-age population (by 6 p.p. in Italy, 4 p.p. in Finland and
1 p.p. in Norway) but in all other OECD countries, the share
of young MPs is lower. The largest representation gaps are
found in Luxembourg (-26 p.p.), the United States (-25 p.p.)
and Australia (-24 p.p.) (Figure 3.12). Some OECD countries
have adopted youth quotas for national parliaments
voluntarily by some party lists (such as in Lithuania, Mexico
and Sweden).

Representation gaps are even more pronounced within
countries’ political leadership. In 2018, the average age
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of cabinet members ranged from 45 years in Iceland to
62 years in Japan, with an OECD average of 53 years. The five
youngest cabinets across OECD countries were in Iceland
(45 years), Norway (46.2), Estonia (47.1), Denmark (47.4) and
Finland (47.4) (Figure 3.13). In 2018, across the OECD, only
51 of the then-incumbent cabinet members were under
40 (8%) and only 20 were aged 35 or below (3%) (Figure 3.13).

Methodology and definitions

Youth quotas refer to reserving seats (reserved quotas)
or a number of positions as political candidates to
young people, whether imposed by law on all parties
(legislated quotas) or adopted by one or more parties
(party quotas). There are wide variations in quota
design across countries in terms of the type of quota,
the age group specified, the percentage applicable and
whether gender requirements are included.

Data on the share of young parliamentarians refer
to the share of parliamentary representatives aged
40 and under obtained from the Inter-Parliamentary
Union’s Parline database. Data on young people as
a share of the voting-age population refer to the
percentage of people aged 20-39 as a share of people
aged 20 and over, and were obtained from the OECD
Demography and Population database.

Data on the average age of cabinet members were
collected through desktop research of OECD countries’
cabinet membership from official government
websites, and the biographies of each member. The
data reflect the situation as of February 2018.

Further reading

OECD (2020a), Governance for Youth, Trust and Intergenerational
Justice: Fit for All Generations?, OECD Public Governance
Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://dx.doi.org/
10.1787/c3e5cb8a-en.

OECD (2020b), “Youth and COVID-19: Response, recovery
and resilience”, OECD Policy Responses to Coronavirus
(COVID-19), OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/
c40e61c6-en.

Figure notes

3.12. Data on the share of young people as a share of the voting-age
population refer to 2018.

3.13. Data for one cabinet member in Canada and three in Mexico could
not be found. Representatives were selected based on the cabinet
members listed on the official government websites.
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Youth representation in politics

3.12. Share of members of parliament aged 40 and under and people aged 20-39 as a share of voting-age
population, 2020
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Source: OECD calculations based on OECD Demography and Population (database); Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU), Parline (database) on national
parliaments.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257546

3.13. Average age of cabinet members, 2018
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Source: OECD (2020), Governance for Youth, Trust and Intergenerational Justice: Fit for All Generations.
StatLink sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257565
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Ensuring gender balance in judicial leadership has been
increasingly highlighted by OECD countries as a key
governance issue related to fairness, transparency and the
effectiveness of rule of law (OECD, 2019). A diverse judicial
workforce can bring different voices and perspectives to
the bench. Such diversity and gender balance can also
strengthen the integrity of the judiciary, promoting citizen’s
trust in justice services. Greater participation of women in
judicial professions, particularly at senior levels, can also
help reduce gender stereotypes and increase women’s
willingness to enforce their rights.

As of 2018, women made up 61% of the judiciary in the
OECD-EU countries, ranging from 81% in Latvia to 33%
in the United Kingdom. Overall, in most OECD countries,
gender representation across the judiciary has remained
fairly constant or has marginally increased compared to
2016. On average during this period the share of women
judges increased by 2 p.p. The greatest increase in the
share of women judges was recorded in Turkey (5 p.p.)
but there were marginal declines of 1 p.p. in Iceland and
Israel. When comparing gender balance among judges, it
is important to consider the unique features of national
legal systems and professional development patterns. For
example, differences exist between the civil law system
and the common law system: in the former, women can
be recruited directly from law schools before they face
possible career disruptions, while in the latter, women
face a statutory requirement for at least five or seven years
post-qualification experience for legally qualified posts in
the judiciary (Figure 3.14).

However, uneven gender representation continues to
be observed in high-level courts, with significant gaps
observed at the supreme court level. In fact, on average the
share of female judges in supreme courts across OECD-EU
countries, recorded a value of 36% in 2018 (Figure 3.15).
In comparison, the average share of female judges was 63%
in first instance courts and 54% in second instance courts
across OECD-EU countries in 2018. This pattern can be
explained by several persistent barriers to access to judicial
positions for women, such as gender stereotypes and
biases and challenges in reconciliating work and life due
to a culture of long working hours. Lack of empowerment,
mentoring, networking and professional development
opportunities can also hamper women'’s presence in the
pool of senior judicial positions.
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Methodology and definitions

Data on the gender equality of professional judges
refers to the overall share of women occupying
judgeship positions in 2016 and 2018 in courts of all
instances. The data were retrieved from CEPEJ-STAT,
a dynamic database of European judicial systems of
the Council of Europe European Commission for the
Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ).

Data on the gender equality of professional judges
by court refers to the share of women occupying
judgeships in three levels of courts as of 2018: first
instance, second instance and supreme courts. The
data were retrieved from the CEPEJ-STAT.

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

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

Further reading

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

OECD (2018), Toolkit for Mainstreaming and Implementing
Gender Equality, OECD website, www.oecd.org/gender/
governance/toolkit/.

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

Figure notes

Germany, Greece and Poland have not been included in the average
because of missing time series.

Data for the United Kingdom calculated as a simple average of the share
of female judges in England and Wales, Northern Ireland, and Scotland.
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Gender equality in the judiciary

3.14. Gender equality of professional judges, 2016 and 2018
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Source: Council of Europe European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPE]) CEPEJ-STAT (database),
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257584

3.15. Gender equality of professional judges by level of court, 2018
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StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257603
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4. INSTITUTIONS

Role of centres of government in the response to COVID-19

Role of centres of government in planning for the recovery
from the COVID-19 pandemic

Crisis communications: Role of centres of government
and ministries of health

Role of centres of government and ministries of health
in countering misinformation and disinformation
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Centres of government (CoGs) are the administrative
structures supporting the executive (such as the president,
prime minister and the council of ministers or cabinet
collectively).

Among the 26 OECD countries for which data were available,
the most notable changes in the functioning of CoGs in
response to COVID-19 were having to provide support to
more co-ordination instances (20 out of 26, 77%), and more
stakeholders participating in co-ordination meetings called
by the CoG (19 out of 26, 73%). Among the countries where
more stakeholders have participated in co-ordination
meetings, almost all expected to retain this change during
the planning of the economic recovery from COVID-19,
while less than half of countries with more co-ordination
instances expected to retain this change. Other changes
include instituting new protocols on communication and
to combat disinformation (17 out of 26 CoGs, 65%), and new
or increased responsibilities (12 of 26 CoGs, 46%) such as for
risk management and policy analysis. Most expect to retain
these changes. Despite increased responsibilities and more
complex workloads, however, only 7 of 26 responding OECD
countries (27%) reported an increase in resources available
to the CoG since the onset of the COVID-19 crisis, and
6 out of 26 (23%) reported changes in staff levels (Figure 4.1).

All responding countries had at least one mechanism in
place to align strategic plans and fiscal frameworks, with
22 out of 26 (85%) using discussions in the cabinet or council
of ministers for this purpose. This co-ordination mechanism
is typically supplemented by at least one additional lower-
level mechanism. These include ex ante review and approval
from the ministry of finance (13 out of 26, 50%), discussion
and technical co-ordination within the centre of government
(13 of 26, 50%), specific dialogues between the head of the
CoG and the minister of finance (10 of 26, 38%) and special
sub-cabinet committees (9 of 26, 35%). There is no clear
pattern across countries as to how different co-ordination
mechanisms are combined, with each country using a
bespoke set of mechanisms (Figure 4.2).

Governments have widely used information campaigns
and consultation mechanisms to involve stakeholders in
strategies for COVID-19 and the recovery, but the use of
engagement mechanisms to actively involve them has been
less common. Most of the 26 responding countries used
consultation mechanisms to involve stakeholders both in
the design of strategies for the response to the COVID-19
crisis (20 out of 26, 77%) and the design of strategies for
the recovery period (18 of 26, 69%). Governments have
also made widespread use of information campaigns to
inform stakeholders about the design of the strategies for
the response to the COVID-19 crisis (19 of 26, 73%) and
strategies for the recovery period (16 of 26, 62%). However
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engagement mechanisms to actively involve stakeholders
in the design of the strategies for the response to the
COVID-19 crisis or for the recovery period have only been
used by 9 out of 26 governments in each instance (35%)
(Online Table G.26).

Methodology and definitions

Data are from the OECD survey Building a Resilient
Response: The Role of Centre of Government
in the Management of the COVID-19 Crisis and
Future Recovery Efforts, conducted during January-
March 2021. Twenty-six OECD countries and two
other economies (Brazil and Romania) responded.
Respondents were senior officials who provide direct
support and advice to heads of government and to
the council of ministers or cabinet.

The centre of government (CoG), also known as the
Cabinet Office, Office of the President, Privy Council,
General Secretariat of the Government, among others,
is the structure that supports the prime minister/
president and the council of ministers (i.e. the regular
meeting of government ministers). The CoG includes
the body that serves the head of government and the
council, as well as the office that specifically serves
the head of government (e.g. Prime Minister’s Office).
Typical units of the centre of government include
the Ministry or General Secretariat of the Presidency,
the Office of the Prime Minister and the Cabinet
Office, although these functions can in some cases
be performed by units based in other parts of the
government (e.g. finance, planning or budget offices).

Further reading

OECD (2018), Centre Stage 2: The Organisation and Functions
of the Centre of Government in OECD Countries, OECD
Publishing, www.oecd.org/gov/centre-stage-2.pdf.

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

Figure notes

Data for Australia, Greece, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, the United Kingdom
and the United States are not available.

Table G.26. (Stakeholder participation processes used during the
COVID-19 crisis, 2021) is available online in Annex G.
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4.1. Changes experienced by centres of government since the COVID-19 outbreak and that will remain
when planning the recovery of the crisis, 2021
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4.2. Aligning strategic plans and fiscal frameworks in response to COVID-19, 2021
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Source: OECD (2021), Survey on Building a Resilient Response: The Role of Centre of Government in the Management of the COVID-19 Crisis and Future Recovery
Efforts.
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Role of centres of government in planning for the recovery

from the COVID-19 pandemic

Centres of government (CoGs) have an important role in
managing the COVID-19 crisis, and they will continue to be
crucial through the recovery period. Among OECD countries
with data available, the prime minister’s or president’s
office has been responsible for primary co-ordination of
the strategic planning for COVID-19 recovery efforts in
15 of 26 (58%) countries. The ministry of finance has this
responsibility in 3 of the 26 (12%), while another agency is
responsible in 8 out of 26 countries (30%). These include
the State Secretary for Economic Recovery and Strategic
Investments in Belgium, the Ministry of Industry and
Trade in the Czech Republic, the cabinet committee for
sustainable recovery and growth in Finland, multiple
bodies in Latvia, the council of ministers in Luxembourg,
and the government offices in Sweden (Figure 4.3).

CoGs are responsible for some aspects of cross-government
strategic planning to support recovery efforts in 19 out
of 26 responding OECD countries (73%). In general, their
responsibilities tend to be in strategic planning and oversight
of implementation. CoGs are most frequently responsible
for identifying priority areas for the recovery efforts, and
selecting / shortlisting the priority policies / programmes
to be implemented (16 out of 26, or 62%, in each case) and
for co-ordinating the implementation of the recovery plans
(14 of 26, 54%). It is less common for them to have a role
in the more detailed aspects of implementing COVID-19
recovery plans: they are responsible for communicating
the implementation of the recovery plans in only 13 out
of the 26 responding countries (50%), establishing the main
directives/guidelines for the design of the plans in 12 out
of 26 (46%), evaluating the plans in 7 (27%), and providing
ex ante reviews of the overall recovery plan in just 6 (23%)
(Table 4.4).

Centres of government will require a wide range of
evidence to help inform the design and delivery of their
recovery policy priorities during 2021. While the specific
types required vary substantially across countries, there
is a strong demand for evidence, with all responding
countries noting at least two different sources of evidence
they will need to inform their priorities. Three evidence
products are key. First, and most important, there is a clear
desire to learn from the experience of peers during the
recovery. Multi-country compendiums of best practices
are the source of evidence in greatest demand, noted as
a requirement by 20 out of 26 responding countries (77%).
Analysis of the trade-offs between policy priorities, and
global projections or forecasts are joint second (17 out of 26
in each case, 65%). Beyond these three core products, some
CoGs will also seek to use in-depth country assessments
and sets of recommendations (12 out of 26, 46%), checklists
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to support decision-making processes in the priority areas
(11 of 26, 42%), analyses of policy coherence in support
of sustainable development practices (9 of 26, 35%), and
analyses of externalities (8 of 26, 31%) (Online Figure G.27).

Methodology and definitions

Data are from the OECD survey Building a Resilient
Response: The Role of Centre of Government
in the Management of the COVID-19 Crisis and
Future Recovery Efforts, conducted during January-
March 2021. Twenty-six OECD countries and two
other economies (Brazil and Romania) responded.
Respondents were senior officials who provide direct
support and advice to heads of government and the
council of ministers or cabinet.

The centre of government (CoG), also known as the
Cabinet Office, Office of the President, Privy Council,
General Secretariat of the Government, among others,
is the structure that supports the prime minister and
the council of ministers (i.e. the regular meeting of
government ministers). The CoG includes the body
that serves the head of government and the council,
as well as the office that specifically serves the head of
government (e.g. Prime Minister’s Office). Typical units
of the centre of government include the Ministry or
General Secretariat of the Presidency, the Office of the
Prime Minister and the Cabinet Office, although these
functions can in some cases be performed by units
based in other parts of the government (e.g. finance,
planning or budget offices).

Further reading

OECD (2018), Centre Stage 2: The Organisation and Functions of
the Centre of Government in OECD Countries, OECD, www.
oecd.org/gou/centre-stage-2.pdf.

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

Figure notes

Data for Australia, Greece, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, the United Kingdom
and the United States are not available.

Figure G.27. (Types of evidence or analyses needed to inform policy
priorities, 2021) is available online in Annex G.
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4.3. Body/agency responsible for co-ordinating strategic planning for the COVID crisis recovery efforts, 2021
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Source: OECD (2021), Survey on Building a Resilient Response: The Role of Centre of Government in the Management of the COVID-19 Crisis and Future Recovery
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4.4. Centre of government’s responsibilities in cross-government strategic planning
to support recovery efforts, 2021
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Crisis communications: Role of centres of government
and ministries of health

Public communication is a critical government function that
enables coherent messaging both within the administration
and externally, and serves as a key tool for effective policy
design and implementation. Public communication also
allows governments to listen to and understand their
citizens. It is key to supporting the open government
principles of transparency, integrity, accountability and
stakeholder participation, ultimately serving to enhance
good governance and build citizen trust.

Effective communication during a crisis is essential to the
timely and beneficial dissemination of critical information
to the public. Governments undertake crisis communication
in response to unexpected events that could negatively
affect their reputation or endanger citizens. It takes
diverse forms, including media briefings, press releases and
conferences as well as information campaigns about the
facts and measures taken, and explaining the government’s
crisis response to citizens. In the COVID-19 pandemic, for
example, communication from centres of government
(CoGs) and ministries of health (MHs) played a key role
in fostering knowledge of and compliance with measures
adopted to ensure people’s health and safety.

In 2019, 18 out of 27 CoGs in OECD countries (67%) had
defined crisis communication procedures, as did 13 out
of 17 MHs (76%) (Figure 4.5). CoGs’ specific manuals or
procedures include crisis communication frameworks (e.g.
the United Kingdom’s emergency planning framework),
dedicated factsheets (the Netherlands), or sections on
communication in wider crisis response plans (France)
and frameworks (Australia and Belgium), acts (Switzerland
and Luxembourg) and policies (Canada). In countries
with no specific written criteria, some rely on adapting
existing procedures to the nature of the incident, as in
the Czech Republic, Estonia and Mexico. In Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Canada and Germany, it is a shared responsibility
between national and sub-national governments and is
often — though not always - guided by CoG protocols or
procedures.

Public communicators consider crisis communication one
of their three most challenging competences in 15 out
27 CoGs (56%) and 9 out of 18 MHs (50%) in OECD countries
(Figure 4.6). Co-ordination and human resources are the
key challenges to implementing crisis communications:
12 CoGs and 6 MHs cited co-ordination as a reason why
communicating during a crisis is demanding, 11 CoGs and
4 MHs cited human resources, and 10 CoGs and 3 MHs a
combination of both (Figure 4.7).

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected from centres of government
in 27 OECD countries, plus Brazil, Costa Rica and
Romania, and from ministries of health in 18 OECD

120

countries, plus Romania, through the OECD 2020
survey on Understanding Public Communication
in Centres of Government, which covered the year
2019. The responses of four CoGs (Belgium, Estonia,
Korea and Poland) and two MHs (Greece and Ireland)
also included COVID-19 related measures adopted
in 2020. Respondents were senior officials in charge
of communication at the centre of government, i.e.
the bodies that provide direct support and advice to
heads of government and councils of ministers, and
in ministries of health.

Public communication is understood as any
communication activity led by public institutions
for the public good. It is distinct from political
communication, which refers to political parties,
debates or elections.

A crisis is a threat to operations or reputations that
can have negative consequences if not handled
properly. Crises can create three related threats: to
public safety, financial loss and reputation loss. Crisis
communications are undertaken by governments
with the public and stakeholders when an unexpected
event occurs.

Further reading

OECD (2020), “Transparency, communication and trust: The
role of public communication in responding to the wave of
disinformation about the new Coronavirus”, OECD Policy
Responses to Coronavirus (COVID-19), OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/bef7ad6e-en.

OECD (2020), “Building resilience to the Covid-19 pandemic:
The role of centres of government”, OECD Policy Responses
to Coronavirus (COVID-19), OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/883d2961-en.

OECD (2016), Trends in Risk Communication Policies and Practices,
OECD Reviews of Risk Management Policies, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264260467-en.

Figure notes

Finland, Greece, Iceland, Japan, Luxembourg, Portugal and Spain provided
data for MHs but not CoGs. Austria, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
France, Germany, Israel, Italy, Korea, Latvia, Mexico, the Netherlands,
Norway, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia and the United Kingdom provided
data for CoGs but not MHs.

4.5. Data for Lithuania’s Ministry of Health are not available. The outer
ring shows the data for CoGs, and the inner ring the data for MHs.

4.6. The three alternatives presented are the top recurring challenges
selected by respondents from 27 CoGs and 18 MHs out of all the
options provided.

4.7. Data refer to the 15 CoGs and 8 MHs that indicated crisis
communication is a challenge in 4.6. and chose human resources
and/or co-ordination as the reason. Greece’s MH did not answer.
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4.5. Availability of standard protocols or procedures to respond to crises in OECD countries, 2019
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Source: OECD (2020), Survey on Understanding Public Communication in Centres of Government.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257698

4.6. Three most challenging communication competences for centres of government and ministries
of health, 2019
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Source: OECD (2020), Survey on Understanding Public Communication in Centres of Government.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257717

4.7. Reasons why crisis communication is challenging for centres of government and ministries of health, 2019

|
Centres of government Ministries of health Centres of government ‘ Ministries of health
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Source: OECD (2020), Survey on Understanding Public Communication in Centres of Government.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257736
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Role of centres of government and ministries of health

in countering misinformation and disinformation

The flow of information between governments, citizens
and stakeholders is a necessary part of open and inclusive
societies. Yet, the public’s ability to benefit from and share
accurate information is undermined by a proliferation
of false and misleading content, both online and offline.
Governments must therefore be alert to the importance
of public communication for promoting transparency and
counteracting misinformation and disinformation.

Although the problem predates COVID-19,a wave of deceptive
and untrue information from the start of the pandemic has
undermined governments’ policies and health measures by
confusing and drowning out official messages, aggravating
vaccine hesitancy, and challenging efforts to bring the
pandemic under control. Rapid, transparent and proactive
public communication is central to combatting misleading
content. Governments use public communication to help
enforce policy measures; in the context of COVID-19, efforts
have often focused on compliance with health measures
(e.g. handwashing, facemasks, lockdown provisions, social
distancing). More broadly, public communication is also key
to understanding, educating and engaging in dialogue with
the public.

Despite widespread efforts to respond to misinformation,
many countries may lack adequate institutional
structures to deal with this issue. In 2019, only 11 out
of 27 centres of government (CoGs) in OECD countries,
plus Costa Rica, had adopted official documents to guide
their responses to misinformation and disinformation
(Figure 4.8). Two countries, Austria and Norway, were
developing documents at the time of responding in 2020,
partly due to the COVID-19 crisis. Relevant documents
include government-wide or ministry-specific strategies,
plans, toolkits or guidance. For example, Estonia produces
annual inter-ministerial action plans to build resilience to
information attacks, and the UK government developed
the RESIST Toolkit to help communicators and relevant
officials to identify and react to problematic content.
Only 4 out of 18 ministries of health (MHs) had adopted
similar documents or benefited from government-wide
ones in 2019. This may have left them less prepared for
the wave of health misinformation during the pandemic
(Figure 4.8).

The complex challenges posed by mis- and disinformation
require multi-disciplinary responses. To that end, 19 out
of 24 CoGs (79%) in OECD countries, plus Costa Rica, have
consulted with stakeholders such as media, civil society,
academia, inter-governmental organisations and tech
companies on countering disinformation. CoGs most
frequently consult stakeholders in academic or research
organisations. A smaller proportion of MHs (8 out of 17, or
47%) OECD countries, plus Romania, consulted with at least
one of these stakeholders (Table 4.9).
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Methodology and definitions

Data were collected from CoGs in 27 OECD countries,
plus Brazil, Costa Rica and Romania, and from MHs in
18 OECD countries, plus Romania, through the OECD
2020 survey on Understanding Public Communication
in Centres of Government, which covered the year
2019. Respondents were senior officials in charge
of communication at the centre of government, i.e.
the bodies that provide direct support and advice to
heads of government and councils of ministers, and
in ministries of health.

Public communication is understood as any
communication activity led by public institutions for the
public good. It is distinct from political communication,
which refers to political parties, debates or elections.

Disinformation is the deliberate creation and/or
sharing of false information with the intention to
deceive and mislead the audience.

Misinformation refers to false information that
is shared, but where no harm is meant; this could
include unintended mistakes, typos, errors or
satire taken seriously, but increasingly involves the
sharing of unverified, misleading content linked to
disinformation campaigns.

Further reading

Matasick, C., C. Alfonsi and A. Bellantoni (2020), “Governance
responses to disinformation: How open government
principles can inform policy options”, OECD Working
Papers on Public Governance, No. 39, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/d6237c85-en.

OECD (2020), “Transparency, communication and trust: The
role of public communication in responding to the wave of
disinformation about the new Coronavirus”, OECD Policy
Responses to Coronavirus (COVID-19), OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/bef7ad6e-en.

Wardle, C. and H. Derakshan (2017), Information Disorder:
Towards an Interdisciplinary Framework for Research
and Policy Making, Council of Europe, DGI(2017)09.

Figure notes

Finland, Greece, Iceland, Japan, Luxembourg, Portugal and Spain provided
data for MHs but not CoGs. Austria, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
France, Germany, Israel, Italy, Korea, Latvia, Mexico, the Netherlands,
Norway, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia and the United Kingdom provided
data for CoGs but not MHs.

4.8. The outer ring shows the data for CoGs and the inner ring the
data for MHs.

4.9.This question was not applicable to CoGs in Australia, Germany and
the Netherlands or to the MH in Iceland. Other responses included
international forums and social media companies.
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4.8. Availability of guiding documents for governments’ responses to disinformation, 2019
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Source: OECD (2020), Survey on Understanding Public Communication in Centres of Government.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257755

4.9. Stakeholders consulted by centres of government and ministries of health on the issue of countering
disinformation, 2019
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5. BUDGETING

Green budgeting
Green budgeting to support a green recovery
Spending reviews

Independent fiscal institutions: Promoting transparency
and accountability early in the COVID-19 crisis
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Green budgeting

The emergence of “green budgeting” in recent years reflects
the importance countries have placed on using the budget
process to support the achievement of environmental and
climate objectives. Climate change, biodiversity loss and
environmental degradation are having a profound impact
on our planet, society and global economy. In response,
countries have set national goals and made global
commitments to protect the environment and mitigate
climate change. As budgets play a core role in prioritising
and resourcing government action, they can have significant
impact on progress towards these objectives. The OECD
plays a leading role in green budgeting by helping countries
to use budgetary tools to provide policy makers with a
clearer understanding of the environmental and climate
impact of budget choices.

Green budgeting uses four key mutually reinforcing
building blocks: 1) a strong strategic framework; 2) tools
for evidence generation and policy coherence; 3) reporting
to facilitate accountability and transparency; and 4) an
enabling budgetary governance framework (OECD, 2020a).
Its implementation involves having national climate
change and environmental strategies, budgeting tools such
as green budget tagging, the use of green budget statements
to inform relevant stakeholders, and a modern budget
framework linking strategic planning and budgeting. In
2020, 14 out of 35 OECD countries (40%) reported practising
green budgeting (Figure 5.1). This includes countries with
longstanding practice such as Italy (since 2000), as well as
newcomers such as France, where the first comprehensive
green budget (Rapport sur le budget vert) was presented in
2020.

Half of those countries practising green budgeting
underpin their strategic framework with high-level political
commitment or a budget law (7 out of 14 countries in both
cases, 50%), and slightly fewer through administrative
practice (6 out of 14, 43%), all of which are effective
approaches to green budgeting. OECD countries typically
use a variety of green budgeting tools and approaches
(Table 5.2). The four most commonly reported tools include
ex ante or ex post environmental impact assessments (12 out
of the 14 countries, 86%), environmental cost-benefit
analysis (10 out of 14, 71%), carbon assessments (10 out of
14, 71%) and carbon pricing instruments (9 out of 14, 64%).
Most countries practising green budgeting also have ways
to communicate information to the wider public (12 out
of 14, 86%).

Country efforts have been sustained through an enabling
budgetary governance environment to ensure consistent
analysis across all parts of the government in pursuit of
green objectives. Within the OECD, 7 out of the 14 countries
practising green budgeting have supported their efforts
with detailed instructions in the annual budget circular
(50%), 6 with training and skills development (43%), and
5 with co-ordination mechanisms across government
agencies (35%) (Figure 5.3). The OECD Paris Collaborative
initiative continues to drive innovative approaches as more
countries consider adopting green budgeting.
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Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the 2020 OECD and European
Commission Joint Survey on Emerging Green
Budgeting Practices, encompassing responses from
35 OECD countries and Romania. Respondents were
predominantly budget officials within central budget
authorities in OECD countries. Responses represent
the country’s own assessment of current practices
and procedures. Data refer mainly to central/federal
governments and exclude the sub-national level. For
the purpose of standardisation and consistency, the
survey considered existing practices or planned as
of end-June 2020. The full dataset also includes other
member states of the European Union, which are not
shown here.

Green budgeting refers to the use of budgetary policy-
making tools helping to achieve environmental
and climate goals. This includes evaluating the
environmental impact of budgetary and fiscal policies
and assessing their coherence towards the delivery
of national and international commitments. Green
budgeting can also contribute to informed, evidence-
based debate and discussion on sustainable growth.

Green budget tagging encompasses any budget
tagging practice that comprehensively reviews and
identifies budget measures relating to climate and/or
other environmental objectives, such as biodiversity,
air and water challenges (quantity and quality),
among others.

Further reading

OECD (2020a), OECD Green Budgeting Framework (Highlights),
OECD, www.oecd.org/environment/green-budgeting/OECD-
Green-Budgeting-Framework-Highlights.pdyf.

OECD (2020b), “Green budgeting and tax policy tools to
support a green recovery”, OECD Policy Responses to
Coronavirus (COVID-19), OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/bd02ea23-en.

OECD (2021), Green Budget Tagging: Introductory Guidance &
Principles, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/
fe7bfcc4-en.

Figure notes

5.1, 5.2 and 5.3. Data for Israel and the United States are not available.
Romania does not practise any form of green budgeting.

5.1. New Zealand is listed as “other”, as the environment is categorised
as natural capital in its “wellbeing budgeting” approach. Finland uses
a lighter form of green budget tagging where only specific budgetary
programmes contributing to green objectives were reviewed and
identified. For standardisation and consistency, the survey only
included instances where reviews were comprehensive across all
areas of the budget. As Finland only reported green budget tagging
as its main tool, it was not categorised as practising green budgeting.
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Green budgeting

5.1. Existence of green budgeting practices, 2020
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Source: OECD and EC (2020), Joint Survey on Emerging Green Budgeting Practices.
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5.2. Commonly used tools by countries practising green budgeting, 2020
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5.3. Elements supporting the implementation of green budgeting, 2020
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Source: OECD and EC (2020), Joint Survey on Emerging Green Budgeting Practices.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257831

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2021 © OECD 2021 127


https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257793
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257812
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257831

Sl

L Bl [ '*‘.' . F
b Lt
Green budgeting to support a green recovery

The COVID-19 pandemic has led governments to take
unprecedented fiscal policy action as an immediate
emergency response to support public services, households
and businesses. Existing challenges from climate
change and environmental degradation have mobilised
governments to address national and international green
objectives in the recovery period. These recovery packages
can help increase resilience to future shocks and reduce
risks, including those related to climate change, while also
helping to finance the extraordinary expenditure associated
with recovery from the pandemic through cost-effective
approaches and investments.

Green budgeting can help facilitating the design and
implementation of green recovery packages. A recent
joint OECD-EC survey found 21 out of 34 OECD countries
(62%) had taken actions to integrate green perspectives
into recent COVID-19 rescue measures (Figure 5.4). The
most commonly adopted measures are environmental
impact assessment of budget measures (8 out of 21, 38%),
green budget tagging (6 out of 21, 29%), attaching green
conditionality to the use of recovery funds (5 out of 21, 24%),
and publishing a green budget statement to show how the
recovery package supports national green objectives (1 out
of 21, 5%) (Table 5.5). Looking ahead, by June 2020 a majority
of the OECD countries responding (24 out of 35, 69%) were
planning actions to integrate green perspectives into their
forthcoming recovery packages, ranging from plans to use
environmental impact assessments to attaching green
conditionality to support measures and providing support
for sub-national governments to practise green budgeting.

Green public spending can support the recovery, but there
may be trade-offs between environmental, economic and
social goals. Even recovery packages with a large green
component commonly also include a substantial share of
traditional spending to address other social and economic
priorities. Carbon pricing and related tax policy tools can
ensure that stimulus policies that are not explicitly green are
nevertheless aligned with green objectives. By increasing
the cost of carbon-intensive assets, carbon pricing will
steer investment and consumption towards low-carbon
alternatives while still serving as a tool to restore public
finances and augment tax revenues (OECD, 2020).

As countries look to a green recovery, well-communicated
spending and tax policy choices that look at the long-run
benefits for wellbeing, environmental protection and
resilience to climate and future shocks can serve to raise
greater public awareness and support for a green transition
(OECD, 2020).

Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the 2020 OECD and European
Commission Joint Survey on Emerging Green
Budgeting Practices, encompassing responses from
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35 OECD countries and Romania. Respondents were
predominantly budget officials within central budget
authorities. Responses represent the country’s own
assessment of current practices and procedures.
Data refer mainly to central/federal governments
and exclude the sub-national level. For the purpose
of standardisation and consistency, the survey
considered existing practices or planned as of
end-June 2020. The full dataset also includes other
member states of the European Union, which are not
shown here.

Green budgeting refers to the use of budgetary policy-
making tools helping to achieve environmental
and climate goals. This includes evaluating the
environmental impact of budgetary and fiscal policies
and assessing their coherence towards the delivery
of national and international commitments. Green
budgeting can also contribute to informed, evidence-
based debate and discussion on sustainable growth.

Further reading

OECD (2020), “Green budgeting and tax policy tools to
support a green recovery”, OECD Policy Responses to
Coronavirus (COVID-19), OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/bd02ea23-en.

Figure notes

5.4 and 5.5. Data for Israel, Korea and the United States are not available.
Romania has not taken actions to integrate green perspectives into
COVID-19 measures.

5.4. Main reasons not to integrate green perspectives into early COVID-19
recovery measures were to focus on other areas such as containing
the virus and supporting the health system, economy, and vulnerable
businesses and individuals. Under “other”, in Germany, the recovery
includes measures to facilitate structural transformation of the
automotive industry and future-proof value chains; in Japan, efforts
included environmentally responsive measures such as solar power
generation facilities and high-performance ventilation equipment
in public places; in Norway, relevant government actions undergo
consideration of environmental consequences; in Slovenia, the
government has prepared the recovery plan to include green
transition into its growth strategy; in Spain, the Ministry of Ecological
Transition has promoted a series of measures directly related to
COVID-19 (e.g. sanitary waste management).

5.5.Based on countries that integrate green perspectives into COVID-19
recovery measures or other type of strategy. Under “other”, in
Iceland, projects under the country’s Covid Investment Initiative
included investments in energy transition, green solutions and
environmental issues; in Finland, emphasis was given to measures
that addressed the government’s carbon neutrality goal; in Portugal,
the Economic and Social Stabilization Programme considered
environmental measures such as forestry management as well
as work on sustainable buildings, hydrographic network and
sustainable mobility.
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Green budgeting to support a green recovery

5.4. Actions taken to integrate green perspectives into COVID-19 recovery measures, as of end-June 2020
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Source: OECD and EC (2020), Joint Survey on Emerging Green Budgeting Practices.
StatLink Sa=ra https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257850

5.5. Use of green budgeting tools in the recovery, as of end-June 2020
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Spending reviews

In the aftermath of the global financial crisis, the use
of spending reviews has increased considerably among
OECD countries (OECD, 2019). The OECD has found that
spending reviews have proved to be an important tool
for governments, not only to control total expenditure by
making space for more resources, but also to align spending
allocations with government priorities and to improve the
effectiveness of policies and programmes.

In 2020, 31 out of 37 OECD countries (84%) report conducting
spending reviews, of which 20 (65%) do so annually
and 11 (35%) periodically (Figure 5.6). According to the
latest available information, a further four countries are
considering using spending reviews in the future (Belgium,
the Czech Republic, Switzerland and Turkey). Only Hungary
and Slovenia have no plans to conduct them. The number of
countries using spending reviews has almost doubled since
2011, when only 16 OECD countries were conducting them
(OECD, 2019). Between 2018 and 2020 the pace of increase
has been slower (three additional countries, including two
new OECD countries).

Spending reviews can have different objectives depending
on the ultimate goal that governments are trying to
achieve. In 2020, 29 out of the 31 OECD countries using
spending reviews (94%) indicated improving effectiveness
was a key purpose, compared to 71% in 2018 (OECD, 2019).
While previously 79% of countries used spending reviews
for short-term cuts and/or to improve medium-term
spending efficiency, 20 out of 31 (65%) countries now report
controlling total expenditure as an objective (Figure 5.7).
This change in objectives highlights the flexible and
adaptable nature of spending reviews, and shows how
the initial use of spending reviews to identify savings has
evolved.

Political ownership and commitment is crucial to the
effectiveness of spending reviews, both to ensure co-
operation across government throughout the process, and
to take decisions on the objectives and scope of reviews and
the recommendations to adopt. In most countries, there is
high-level political involvement in these key decisions. In
15 out of 31 (48%) OECD countries using spending reviews,
the cabinet, president or prime minister approves the
spending review topics and in 12 out of 31 (39%) makes the
final decision on the spending review report. Otherwise, in
8 out of 31 countries (26%), it is the finance minister, alone
or jointly with a line minister, who is largely responsible
for both approving spending review topics and the final
decision on the report (Online Table G.28). Approval of the
terms of reference (ToRs) is a less political decision, taken
by the steering group or the spending review unit in nine
OECD countries.
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Methodology and definitions

Data are derived from the 2020 OECD Spending
Review Survey. Respondents were predominantly
senior budget officials in OECD countries. Responses
were received from all 37 OECD countries, Costa Rica
and Romania. They represent the countries’ own
assessments of current practices and procedures.
Data refer only to central/federal governments and
exclude spending reviews at the sub-national levels.

Spending reviews are a collaborative process of
developing and adopting policy options by analysing
the government’s existing expenditure within defined
areas, and linking these options to the budget process.
The purposes of a spending review are to 1) enable the
government to manage the total level of expenditure;
2) align expenditure with government priorities; and
3) improve effectiveness within programmes and
policies. The terms of reference (ToRs) will differ but
typically include standard elements such as context,
objectives, governance, scope, preparation of guidance
and reference materials, access to information,
deliverables, budgets, and timetable and milestones.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), OECD Best Practices for Spending Reviews.

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

EC (2020), “Spending reviews: Some insights from
practitioners”, Discussion Paper No. 135, European
Commission, Brussels, https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/
spending-reviews-some-insights-practitioners_en.

Figure notes

5.6 and 5.7 and G.28. Hungary and Slovenia do not conduct spending
reviews and have no current plans to do so. Belgium, the
Czech Republic, Costa Rica, Switzerland and Turkey do not conduct
spending reviews but are considering it. Belgium started to implement
pilot spending reviews in March 2021.

5.6. Romania conducts spending reviews, but not every year.

5.7. Romania’s main objectives are to control the level of total
expenditure, align expenditure with government priorities and
improve effectiveness within programmes and policies.

Table G.28. (Main responsible actors for decision making, 2020) is
available online in Annex G.
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Spending reviews

5.6. Number of countries conducting spending reviews, 2020
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5.7. Main objectives of spending reviews over the previous three years, 2020
35
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Source: OECD (2020), Spending Review Survey.
StatLink =P https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257907
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I'n-dependent fiscal institutions: Promoting transparency

and accountability early in the COVID-19 crisis

For many OECD countries, the scale of emergency spending
to support households and businesses early in the pandemic
was the largest in peacetime history. At the same time,
national legislatures, which would normally be responsible
for scrutinising fiscal responses, faced operational
constraints and health-related shutdowns, with some
governments enacting emergency protocols to bypass them
completely. Independent fiscal institutions (IFIs) stepped up
to provide vital analysis for policy makers and those who
hold them accountable, playing a crucial role in supporting
sound fiscal policy in the face of these challenges. For many
IFIs, most of which were established following the global
financial crisis, this was their first real test.

IFIs in the OECD’s Network of Parliamentary Budget Officials
and Independent Fiscal Institutions took three main
actions during the early months of the crisis (Table 5.8).
First, 33 of the 35 national IFIs in the network (94%)
published rapid analyses of the economic and budgetary
impact of the pandemic. This included independent checks
of government planning assumptions (22 out of 35, 63%),
drafting self-initiated briefing notes (21 out of 35, 60%),
preparing economic and fiscal scenario analyses (17 out
of 35, 49%), updating forecasts of the economy and public
finances in real time (14 out of 35, 40%), and fulfilling
requests for analysis from committees and individual
legislators (10 out of 35, 29%). In many cases, IFIs were the
only source of analysis, with governments either focused
on fast responses or reluctant to publish analyses given
the uncertainty of a rapidly evolving situation. Second,
16 out of 35 (46%) IFIs in the OECD’s network have a role
in monitoring or authorising the activation of escape
clauses to suspend fiscal rules. By mid-May, they had made
public pronouncements on escape clauses to allow flexible
responses to the pandemic. Third, IFIs also have a role in
costing emergency legislation, either in an official capacity,
upon request by legislators, or as self-initiated scrutiny
of official figures. All IFIs in the network with such a role
(14 out of 35, 40%) performed it during the first months of
the crisis to help governments and legislatures come to
terms with the magnitude of policy responses.

In addition to these activities, all the IFIs fulfilled their main
responsibility of promoting transparency and accountability
throughout the crisis. They supported legislatures by calling
attention to executive overreach and urging them to find
digital ways to hold committee meetings. They also drew
attention to missing information in government plans
and in some cases went as far as publishing their own
interactive summaries of government announcements
where governments had failed to do so (OECD, 2020a).

As governments start introducing policies to repair their
battered economies and return their budgets to their
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medium-term strategic objectives, IFIs will continue to play
a critical role in supporting the policy debate, identifying
risks to the public finances and assisting governments and
legislatures in their efforts to keep public finances on a
sustainable path.

Methodology and definitions

The data were collected by desk research from March
to 20 May 2020 and verified through the OECD’s
Network of Parliamentary Budget Officials and
Independent Fiscal Institutions. The dataset includes
35 national-level institutions representing all 29 OECD
countries in the network, along with Brazil (as a key
partner of the OECD with an IFI) and the European
Fiscal Board (the IFI of the European Commission).
Several countries divide responsibilities between two
institutions (Austria, Belgium, Finland, Greece, Ireland
and the Netherlands). The full dataset also includes
sub-national IFIs, which are excluded here.

IFIs provide non-partisan oversight and analysis of fiscal
policy and budget performance. They include fiscal
councils, fiscal planning bureaus and parliamentary
budget offices that have been established with a high
degree of operational independence from the executive
and legislature.

Further reading

OECD (2020a), “Independent fiscal institutions: Promoting
fiscal transparency and accountability during the
Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic”, OECD Policy Responses
to Coronavirus (COVID-19), OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/d853f8be-en.

OECD (2020b), “Legislative budget oversight of emergency
responses: Experiences during the coronavirus (COVID-19)
pandemic”, OECD Policy Responses to Coronavirus (COVID-19),
OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/ba4f2ab5-en.

Figure notes

5.8.Brazil’s IFI and the European Fiscal Board, an independent advisory
body of the European Commission, are shown in the table but
are not included in the totals. The following IFIs reported work
was underway but not yet published as of 20 May 2020: Germany
(assessments of government planning assumptions); Australia and
Portugal (economic and fiscal scenario analysis); Greece’s Council
and Portugal (economic and fiscal forecasts in real time); and
Germany and Iceland (monitoring activation and implementation
of escape clauses).

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2021 © OECD 2021


https://doi.org/10.1787/d853f8be-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/ba4f2ab5-en

Independent fiscal institutions: Promoting transparency and accountability early in the COVID-19 crisis

5.8. IFI actions during the early months of the COVID-19 crisis, up to 20 May 2020
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StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257926
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HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

Attracting and recruiting public servants
Management of senior level public servants
Diversity and inclusion in the public service

People management responses to the COVID-19 pandemic
in the public service

Measuring employee engagement
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Attracting and récruiting public servants

Governments need to attract and recruit staff with an
increasingly diverse range of skills to keep pace with today’s
policy and service delivery challenges. Some of these
skillsets are in traditional fields like law or accounting;
others are in still-emerging fields, such as data science or
user experience design. Governments are in competition
with the private sector for these skills, so they try to reach
a wider range of candidates and improve the diversity and
quality of the candidate pool.

The OECD has developed a new composite indicator
on the use of proactive practices to recruit candidates
with the skills needed (Figure 6.1). The tools included
help employers understand what motivates candidates
to apply for a public service position, and thus position
themselves as an employer of choice through a variety of
communication channels. It also considers their ability
to match market wages. Canada, Korea and New Zealand
make the widest use of these tools. New Zealand, for
example, has an employment portal for government jobs
emphasising the values of a diverse public service and
explaining the variety of opportunities available. Countries
like the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Turkey may be more
constrained by employment systems that do not permit pay
flexibility, or use relatively few communication channels.

Governments also need to be able to assess candidates’
complex cognitive, social and emotional skills. These are
increasingly essential in fast-changing organisations.
Table 6.2 shows that 19 out of 32 OECD countries
(59%) test for analytical/cognitive competences during
standardised testing and 20 (62%) do so using interviews.
Behavioural competences are tested through interviews in
24 (75%) OECD countries. However, only 13 (41% of total)
test cognitive or behavioural competences using more
structured assessment centres which may allow for a more
detailed examination in practice. Finally, 26 (81%) OECD
countries test candidates’ motivation to join the public
sector during the interview stage, but only 8 (25%) countries
use assessment centres (Table 6.2).

Attraction and recruitment go hand in hand: governments
can no longer wait for candidates to come to them.
Leading countries actively identify their target candidates
and design specific strategies to reach them. This may
be harder in closed career-based systems that privilege
standardised testing. Increasingly specialised methods
for assessing hard-to-assess competences can give public
sector recruiters more scope to identify candidates able to
perform in complex and uncertain environments. This in
turn suggests the need to professionalise recruitment and
provide skills development for those involved in selection
processes.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the attraction and
retention, and recruitment modules of the 2020
Public Service Leadership and Capability survey.
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Most respondents were senior officials in central
government human resource management (HRM)
departments, and the data refer to HRM practices
in central government. The survey was completed
by all OECD countries except Chile and Iceland, one
OECD accession country (Costa Rica), and Brazil
and Romania. There are considerable variations
in the definition of the civil service as well as the
organisations at central government level. Public
servants are defined as all government employees
who work in the public service, who may be
employed through various contractual mechanisms
(e.g. civil servant statutes, collective agreements or
labour law contracts), on indeterminate or fixed-
term employment contracts, but not normally
including employees in the wider public sector who
are usually regulated under alternative employment
frameworks (e.g. most doctors, teachers, police, the
military, the judiciary or elected officials). Behavioural
competences are personality traits which have been
used to predict workplace behaviour with varying
reliability depending on the measures.

The composite indicator is made up of the following
aspects of employer attractiveness: 1) elements
highlighted in recruitment material; 2) policies to
attract more and better candidates with in-demand
skills; 3) the use of methods to determine what
attracts skilled employees; 4) adequate pay systems to
attract good candidates; and 5) having actions in place
to improve the representation of under-represented
groups. The index ranges from 0 (no use of proactive
recruitment practices) to 1 (high level of use of
proactive recruitment practices). Further details on
the composite index are available in Annex E. The
variables comprising the index and their relative
importance are based on expert judgements. They are
presented with the purpose of constructing a pilot
index, and so may evolve. Missing data for countries
were estimated by mean replacement.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, OECD, https://legalinstruments.
oecd.org/%20en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

Figure notes

Data for Chile and Iceland are not available.

6.2. Japan is not included as recruitment criteria are evaluated with
different tools depending on the type of examination. Denmark
is not included because of the lack of common processes in the
central administration. Australia is not included because each
agency decides on its recruitment procedures.
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Attracting and recruiting public servants

6.1. Pilot index: Use of proactive recruitment practices, 2020
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Source: OECD (2020), Public Service Leadership and Capability Survey.
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6.2. Assessing cognitive and behavioural competences and motivation during recruitment, 2020
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Source: OECD (2020), Public Service Leadership and Capability Survey.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257964
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Managemerit of senior level public servants

Public service leaders - senior level public servants who
lead and improve major government functions — are at
the heart of government effectiveness. They translate
political direction into the policies and programmes that
keep citizens healthy, safe, and economically productive.
They have to make space for innovation while managing
risk and being accountable for results, support fast-moving
political agendas, manage and transform vast public
organisations, motivate and inspire their workforces, and
be trusted partners to citizens and an ever-growing list
of partners and stakeholders. All of this while promoting
the highest level of personal and professional ethics and
integrity. These challenges are made more acute in a
context of increasingly fast-paced and disruptive change,
illustrated most recently by the COVID-19 pandemic. This
is why OECD countries use a range of policies to ensure
senior level public servants have the skills and operating
environments they need to be effective in their jobs.

The OECD recently developed an analytical model that
identifies two sets of policies needed to manage senior
level public servants: developing leadership capabilities,
and managing performance and accountability (Gerson,
2020), captured in a pilot index. Canada, Israel, Korea and
the United Kingdom are the four countries that make the
most use of these policies overall. For example, Korea’s
competence assessment centre for senior level public
servants helps to ensure that the leadership group is
ready to take on complex policy challenges. Policies to
develop leadership capabilities include defining leadership
capabilities through competence frameworks, hiring
people with these competences, and providing leaders with
opportunities to learn and develop them. Canada, France,
Ireland, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom are the
countries making the most use of such policies. Policies to
manage performance and accountability for results include
the use of robust performance management systems and
accountability frameworks. In this area Canada, Italy,
Korea, Mexico and the United Kingdom have the highest
scores (Figure 6.3).

Table 6.4 presents the specific ways in which the employment
framework for senior level public servants differs from
that of other public servants. The most common elements
are a more centralised recruitment system and less job
security (in 21 out of 34 OECD countries each, or 62%);
a greater emphasis on avoiding conflicts of interest and on
performance management (17 out of 34 OECD countries each,
or 50%). One path to strengthening the senior level public
service in many countries may be to develop a pipeline of
future leaders within the public service. Investing in this
area, through holistic talent management programmes that
build skills among high-potential middle managers can help
to ensure a ready pool of talent for these positions. However,
only Canada and the United Kingdom make use of talent
management to identify future senior level public servants
early in their careers.
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Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the leadership module
of the 2020 Public Service Leadership and Capability
survey. Most respondents were senior officials in
central government HRM departments, and the data
refer to HRM practices in central government. The
survey was completed by all OECD countries except
Chile and Iceland, one OECD accession country (Costa
Rica), and Brazil and Romania. For this survey, public
servants are defined as all government employees
who work in the public service, who may be employed
through various contractual mechanisms (e.g. civil
servant statutes, collective agreements or labour
law contracts), on indeterminate or fixed-term
employment contracts, but not normally including
employees in the wider public sector who are usually
regulated under alternative employment frameworks
(e.g. most doctors, teachers, police, the military, the
judiciary or elected officials). For definitions of the
senior occupation levels please refer to Annex D.

The composite indicator is made up of the following
dimensions of senior level public service management:
1) the development of leadership capabilities; and
2) the use of performance and accountability tools.
Each dimension is built from answers to several related
questions. The index ranges from 0 (no policies to
manage the senior level public service) to 1 (high level
of use of policies to manage the senior level public
service). Further details on the composite index are
available in Annex E. The variables comprising the
index and their relative importance are based on
expert judgements. They are presented with the
purpose of constructing a pilot index, and so may
evolve. Missing data for countries were estimated by
mean replacement.

Further reading

Gerson, D. (2020), “Leadership for a high performing civil
service: Towards senior civil service systems in OECD
countries”, OECD Working Papers on Public Governance,
No. 40, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/
ed8235c8-en.

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, OECD, https://legalinstruments.
oecd.org/%20en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

Figure notes
Data for Chile, Iceland and the Slovak Republic are not available. Data

for the Slovak Republic are not available as the senior level public
service is not a formalised group.
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Management of senior level public servants

6.3. Pilot index: Managing the senior level public service, 2020

[ Use of tools to develop leadership capabilities Use of performance and accountability tools
09

08
0.7 |
06
05 |
04
03
0.2 {
01 K

0

) A A & N

Source: OECD (2020), Public Service Leadership and Capability Survey.
StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934257983

6.4. Characteristics of the employment framework of senior level public servants, 2020
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Source: OECD (2020), Public Service Leadership and Capability Survey.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258002
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Diversity and inclusion in the public service

Increased diversity and inclusion in the public service
workforce has emerged as a priority for governments
across the OECD in recent years. A more diverse workforce
can enhance people’s trust, strengthen democracy and
bring public sector innovation, as different perspectives
and skill sets contribute to designing solutions to policy
challenges (Nolan-Flecha, 2019). Effective diversity and
inclusion strategies require a foundation of merit-based
employment policies, open recruitment systems and
robust legal protection from discrimination. Building on
this, many countries go further by identifying gaps in
workforce representation to develop policies to attract and
recruit employees from under-represented groups.

The pilot composite index presented in Figure 6.5 captures
three dimensions: the diversity of the workforce, the
availability of data for measuring and tracking diversity
in public sector workforces, and the use of tools to attract
and recruit diverse employees at all levels. Canada, Israel,
New Zealand and the United Kingdom are the top four
countries when all three elements are combined, while
France, Greece, Hungary and Ireland are among the
higher-scoring countries in the diversity component.
Collecting diversity data can be challenging given data
protection limitations in many OECD countries but
Australia, Austria and Colombia score highly for collecting
and centralising standardised records of disaggregated
workforce data by age, gender, disabilities or educational
level. Korea, the Netherlands and Switzerland are among the
countries making the most use of tools such as dedicated
coaching or internship programmes, or recognising bias
training for managers and panel members, to actively
engage with under-represented groups, encourage them to
apply to the civil service and address biases in recruitment
processes.

Table 6.6 details the use of targets and policies for specific
under-represented groups. Targets are the strongest
mechanism as they set specific measurable objectives. They
are used by 24 out of 33 OECD countries (73%) for people
with disabilities in the whole public service, while 14 (42%)
have targets for gender balance in their whole public service,
and an additional 7 OECD countries (21%) only target gender
balance at the senior levels of the public administration. These
targets are gaining momentum: only 37% of OECD countries
had hiring targets for people with disabilities in 2016, and
29% for women (OECD, 2017). When it comes to other under-
represented groups, such as people from disadvantaged or
migrant backgrounds and ethnic minorities, countries tend
to prefer policies over targets. France, Hungary, Korea and
New Zealand are the countries making the most use of targets
to address diversity in their public workforce.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the 2020 Public Service
Leadership and Capability survey and the 2020
OECD Survey on the Composition of the Workforce
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in Central/Federal Governments. Most respondents
were senior officials in central government HRM
departments, and the data refer to HRM practices
in central government. The survey was completed
by all OECD countries except Chile and Iceland, one
OECD accession country (Costa Rica), and Brazil and
Romania. For this survey, public servants are defined
as all government employees who work in the public
service, who may be employed through various
contractual mechanisms (e.g. civil servant statutes,
collective agreements or labour law contracts), on
indeterminate or fixed-term employment contracts,
but not normally including employees in the wider
public sector who are usually regulated under
alternative employment frameworks (e.g. most
doctors, teachers, police, the military, the judiciary
or elected officials).

The pilot index is made up of the following
dimensions: 1) the diversity of the workforce; 2) the
availability and use of data to track diversity and
inclusion; and 3) the use of tools to develop a diverse
and inclusive workforce. Each dimension is built
from answers to several related questions. The index
ranges from 0 (low level of effort to develop a diverse
central government workforce) to 1 (high level of
effort). Further details are available in Annex E. The
variables comprising the index and their relative
importance are based on expert judgements. They
are presented with the purpose of constructing a
pilot index, and consequently may evolve in the
future. Missing data for countries were estimated
by mean replacement.

Further reading

Nolan-Flecha, N. (2019), “Next generation diversity and
inclusion policies in the public service: Ensuring public
services reflect the societies they serve”, OECD Working
Papers on Public Governance, No. 34, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/51691451-en.

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, OECD, https://legalinstruments.
oecd.org/%20en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

OECD (2017), Government at a Glance 2017, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/gov_glance-2017-en.

Figure notes

Data for Chile and Iceland are not available. Gender data for senior
level public servants used in the indicator only refer to D1 for
Austria, and D2 for Australia (see Annex D for more details on
this classification).

6.6: Denmark and Sweden are not included because of the lack of
common processes in the central administration.
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Diversity and inclusion in the public service

6.5. Pilot index: Development of a diverse central government workforce, 2020
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Source: OECD (2020), Public Service Leadership and Capability Survey; OECD (2020), Survey on the Composition of the Workforce in Central/Federal Governments.
StatLink sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258021

6.6. Use of policies and specific targets to improve gender balance and the representation of under-represented
groups in central government, 2020
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StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258040
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People management respbnses to the COVID-19 pandemic

in the public service

Public servants have been at the forefront of the COVID-19
response, developing emergency measures to keep
populations healthy, safe and supported. To do so, the public
service had to adapt, developing new ways of working in
a constantly changing and often remote environment,
integrating new tools and technology, and requiring
unprecedented agility and resilience. Despite restrictions
and lockdowns, public administrations managed to develop
and use new tools and practices to ensure the continuity
of public-service delivery to citizens, while keeping their
own employees safe.

In this sense, remote working went from being seldom used
to becoming the main, and often sole, way of working in
many countries and administrations. During the first wave
of the COVID-19 pandemic in the spring of 2020, 19 out of
25 (76%) OECD countries saw over half of their civil servants
working remotely (Figure 6.7), and most expected increased
remote working in the years to come. Most countries could
count on existing tools and policies to enable remote
working: 31 out of 34 OECD countries (91%) used existing
communication channels to keep staff informed, 22 already
had the IT infrastructure to enable remote work in place,
and 20 did not have to change their remote working
regulations/policies. However, and considering the depth of
the change, additional tools were required to make the leap
from occasional remote working to full remote working:
23 out of 34 OECD countries (68%) had to develop video
conferencing and other communication tools which are
now common and widespread (Table 6.8).

However, working remotely is not possible for all public
servants, and the definition of essential workers has
become increasingly relevant: 15 out of 34 OECD countries
had already defined such positions, while 14 countries
had to define, or redefine, them at the beginning of the
crisis. Moreover, 31 OECD countries used special staffing
regulations and policies, which often made it possible
to move staff internally to face surges in demand. While
23 of these countries already had the necessary regulations
and policies in place, 8 had to develop new policies and
regulations to enable this change. This illustrates how the
COVID-19 pandemic has enabled public services to identify
effective policies in these areas, and develop new ones to
create a highly flexible and agile workforce.

While highly challenging and stressful on public servants,
the COVID-19 crisis may also be an opportunity to embed
longer-term agility into public employment systems. For
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example, most of the implemented measures are expected
to stay after the crisis, especially those tools related to
remote working arrangements. A significant number of
countries had to update policies around remote working,
recruitment and leave, and put in place new tools to
monitor the impact of the crisis on their workforce,
including employee surveys. Many countries also needed
to meet increased demands in various functions, including
health, employment services and security services. They
were able do so by developing tools for internal reallocation
of staff and streamlined recruitment processes (Figure 1.7,
Chapter 1). This crisis proved the resilience of public
workforces across OECD countries, not only to integrate
remote working, but to also introduce more flexibility to
adapt to complex and fast-changing circumstances.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected in the summer of 2020 through
a special COVID-19 module of the 2020 Public Service
Leadership and Capability survey. Most respondents
were senior officials in central government HRM
departments, and data refer to HRM practices in
central government. The survey was completed by all
OECD countries except Chile and Iceland, one OECD
accession country (Costa Rica), and Brazil and Romania.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, OECD, https://legalinstruments.
oecd.org/%20en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

OECD (forthcoming), The Future of Work in the Public Service,
OECD Publishing, Paris.

Figure notes

Data for Chile, Iceland and the United Kingdom are not available.

6.7. Data refer to the highest percentage of employees working remotely
between March and July 2020. Data for Canada, Denmark, Greece,
Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania, New Zealand, the Slovak Republic and
Turkey are not available.

6.8. Data for Japan refer only to policies implemented at the central
level, not including policies taken by individual ministries.
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People management responses to the COVID-19 pandemic in the public service

6.7. Share of the central government workforce who worked remotely during the first wave
of the COVID-19 crisis, 2020
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Source: OECD (2020), Special COVID-19 module of the Public Service Leadership and Capability Survey.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258059

6.8. Personnel management responses during the first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic, 2020
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Source: OECD (2020), Special COVID-19 module of the Public Service Leadership and Capability Survey.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258078
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6. HUMAN

Measuring émp]oyee engagement

Engaged employees perform better, thus increasing
productivity, public sector innovation and citizens’
satisfaction. Organisations with more engaged employees
also see less sick leave and higher retention rates. The drivers
of employee engagement vary greatly, but common factors
include perceived quality of leadership and management,
working conditions and opportunities for career progression
(OECD, 2016). Employee engagement can thus be considered
a performance measure for people management.

The OECD facilitated the creation of a standard questionnaire
module for comparing aspects of work and organisational
engagement, and public service motivation. It was piloted
in seven countries in 2020 via existing national public
employment surveys.

Work engagement measures the relationship between
employees and their job. In all the pilot countries, at
least 67% of respondents are satisfied with their job, at
least 42% consider that their work gives them a sense of
accomplishment, and slightly fewer (at least 39%) are inspired
by their job (Figure 6.9, Panel A). Organisational engagement
measures the relationship between an employee and the
organisation where they work (Figure 6.9, Panel B). The
data here suggest that most public servants (at least 56%)
strongly identify with the mission of their organisations,
but feel less attached to the organisation itself. In Latvia
the results are reversed. Finally, public service motivation
has the highest average score of all the questions in all the
countries, ranging from 81% in Belgium to 98% in Israel,
highlighting the importance of contributing to the common
good (Figure 6.9, Panel C). Taken together, the data show
that public employees are highly motivated by mission, but
suggest there are opportunities to improve organisational
leadership and management policies to inspire public
servants and build their pride in their organisation.

Some demographic differences exist. The gender differences
were not statistically significant, but those based on age
were. In Israel and Latvia, older cohorts scored slightly
higher on all survey questions, while the opposite is true in
Belgium (Figure 6.10). The difference reaches 0.73 in Latvia
for organisational engagement. There could be many reasons
for such differences, relating to the cultural environment,
pay or career opportunities. Working patterns also affect
engagement. In most of the OECD countries analysed, full-time
employees were generally more positive than those working
less than 90% full-time hours (Online Figure G.29). Only Latvia
sees greater employee engagement from part-time workers.
The integration of more variables and deeper analysis would
be required to explain such difference between working
patterns, but they suggest there may be challenges in
generating employee engagement while increasing the use of
flexible working patterns in the wake of the COVID-19 crisis.

Methodology and definitions

The module on employee engagement was designed
by the OECD, academics and national experts in civil
service surveys. The pilot countries reported in this
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publication (six OECD and Brazil) fielded this module
in their existing public employment surveys.

The module has three questions on work engagement:
1) Overall, I am satisfied with my job, 2) My job
inspires me, 3) The work I do gives me a sense of
accomplishment; two questions on organisational
engagement: 4) I feel a strong personal attachment to
my organisation, 5) I identify with the mission of my
organisation; and one on public service motivation:
6) It is important to me that my work contributes to
the common good. Participating countries used a
1-5 scale where 1 = “strongly disagree” and 5 = “strongly
agree”. Employees responding 4 or 5 are considered to
positively rate the statement. Brazil used a similar Likert
scale, replacing numbers by sentences related to the
agreement or disagreement with each statement.

Australia: 108 085 Australian Public Service personnel
employed under the Public Service Act 1999 participated
from 12 October to 13 November 2020.

Belgium: 1 735 employees from 3 different organisations
participated, 2 of them conducted the survey during the
second semester of 2019, the third at the end of 2020.

Israel: 6 605 employees participated from 1-15 December
2020.

Luxembourg: 261 civil servants, employees and, in some
cases, external staff from 4 different administrations
participated between November 2019 and December
2020.

Latvia: 5 778 civil servants from 153 state institutions
participated from 21 October to 9 November 2019.

The Netherlands: 2 158 employees, representing
a sample of civil servants in Dutch core ministries
(excluding agencies and other executive services)
participated from 3-25 November 2020.

Brazil: 32 393 employees from the Federal Executive
Public Administration participated from 21 September
to 23 October 2020.

Further reading

OECD (2019), Recommendation of the Council on Public Service
Leadership and Capability, OECD, https://legalinstruments.
oecd.org/%20en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0445.

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

Figure notes

Data for Australia are not available for “I identify with the mission of my
organisation” and “It is important to me that my work contributes
to the common good”. Data for Israel are not available for “I feel a
strong personal attachment to my organisation”.

6.10. Data for Luxembourg are not available.
G. 29. (Average employee engagement score by working pattern, 2020)
is available online in Annex G.
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Measuring employee engagement

6.9. Share of public employees positively rating employee engagement, 2020
Panel A: Share of employees agreeing or strongly agreeing with work engagement-related statements
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organisational engagement-related statements this public service motivation-related statement
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Source: OECD (2021), Special employee engagement module of the Civil Service Survey.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258097

6.10. Average employee engagement score and difference between age groups, 2020

I Average answer to work engagement statements Average answer to organisation engagement statements
[0 Average answer to public service motivation statement & Average score given by employees below 35 y.o.
& Average score given by employees aged 55 y.0. and above
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Source: OECD (2021), Special employee engagement module of the Civil Service Survey.
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258116
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7. REGULAT

Laws critically affect businesses, citizens and the public
at large in their everyday lives. These groups can inform
policy makers about how proposed regulations may impact
them. Engaging with stakeholders is instrumental for good
policy design as it increases public trust in policies and
regulations and can improve compliance (as they were
part of the decision making). It is important to involve
them during early stages of policymaking, when problems
and potential solutions are being identified, as well as
once regulations have been drafted. However, since these
stakeholders represent different needs and interests, and
face different constraints, policy makers must be proactive
and facilitate enough consultation opportunities. Engaging
with stakeholders means not just receiving comments, but
alsoresponding to them and using them in the development
of regulations where appropriate.

OECD countries more commonly consult stakeholders on
draft regulations, and less often do so at an earlier stage.
In many cases, the public generally only find out about
consultations from posts on websites. Since business and
citizens do not have time to constantly check government
websites for new consultations, countries should adopt a
more proactive approach. For instance, 8 OECD countries
systematically inform stakeholders by e-mail about
consultations, while a further 20 countries do so occasionally
(Table 7.1).

In general, countries still need to improve how they treat
stakeholder input. Showing how comments have influenced
the final design of laws helps to engender a feeling of
ownership and trust in the process. While most OECD
countries make stakeholders’ views publicly available in
some way (via interactive websites, summary of comments,
etc.), half respond to all comments or those they consider
more relevant. More positively, 32 OECD and accession
countries make comments available to decision makers
(Table 7.1).

Consultation approaches vary depending on when the
consultation is carried out. Policy makers in 34 OECD
countries consult at an early stage with selected
relevant groups (e.g. industry representatives, consumer
groups or non-governmental organisations), while open
consultations (e.g. broad circulation of regulations for
comments or online consultations) are more commonly
held at a later stage. This difference may be justified when
consultations require expert input or are more complex,
but it is important to also obtain feedback from a broad
range of stakeholders for regulations of a more general
nature at an early stage, when they can help to identify
and correctly define policy problems and potential
solutions. Only 2 OECD countries conduct all early stage
consultations online, 1 more than in 2017, and 11 conduct
all consultations for draft regulations online, 3 more than
in 2017. The use of virtual consultations has noticeably
increased since 2017: from 13 to 23 OECD countries for
early stage consultations, and from 15 to 21 for late stage
consultations (Figure 7.2).
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Methodology and definitions

The Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance
(iREG) survey draws on responses from delegates to
the OECD Regulatory Policy Committee and central
government officials. The survey was responded to
by 37 OECD countries in 2017 and 2021. Costa Rica
and the European Union responded in both rounds.
The data only cover primary laws and subordinate
regulations initiated by the executive. In most OECD
and accession countries, a majority of primary laws
are initiated by the executive. The exceptions are
Colombia, Korea, Mexico, Portugal, Switzerland and
Costa Rica, where a higher share of primary laws are
initiated by the legislature. Questions on primary
laws are not applicable to the United States, as the
US executive does not initiate primary laws at all.
More information on the iREG indicators can be found
at oe.cd/ireg.

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

Early stage consultation is conducted when policy
makers have identified that a public policy problem
exists and are considering various ways to solve it. Late
stage consultation is conducted when the decision to
regulate has been made and there is already a draft
of the proposed regulation.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Regulatory Policy Outlook 2021, OECD
Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2012), Recommendation of the Council on Regulatory
Policy and Governance, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264209022-en.

Lind, E. and C. Arndt (2016), “Perceived fairness and
regulatory policy: A behavioural science perspective
on government-citizen interactions”, OECD Regulatory
Policy Working Papers, No. 6., OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/1629d397-en.

Figure notes

7.1. Data for Colombia, Korea, Mexico, Portugal, Switzerland and Costa
Rica refer to their responses on consultations on subordinate
regulations, since in those countries primary laws are rarely initiated
by the executive. Since in the United States the executive does
not initiate primary laws at all, their answers for consultations on
subordinate regulations are shown.

7.2. Data excludes the United States since data correspond to
consultations conducted for the development of primary laws. Data
include Costa Rica and the European Union.

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2021 © OECD 2021


http://oe.cd/ireg
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264209022-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264209022-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/1629d397-en

Stakeholder engagement

7.1. Stakeholder engagement and treatment of comments by policy makers, 2021
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) survey, 2021.

StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258135

7.2. Forms of stakeholder engagement for early and late stage consultations, 2017 and 2021
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) survey, 2017 and 2021.
StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258154
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7. REGULAT

Governments in OECD countries face constant calls to
intervene to protect consumers, workers, the environment
and so on, particularly during the COVID-19 pandemic
and ensuing crisis. At the same time, governments also
face calls for policy making to be increasingly evidence-
based and transparent, as a way to ensure inclusiveness
and accountability. Regulatory impact assessment (RIA)
provides policy makers with crucial evidence to develop
more effective and efficient regulations.

RIAs help policy makers to identify the best solution,
including not regulating. Officials should consider the
current (“do nothing”) scenario as well as alternative
ways to solve policy problems, including non-regulatory
means such as industry-led agreements. A number of OECD
countries do not systematically consider the do nothing or
alternative options, with most analysing only the preferred
option (Figure 7.3). This suggests that decision makers are
not always informed about the current situation before
regulating and therefore do not always have a meaningful
baseline against which to compare the various forms of
proposed interventions. Analysing a range of alternative
options also helps decision makers form a complete picture
of the potential effects of a regulation, which some OECD
countries are lacking.

Policy makers assess the economic impact of regulations
(e.g. on competition and small businesses), but now
increasingly consider other factors, such as poverty, gender
equality and the environment (Figure 7.4). This is partially
in response to global events and changes in community
attitudes, especially as a result of the fight against climate
change. Some OECD and accession countries could do
more to consider the effects of regulations on social and
environmental factors, especially as such impacts are often
assessed disjointedly and as assessments based purely
on economic criteria do not always identify potential
unintended consequences.

Ill-informed or rushed laws can have negative consequences.
In genuinely unforeseeable emergency situations the
introduction of time-critical regulations may need to be
accelerated. At the same time, RIA is of most benefit when
potential impacts are large, as they are during crises. RIAs
can identify better alternatives, avoid undesirable impacts
and help to identify possible unintended consequences.
At the onset of an emergency, there may not be much
information to hand when introducing laws. Countries
need flexibility in the application of RIA in emergency
situations. For instance, Canada relaxed certain RIA
requirements to monetise impacts for COVID-related laws
(e.g. allowing for more qualitative vs. quantitative impacts
for subordinate regulations), so that RIA could still be used
in decision making. The lack of initial information and the
time to collect it places more emphasis on monitoring and
evaluation once laws take effect so that future amendments
are evidence-based. However some OECD countries have
avoided using RIA during emergencies, particularly during
the COVID-19 pandemic (Figure 7.5). Scheduled reviews of
laws introduced at the start of the pandemic may not take
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place for some years, potentially extending any adverse
impact longer than necessary.

Methodology and definitions

The Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance
(iREG) survey draws on responses from delegates to
the OECD Regulatory Policy Committee and central
government officials. The survey was responded to
by 37 OECD countries in 2017 and 2021, and 34 OECD
countries in 2014. Costa Rica replied in 2017 and 2021,
and the European Union in all three rounds.

The data cover primary laws and subordinate
regulations initiated by the executive. In most OECD
and accession countries, a majority of primary laws
are initiated by the executive. The exceptions are
Colombia, Korea, Mexico, Portugal, Switzerland and
Costa Rica, where a higher share of primary laws are
initiated by the legislature. Questions on primary
laws are not applicable to the United States, as the
US executive does not initiate primary laws at all.
More information on the iREG indicators can be found
at oe.cd/ireg.

Regulatory impact assessment (RIA) is a systematic
process used to identify and quantify the costs and
benefits likely to flow from a regulatory or non-
regulatory option for a policy under consideration.
As a minimum, every RIA should include a description
of the problem and the objective sought, identify
potential solutions, analyse benefits and costs, and
explain how the proposal will be monitored and
evaluated.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Regulatory Policy Outlook 2021, OECD
Publishing, Paris.

Davidson,P.,, C.Kauffmann and M. de Liedekerke (2021), “How
do laws and regulations affect competitiveness: The
role for regulatory impact assessment”, OECD Regulatory
Policy Working Papers, No. 15, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/7c11f5d5-en.

OECD (2020), Regulatory Impact Assessment, OECD Best
Practice Principles for Regulatory Policy, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/7a9638cb-en.

Figure notes

7.3. Data include Costa Rica and the European Union.

7.4. Data consider answers for reviews of impacts of both primary
laws and subordinate regulations on a range of factors. The answer
options are “Yes/ No”. If a country answered differently for primary
laws and subordinate regulations, the higher value (“Yes”) of the
two answers provided is shown for each country.

7.5. Data are based on 34 OECD countries and the European Union.
Data for 2014 are not available for Colombia, Latvia and Lithuania.
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Regulatory impact assessment

7.3. Assessment of alternative and current (i.e. “do nothing”) options for laws and regulations, 2021
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) survey, 2021.
StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258173

7.4. Types of impacts required to be assessed in RIA for primary laws and subordinate regulations, 2021

0 Yes No

Competition Small businesses Environment Gender equality Poverty Innovation

Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) survey, 2021.
StatLink Sa<r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258192

7.5. Exceptions to the need to conduct RIA on emergency laws and regulations, 2014, 2017 and 2021
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) survey, 2014, 2017, and 2021.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258211
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All laws are experiments to some extent — there are often
uncertainties about how regulations might actually affect
citizens and businesses in practice. Ex post evaluation helps
to assess whether laws are working as originally intended
and, if not, to propose improvements. Evaluations can
highlight unforeseen technological and other changes that
may render laws ineffective. Left unchecked, the stock of laws
will continue to grow unabated creating unnecessary red
tape for citizens and businesses. Evaluations also operate as
an important check to ensure that laws are still justified and
in the public interest. In turn, this helps to build community
support for laws and boost trust in government action as it
increases the level of transparency and accountability.

Levels of evaluations across OECD countries remains low
despite their importance in ensuring that regulations
continue to improve societal wellbeing. Only one-third of
OECD countries have systematic requirements in place to
conduct ex post evaluations, with the number essentially
unchanged since 2014. This represents a significant
weakness as committed leadership is crucial to a
well-functioning ex post evaluation system. To some extent
this is unsurprising - governments are often concerned
about the political and economic consequences of being
shown to have made “bad” decisions previously. Yet this
is an unduly narrow view of the benefits that a sound
evaluation system provides. Evaluations may incidentally
provide opportunities to learn from past mistakes, but this
is in order to avoid repeating them, rather than to enter
into some sort of “blame game”. Evaluations should be
viewed as an opportunity to enhance the certainty and
stability of the existing regulatory framework, foster greater
competitiveness, and improve wellbeing.

Ensuring that planned evaluations actually take place is
an important first step to overcoming a “set and forget”
mentality that still persists in many countries. Only a
handful of OECD countries have mechanisms to ensure
that there are consequences if planned evaluations
do not actually take place, such as public reporting on
non-compliance (Figure 7.6). Cultural change is required to
better appreciate that evaluations are an integral part of a
system that assists to deliver good outcomes to its citizens.

Assessing whether regulations have achieved their
objectives ought to be at the heart of any evaluation. It is
critical to learn if laws have worked as originally intended,
and if not, to understand the reason or reasons why not.
Results from the iREG survey show that more than 40 per
cent of OECD countries are required to identify a process to
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assess progress in achieving a regulation’s goals at the time
when it is first developed. However, OECD countries are
less likely to have requirements in place when conducting
evaluations to assess whether the underlying policy goals
were in fact achieved (Table 7.7). This represents a missed
opportunity to learn whether laws are delivering good
outcomes in practice for citizens and businesses.

Methodology and definitions

The Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance
(iREG) survey draws on responses from delegates
to the OECD Regulatory Policy Committee and
central government officials. In 2021, the survey was
responded to by 37 OECD countries, Costa Rica and
the European Union. More information on the iREG
indicators can be found at oe.cd/ireg.

Ex post evaluations refer to the process of assessing
the effectiveness and efficiency of regulations once
they are in force. They are undertaken to ascertain
the extent to which regulations met their originally
intended goals, do not impose unnecessary costs on
citizens and/or businesses, and continue to deliver
good outcomes for the community.

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

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Regulatory Policy Outlook 2021, OECD
Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2020), Reviewing the Stock of Regulation, OECD Best
Practice Principles for Regulatory Policy, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/1a8f33bc-en.

OECD (2014), OECD Framework for Regulatory Policy
Evaluation, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/
9789264214453-en.

Figure note

7.6. and 7.7. Data include Costa Rica and the European Union.
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Source: OECD Indicators of Regulatory Policy and Governance (iREG) survey, 2021.
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7.7. Ex post evaluation of regulations against underlying goals, 2021
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7. REGULAT

Economic regulators oversee key network sectors that offer
critical services. These regulatory authorities play a key role
in market functioning and safeguarding the public interest,
intervening at the interface between political authorities,
businesses and citizens. Many governments choose to
grant a degree of independence to economic regulators to
limit political influence over their decision making. This
independence, when combined with accountability and
transparency measures, maintains their credibility and
predictability for investors, operators and consumers. Even
the perception of bias can hinder regulators’ capacity and
credibility as referees mediating between stakeholders
and their interests. Robust governance arrangements can
safeguard their capacity for technical decision making free
from undue influence. Countries can implement a range
of such governance arrangements, including establishing
legally independent regulators to signal a commitment to
long-term goals beyond political cycles.

The OECD Indicators on the Governance of Sector Regulators
map the governance arrangements of economic regulators in
five network sectors. They show a degree of convergence in the
arrangements safeguarding the independence of regulators
in OECD countries. This reflects that these regulators have
fewer good practice governance arrangements to guarantee
their independence, such as rules within which regulators’
leadership is appointed and dismissed , limitations on input
into certain decisions and processes, and measures to protect
budgetary autonomy (Table 7.8).

Many OECD countries have established legally independent
regulators. The OECD recommends that countries consider
establishing independent regulators to maintain public
confidence, competitive neutrality between public and
private enterprises, and impartiality for significant
decisions. Among OECD countries, 32 out of 37 regulatory
bodies (86%) in the energy sector are independent, as are 30
out of 36 (83%) in the e-communications sector and 29 out
of 35 (83%) in the rail sector. In the air transport and water
sectors, the share of independent regulators is lower, with
15 out of 31 air transport regulators (48%) and 15 out of 20
water regulators (75%) qualifying as independent bodies.
Ministerial regulators that are not at arms length from the
government are only in the majority in the air transport
sector (Figure 7.9).

Methodology and definitions

The OECD Indicators on the Governance of Sector
Regulators form part of the work programme of the
OECD Network of Economic Regulators and measure
the governance of economic regulators in the energy,
e-communications, rail transport, air transport and
water sectors. The indicators cover regulators in all
OECD countries and in many non-OECD countries. The
Secretariat derives the indicators from a questionnaire,
distributed alongside the OECD’s Product Market
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Regulation survey. In general, respondents to the
questionnaire were high-level officials in regulatory
agencies and/or relevant ministries. The responses
go through a rigorous data verification and
validation process by the OECD Secretariat, verifying
their completeness, consistency and accuracy in
consultation with the respondents. The indicators are
calculated by averaging equally weighted questions
and sub-questions, to avoid imposing judgements
about the importance of elements within the
composite indicators. They are mapped on a scale
from 0 (most effective governance arrangements) to
6 (least effective governance arrangements), in line
with the Product Market Regulation methodology. The
process of developing the questionnaire, collecting
the data, validating the responses and analysing the
results benefitted from the extensive support of the
OECD Network of Economic Regulators. For a complete
description of the methodology see Casullo et al. (2019).

The indicators are divided into three components:
independence, accountability and scope of action. This
two-pager analyses the independence component
which maps the degree to which a regulator operates
independently and with no undue influence from
political power and regulated sectors.

Further reading

Casullo, L., A. Durand and F. Cavassini (2019), “The 2018
indicators on the Governance of Sector Regulators - Part
of the Product Market Regulation (PMR) Survey”, OECD
Economics Department Working Papers, No. 1564, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/a0a28908-en.

OECD (2014), The Governance of Regulators, OECD Best Practice
Principles for Regulatory Policy, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264209015-en.

OECD (2017), Creating a Culture of Independence: Practical
Guidance against Undue Influence, The Governance of
Regulators, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/
9789264274198-en.

Figure notes

7.8.The composite indicator is calculated as an average of component
scores, ranging from 0 (the most effective) to 6 (the least effective)
governance arrangements.

Grey cells in the table denote no regulator.

The Spanish National Commission of Markets and Competition
(CNMC, with indicator data in the energy, e-communications and
rail transport sectors) is subject to approval of different Ministries
concerning essential decisions to hire and retain its permanent staff
and to design and expend its allotted budget. Budget restrictions
apply in particular to human resources and the possibility to hire
studies or special assistance services, like research or IT. Likewise,
any modification of the organisation of the CNMC requires a legal
act adopted by the Government.
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7.8. Independence indicator scores for regulators in OECD countries by sector, 2018
Note: A higher score indicates that a regulator is further from good practice in the independence component.

E-communications [ Rail transport [ Air transport Water
Australia 1.47 1.47 147
Austria 1.47 2.5 .
Belgium 1.10 d Nl 2.69
Canada 2.59 2.89 .66 .29 .
Chile 2.61 2.93 .94 .38 212
Colombia 1.87 1.27 .29 A4 1.36
Czech Republic .80 1.22 .5 .9 .44
Denmark .24 2.29 .36 .56
Estonia .67 . d .67 .67
Finland 2.08 1.66 .32 .
France “ 39 172
Germany 2.00 2.10 1.80 .
Greece 1.47 1.4 1.62 2.98 .
Hungary 1.41 2.16 2.21 1.30
Iceland 2.10 2.27 . . .
Ireland 1.77 1.44 2.03 1.92 1.52
Israel 1.42 1.80 1.99 1.38 1.49
Italy a7 117
Japan A .25 317 2.83 .
Korea .27 .94 . . 1.78
Latvia 1.44 2.57
Lithuania 1.46 1.54 1.82 2.42 1.46
Luxembourg 1.77 1.77 1.88 1.88
Mexico 1.13 2.79 2.72 .
Netherlands 1.85 1.85 1.85 97 2.98
New Zealand 1.81 1.87 2.52 .18
Norway 2.13 2.25 1.58 .94
Poland 1.52 2.57
Portugal
Slovak Republic 1.43
Slovenia .
| Spain d 2.35
Sweden 343 2.94 2.41 2.84
Switzerland 2.70 2.43 2.16 341
Turkey 1.37 1.82 2.97 1.94 .
United Kingdom 1.27 1.56 1.66 1.51 2.29
United States 1.43 1.88 1.89 3.02 .
US - New York . . .70
US - Texas . . . .59
OECD average 1.72 1.70 1.94 2.21 1.69

Closer to good practice

Legend
I

Further from good practice

Source: OECD (2018), Indicators on the Governance of Sector Regulators (database).
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7.9. Independent and ministerial regulators by sector, 2018

""" Independent bodies with adjudicatory, rule-making or enforcement powers

Energy E-communications

Status of regulators in OECD countries, by sector
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Source: OECD (2018), Indicators on the Governance of Sector Regulators (database).

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2021 © OECD 2021

Ministerial department/agency

Water

StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258287

155


https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258268
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258287

7. REGULAT

Ensuring that regulators are accountable for their
actions can strengthen their performance and increase
transparency. Many economic regulators in OECD countries
are independent bodies with a strong degree of autonomy
in decision making, and they hold significant powers
to regulate key network sectors. Their independence
supports public trust in the objectivity and impartiality of
their decision making which can, in turn, strengthen the
confidence of market actors to make necessary investments
in the sector. However, as independent regulators are
neither elected nor directly managed by elected officials,
there should be a balance between independence and
measures that facilitate accountability (OECD, 2014).
Governments, businesses and society at large expect
regulators to drive sector performance and make efficient
use of their resources, without imposing unnecessary
regulatory burdens. Robust accountability arrangements
can help assess and demonstrate how well economic
regulators are delivering this mandate. By showing greater
levels of accountability and transparency, regulators can
demonstrate their integrity, efficiency and effectiveness.

The 2018 OECD Indicators on the Governance of Sector
Regulators map the governance arrangements of regulators
across the energy, e-communications, rail transport, air
transport and water sectors. On average, energy and
e-communications regulators in OECD countries have the
strongest accountability arrangements, while those in the
transport sectors (air and rail) report the fewest arrangements
in line with good practice (Table 7.10). Accountability
arrangements are closer to good practice when regulators are
directly accountable by law to parliament or congress, consult
on their decisions with stakeholders and publish information
on the performance of their organisation and the sector
(Casullo et al., 2019). In some cases, these accountability
mechanisms are a result of a legislative requirement for the
regulator, such as the requirement to publish draft decisions
and collect feedback. In other cases, regulators proactively
enhance their accountability by publishing information
without a legislative requirement (Figure 7.11).

The data also confirm that, in practice, independence
and accountability are two sides of the same coin. Online
Figure G.30. provides an overview of the independence and
accountability scores of individual regulators across the
energy, e-communications, transport and water sectors in
OECD countries. The chart shows a statistically significant
correlation between the two (with a Spearman’s correlation
coefficient of 0.6), meaning that accountability scores tend
to be closer to good practice for regulators that are more
independent. This correlation is particularly strong for
energy and e-communications regulators.

Methodology and definitions

The OECD Indicators on the Governance of Sector
Regulators form part of the work programme of the
OECD Network of Economic Regulators and measure
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the governance of economic regulators in the energy,
e-communications, rail transport, air transport and
water sectors. The indicators cover regulators in all
OECD countries and in many non-OECD countries.
The Secretariat derives the indicators from a
questionnaire, distributed alongside the OECD’s Product
Market Regulation survey. In general, respondents
to the questionnaire were high-level officials in
regulatory agencies and/or relevant ministries. The
responses undergo a rigorous data verification and
validation process by the OECD Secretariat, verifying
their completeness, consistency and accuracy in
consultation with the respondents. The indicators are
calculated by averaging equally weighted questions
and sub-questions, to avoid imposing judgements
about the importance of elements within the
composite indicators. They are mapped on a scale
from 0 (most effective governance arrangements) to
6 (least effective governance arrangements), in line
with the Product Market Regulation methodology. The
process of developing the questionnaire, collecting
the data, validating responses, and analysing the
results benefitted from the extensive support of the
OECD Network of Economic Regulators. For a complete
description of the methodology, see Casullo et al. (2019).

The indicators are divided into three components:
independence, accountability and scope of action. This
two-pager analyses the accountability component with
regard to various stakeholders, including government,
parliament, regulated industry and the general public.

Further reading

Casullo, L., A. Durand and F. Cavassini (2019), “The 2018
indicators on the Governance of Sector Regulators — Part
of the Product Market Regulation (PMR) Survey”, OECD
Economics Department Working Papers, No. 1564, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/a0a28908-en.

OECD (2014), The Governance of Regulators, OECD Best Practice
Principles for Regulatory Policy, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264209015-en.

Figure notes

7.10.The composite indicator is calculated as an average of component
scores, ranging from 0 (the most effective) to 6 (the least effective)
governance arrangements.

Grey cells denote no regulator in the dataset.

G.30. (Independence and accountability of regulators, 2018) is available
online in Annex G.

The Spanish National Commission of Markets and Competition
(CNMC, with indicator data in the energy, e-communications and
rail transport sectors) is subject to approval of different Ministries
concerning essential decisions to hire and retain its permanent staff
and to design and expend its allotted budget. Budget restrictions
apply in particular to human resources and the possibility to hire
studies or special assistance services, like research or IT. Likewise,
any modification of the organisation of the CNMC requires a legal
act adopted by the Government.
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Accountability arrangements of economic regulators

7.10. Accountability indicator scores for OECD regulators by sector, 2018
Note: A higher score indicates that a regulator is further from good practice in the accountability component.

Energy E-communications Rail transport Air transport

Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada .
Chile 3.51 2.96 3.84 1.29 1.82
Colombia 1.36 1.36 2.09 12 1.71
Czech Republic 1.30 o 1.96 52 349
Denmark .05 3.00 .8 .78 3.73
Estonia . .
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Japan
Korea
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States
US - New York
US - Texas . . . .
OECD average 1.48 1.25 2.06 2.30 | 1.69 |

Legend

_ | —
Closer to good practice | Further from good practice

Source: OECD (2018), Indicators on the Governance of Sector Regulators (database).

StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258306

7.11. Publication of draft decisions for comment by OECD regulators by sector, 2018

[0 No publication of draft decisions for comment Regulator publishes draft decisions for comment without legislative requirement
[ Legislative requirement to publish draft decisions for comment
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Source: OECD (2018), Indicators on the Governance of Sector Regulators (database).
StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258325

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2021 © OECD 2021 157


https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258306
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258325

7. REGULAT

Economic regulators play an important role in sectors that
deliver essential services to citizens and the economy.
Robust performance assessment helps regulators
understand where to adjust their approach to improve
outcomes. According to the OECD Best Practice Principles on
the Governance of Regulators, a well-designed performance
framework serves multiple goals: demonstrating the
effectiveness of the regulator, building confidence in
the regulatory system and driving improvements (OECD,
2014). Performance assessment is a critical ingredient for
maintaining accountability and fostering transparency,
and public bodies are often required to report on results
and enable scrutiny of their performance. Data on the
performance of both the regulator and the regulated
sector are an important ingredient of economic regulators’
performance assessment frameworks. The results can also
be part of organisational learning, providing inputs into
decision making.

Results from the 2018 OECD Indicators on the Governance
of Sector Regulators show that energy, e-communications,
rail transport, air transport and water sector regulators in
OECD countries could strengthen their reporting in some
categories of information about their own performance, in
order to produce a more holistic view of performance and
to enhance accountability. For example, some regulators
collect (78%) and publish (57%) performance information
about the quality of the regulatory process (Table 7.12).
This type of organisational performance information
should be complemented by outward-looking performance
information assessing the performance of the sector and
final outcomes for customers. Many regulators do not collect
or publish information in the other categories relevant to
organisational performance and efficiency: compliance
with legal obligations, organisational governance, and
the operational service delivery of the regulator (Online
Figure G.31). The most commonly collected and reported
information across sectors and countries is on the
performance of the regulated sector and the financial
performance of the regulator.

Methodology and definitions

The OECD Indicators on the Governance of Sector
Regulators form part of the work programme of the
OECD Network of Economic Regulators and measure
the governance of economic regulators in the energy,
e-communications, rail transport, air transport and
water sectors. The indicators cover regulators in all
OECD countries and in many non-OECD countries.
The Secretariat derives the indicators from a
questionnaire, distributed alongside the OECD’s
Product Market Regulation survey. In general,
respondents to the questionnaire were high-level
officials in regulatory agencies and/or relevant
ministries. The responses undergo a rigorous data
verification and validation process by the OECD
Secretariat, verifying their completeness, consistency
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and accuracy in consultation with the respondents.
The indicators are calculated by averaging equally
weighted questions and sub-questions, to avoid
imposing judgements about the importance of
elements within the composite indicators. They are
mapped on a scale from 0 (most effective governance
arrangements) to 6 (least effective governance
arrangements), in line with the Product Market
Regulation methodology. The process of developing
the questionnaire, collecting the data, validating
responses, and analysing the results benefitted
from the extensive support of the OECD Network of
Economic Regulators. For a complete description of
the methodology, see Casullo et al. (2019).

The indicators are divided into three components:
independence, accountability and scope of action.
The questions on performance fall within the
accountability component, which covers the
accountability of the regulator with regard to various
stakeholders, including government, parliament,
regulated industry and the general public.

Compliance with legal obligations refers to
information on the regulator’s compliance with legal
requirements, such as the fulfilment of information
obligations or the proportion of decisions taken that
are upheld.

Quality of the regulatory process refers to information
on the performance of tools and processes used
in decision making, such as impact assessment,
stakeholder engagement and ex post evaluation.

Organisational/corporate governance performance
refers to information on the internal functioning of
the regulator, such as the timeliness of completion of
planned activities, staff survey results and leadership
performance information.

Operational service delivery refers to information on
the delivery of the functions and responsibilities of
the regulator, such as the number of inspections or
provision of licences.

Further reading

Casullo, L., A. Durand and F. Cavassini (2019), “The 2018
indicators on the Governance of Sector Regulators — Part
of the Product Market Regulation (PMR) Survey”, OECD
Economics Department Working Papers, No. 1564, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/a0a28908-en.

OECD (2014), The Governance of Regulators, OECD Best Practice
Principles for Regulatory Policy, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264209015-en.

Figure notes

G.31. (Types of performance information collected and published by
regulators, 2018) is available online in Annex G.
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7.12. Collection and publication of information on the quality of regulatory process, 2018

Assessing regulators’ performance

Respondents indicating that they (a) collect and (b) publish information about the quality of the regulatory process, by country and sector.
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Source: OECD (2018), Indicators on the Governance of Sector Regulators (database).
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8. PUBLIC PROCUREMENT

Size of public procurement

Strategic public procurement for delivering social value
E-procurement and integration with public financial management
Managing emergency procurement and risks

Professionalisation of public procurement
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Governments procure large amounts of goods and services
to help them implement policies and deliver public
services. As has been demonstrated during the COVID-19
crisis, public procurement strategies, practices and systems
directly affect the quality of life and wellbeing of citizens.
It is important that countries aim for maximum efficiency,
effectiveness and value for money in public procurement.

Public procurement expenditure as a percentage of GDP
increased slightly across the OECD over the last decade, from
11.8% of GDP in 2008 to 12.6% of GDP in 2019. The COVID-19
pandemic led to a spike in public procurement relative to
GDP in 2020. Among 22 OECD-EU countries for which data is
available, public procurement increased from 13.7% of GDP
in 2019 to 14.9% of GDP in 2020. Other countries also saw
significant increases such as Norway (from 15.8% to 17.1%)
and the United Kingdom (13.2% to 16.1%) (Figure 8.1). These
increases are due both to governments purchasing goods
and services to support their COVID-19 responses, and to
GDP falling as a result of the crisis.

Public procurement as a share of total government
expenditure decreased across all responding OECD
countries by 1-2 percentage points in 2020 compared
to 2019. This is because non-procurement government
expenditure grew faster than procurement expenditure.
Support packages provided by governments in response to
the pandemic have drastically increased total government
expenditure (53.6% of GDP in OECD-EU countries on
average in 2020). The distribution between central and
sub-national governments’ overall public procurement
spending remains broadly unchanged with 64% of OECD-EU
countries’ procurement spending taking place at the
sub-national level (Online Figure G.33).

Public procurement is used across all government spending
functions, from health to environmental protection, public
order and economic affairs (comprising infrastructure,
transport, communication, energy, and research and
development). Health expenditure represented the
largest share of public procurement spending, averaging
29.3% across OECD countries in 2019. In Italy, Japan and
the Slovak Republic, almost 45% of public expenditure for
procurement was in the health sector (Table 8.2). Notable
exceptions to this include Lithuania and the United States,
where economic affairs represented the largest share of
government spending, and Switzerland, where general
public services and social protection formed the largest
share. The next largest areas of public procurement
spending across OECD countries were economic affairs
(16.7%), education (11.6%), defence (10.5%) and social
protection (10.0%) with relatively little variability among
countries (Online Figure G.32).
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Methodology and definitions

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

Further reading

OECD (2015), Recommendation of the Council on Public
Procurement, OECD, Paris, OECD/LEGAL/0411.

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

Figure notes

Figure 8.1. Data for Chile are not available. Data for Turkey are not
included in the OECD average because of missing time series. A large
share of general government procurement in the Netherlands is
spent on social transfers in kind via market producers (via scholastic
grants and mandatory health insurance systems). Data for Japan
and Brazil and Russia are for 2018 rather than 2019.

Table 8.2. Data for Australia, Canada, Colombia, Mexico, New Zealand
and Turkey are not available. Data for Chile are not included in the
OECD average due to missing time series. Data for Chile includes
changes in inventories and acquisitions less disposals of valuables.
Data for Chile, Japan and Korea are for 2018 rather than 2019.

G.32. (Change in the structure of general government procurement
spending by function, 2012 to 2019) and G.33. (General government
procurement spending by level of government, 2007, 2019 and 2020)
are available online in Annex G.
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Size of public procurement

8.1. General government procurement spending as a percentage of GDP and total government expenditures,
2007, 2019 and 2020
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Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database). Data for Australia are based on a combination of Government Finance Statistics and National

Accounts data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
StatLink Sazr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258363

8.2. General government procurement spending by function as a percentage of total procurement spending, 2019

) ) ) Housing and Recreation,
Country Ger;ir:lli cpeusbllc Defence P:nbd“(; :fret:er Economic affairs Env:(r)(:géntizr;tal community Health culture and Education Social protection
Y P amenities religion

Austria 11.8 16 3.0 214 1.3 0.7 36.3 39 9.1 10.9
Belgium 12.7 1.5 2.0 131 2.8 1.1 46.7 3.1 6.7 10.3
Chile 48 7.9 8.0 135 1.3 6.3 25.3 2.1 20.5 10.3
Czech Republic 8.6 2.5 41 22.3 5.0 34 325 5.4 115 47
Denmark 15.0 5.0 28 10.4 1.3 0.7 32.0 5.2 12.0 15.8
Estonia 9.5 10.7 3.9 18.1 3.7 2.4 24.8 6.8 15.7 44
Finland 226 3.8 23 128 0.5 11 23.0 41 11.8 18.0
France 7.3 6.2 2.5 13.0 4.2 3.5 38.1 4.8 6.5 13.8
Germany 11.2 4.0 3.2 9.2 2.1 1.1 39.6 34 6.7 19.4
Greece 18.0 44 1.6 15.3 5.1 17 38.6 33 7.7 41
Hungary 18.2 39 39 29.5 24 2.2 18.3 8.7 8.7 41
Iceland 75 0.4 3.8 20.3 24 24 25.7 8.7 19.0 9.8
Ireland 55 0.9 46 15.3 27 5.6 31.1 39 9.2 21.2
Israel 6.6 21.0 34 5.9 25 24 275 5.2 15.1 10.3
Italy 134 3.6 83 12.3 6.9 88 423 441 5.1 5.6
Japan 6.5 33 19 14.4 5.7 2.1 44.4 1.6 6.3 13.9
Korea 5.7 11.6 2.8 15.6 39 6.1 322 2.8 125 6.8
Latvia 7.9 741 44 19.9 3.6 4.0 284 55 12.3 6.7
Lithuania 7.6 1.1 54 23.2 2.8 6.0 147 6.0 171 6.2
Luxembourg 15.1 13 3.1 214 44 2.2 216 5.9 79 171
Netherlands 6.2 32 Bi5) 1.4 4.8 15 35.9 32 8.4 21.8
Norway 10.0 79 3.0 22.9 4.0 3.9 24.4 49 9.9 9.2
Poland 6.2 6.0 43 27.0 3.0 4.0 28.8 5.9 1.3 3.6
Portugal 12.8 27 33 211 3.9 33 35.3 47 9.3 3.6
Slovak Republic 8.8 36 43 2141 37 25 43.6 34 6.8 241
Slovenia 10.2 2.7 3.4 22.7 29 2.9 315 5.1 13.3 5.4
Spain 10.8 3.2 2.8 14.8 6.8 3.0 324 6.1 10.9 9.3
Sweden 18.7 45 29 13.6 21 29 21.7 37 16.1 13.7
Switzerland 21.8 6.0 5.7 15.6 4.0 14 19 3.1 18.8 21.6
United Kingdom 37 10.3 6.0 14.3 38 34 321 2.8 10.0 13.6
United States 10.4 21.7 6.1 223 0.0 2.4 13.6 1.7 18.5 &2
OECD 9.4 10.5 4.1 16.7 2.8 26 29.3 3.0 11.6 10.0
OECD-EU 10.7 42 8 13.8 37 2.4 36.4 43 8.1 134
Costa Rica 47 0.0 7.7 13.5 37 45 354 1.8 21.2 76
Romania 8.7 36 2.8 29.7 45 8.6 26.9 5.2 6.6 36

Source: OECD National Accounts Statistics (database); Eurostat Government Finance Statistics (database).
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258382
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Used strategically, public procurement can contribute to the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development by supporting a
more resource-efficient economy, stimulating innovation,
supporting small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
and promoting social values. In recent years, citizens’
expectations have risen, with calls for greater accountability
in government purchasing decisions, increasing the need
to consider broader outcomes and multi-dimensional
risks, including in global supply chains. As large buyers,
governments have the power to set standards that can shift
markets towards more responsible business conduct (RBC)
and levelling the playing field for suppliers who strive to
implement RBC standards.

Among 27 countries surveyed (26 OECD countries and
1 partner, Brazil), all use enhanced public procurement
frameworks to promote at least one of the RBC objectives
covered, whether by regulation or strategy, but only a few
address all of them. All countries have a framework to support
environmental objectives in public procurement, 70% have
a framework for human rights, 41% have a framework
for gender considerations and 48% for minority issues
(Figure 8.3). For example, Chile introduced a programme to
promote the participation of companies led by women in the
public procurement market, and in Iceland and Switzerland
suppliers must have equal pay between men and women
to participate in tenders. In Canada, the Policy on Ethical
Procurement of Apparel requires suppliers of apparel to
the government to certify that they and their first-tier
subcontractors comply with local laws and international
standards on labour and human rights.

RBC frameworks do not systematically apply to the full
supply chain. Only 40% of countries apply integrity
considerations to the entire supply chain, 10% do so for
objectives related to taking on the long-term unemployed,
and 8% for gender considerations (Figure 8.4). Sweden’s
legislation on labour law requirements is currently
integrating objectives related to human rights and labour
rights along the full supply chain, and modern slavery
acts in Australia and the United Kindgom address modern
slavery and human trafficking in the supply chains of
public sector suppliers.

When it comes to sanctions, 15 out of 25 OECD countries
(60%) foresee actions against suppliers infringing RBC
standards in their supply chains, while 10 countries (40%)
require a change in suppliers in the event of violations (see
Online Table G.34). Canada has certification frameworks in
place to identify breaches of human and labour rights in
supply chains. Maintaining this certification is an obligation
of the main contractor. In New Zealand, the regulatory
framework does not mandate sanctions, but procuring
entities have the discretion to apply appropriate sanctions.
Countries are inconsistent in how they monitor and follow
up RBC objectives. Only environmental considerations are
monitored routinely, with 88% of countries monitoring them
at least partly. In contrast, considerations on the inclusion
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of minorities are only monitored by 32% of countries (see
Online Figure G.35).

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the 2020 OECD Survey
on Leveraging Responsible Business Conduct
through Public Procurement, which sought to better
understand the incorporation of RBC objectives into
public procurement procedures. Twenty-six OECD
countries and one OECD partner (Brazil) responded
to the survey. Respondents were country delegates
responsible for procurement policies at the central
government level.

Responsible business conduct (RBC) acknowledges and
encourages the positive contributions that business
can make to economic, environmental and social
progress. It also recognises that business activities
through global supply chains can result in adverse
impacts on people, society and the environment.
The survey covered the following RBC objectives:
environment, human rights, labour rights, minority
considerations, people with disabilities, long-term
unemployed people, gender considerations and
integrity.

In this section, a regulatory framework is defined
as a system of rules such as laws, decrees, cabinet
directions or any other legal documents that govern
and regulate specific policies. A strategic framework is
defined as a high-level document approved by national
authorities, such as parliament and government that
sets out a country’s policy goals and ambitions for a
specific sector or area of public policy such as health
care or the environment. Strategic frameworks can
also include targets, roadmaps and action plans.

Further reading

OECD (2020), Integrating Responsible Business Conduct in
Public Procurement, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/02682b01-en.

Figure notes

Data for Austria, Chile, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, Portugal,
Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States are not available.

8.4. “No, voluntary” represents the percentage of countries that have a
framework in place, but where application of the framework to the
supply chain is voluntary, i.e. for discretionary decisions.

G.34 (Countries with provisions for action against infringements of
RBC standards, 2020) and G.35 (Percentage of countries that monitor
implementation of RBC objectives in public procurement, 2020) are
available online in Annex G.
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Strategic public procurement for delivering social value

8.3. Share of countries that have any type of framework to support RBC objectives 2020

I No framework [ Some sort of framework

Integrity 11
Social - Minorities 48
Social - Gender 41

Social - Long term unemployed 22
Social - People with Disabilities 7

Labour rights 7

Human rights 30

Environment

. . . . . . . . . |
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Source: OECD (2020), Survey on Leveraging Responsible Business Conduct through Public Procurement.
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258401

8.4. Share of countries applying regulatory or strategic frameworks in the supply chain, 2020

Il VYes, in all cases [ VYes, in specific cases I No, voluntary

Integrity 40 50
Social - Minorities 25 67

Human rights 24 53

Environment 20 52
Social - People with disabilities 18 64

Labour rights 17 43
Social - Long-term unemployed 10 71

Social - Gender 8 69
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Source: OECD (2020), Survey on Leveraging Responsible Business Conduct through Public Procurement.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258420
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E-procuremént and integration with public financial management

Public procurement plays a critical role in the public
financial management cycle, notably during budget
execution. Linking public procurement procedures with
other public financial management systems is considered
an essential part of ensuring efficient and sound public
financial management, as well as helping to flag up
potential cost overruns, spending and demand trends, and
possible improprieties.

Countries are harnessing digital technologies to achieve
better outcomes and deliver public services more effectively
and efficiently. By progressively digitalising their operations,
public administrations can support seamless interactions
with their citizens and businesses. E-procurement systems
can significantly enhance visibility about how public money
is spent, help fight corruption and increase the efficiency of
public procurement. They save money and time by reducing
administrative burdens and potential mistakes that might
arise during public procurement cycles.

Recognising these benefits, countries have digitalised
their public procurement processes and expanded their
IT tools to cover more of procurement cycle. In 2018,
the OECD survey found that all 32 OECD countries that
responded used their central e-procurement system, or
that of specific procuring entities, to announce tenders,
provide tender documents and notify contract awards.
Transactional functionalities were less developed: 31 out
of 32 (97%) of the countries used electronic bid submission,
but just 20 (63%) used electronic submission of invoices
(OECD, 2019a).

More advanced e-procurement functionalities are
also being developed: 26 out of 33 countries (32 OECD
countries plus Costa Rica, or 82%), publish procurement
plans to communicate government needs, 20 (61%)
have introduced ex post contract management; 21 (64%)
use supplier registries, 23 (70%) framework agreement
modules and 13 (39%) business intelligence functionalities
(Table 8.5). For instance, Israel provides a contract
management function that allows internal government
users to create a variety of procurement reports, and
in Lithuania, information on concluded contracts is
transferred from the national e-procurement system
to the e-invoicing systems, which helps to track the
implementation of specific contracts. In some countries,
like Canada and Colombia, business intelligence modules
are provided in a separate IT system.

The survey data also suggest that many OECD countries
have integrated their public procurement systems with
their public financial management system, with 26 out of
30 (87%) OECD countries (plus Costa Rica) planning public
procurement in line with budget planning (Figure 8.6). In
25 OECD countries (83%) and Costa Rica public entities are
required to certify budget availability before starting public
procurement (Figure 8.7).
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Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the 2018 OECD Survey on
theImplementation of the 2015 OECD Recommendation
on Public Procurement. The survey focused on
each of the 12 principles in the recommendation.
It was the first OECD public procurement survey
to cover issues such as performance management,
procurement workforce capacity and integrity in
public procurement. Thirty-two OECD countries
and one accession country (Costa Rica) responded.
Respondents were country delegates responsible for
procurement policies at the central government level
and senior officials in central purchasing bodies.

E-procurement refers to the integration of digital
technologies to replace or redesign paper-based
procedures throughout the procurement cycle. The
public procurement cycle refers to the sequence
of procurement activities from needs assessment,
competition and award, to payment and contract
management, as well as any subsequent monitoring
or auditing.

Further reading

OECD (2019a), Government at a Glance 2019, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/8ccf5c38-en.

OECD (2019b), Reforming Public Procurement: Progress in
Implementing the 2015 OECD Recommendation, OECD Public
Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/1de41738-en.

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

Figure notes

Data for the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, Switzerland, the United Kingdom
and the United States are not available.

8.5. Several respondents highlighted the legitimate need to protect trade
secrets and proprietary information, particularly regarding contract
texts. Germany responded that contracts generally contain sensitive
information that neither contracting authorities nor suppliers are free
to publish. In the Netherlands contract texts may be available in a
redacted form (for instance omitting the precise value of the contract).
Hungary and Ireland updated the information on e-procurement
functionalities that they adopted at a certain level of government
after 2018: electronic submission of invoices and business intelligence
module (both Hungary and Ireland), framework agreement modules
and ex post contract management (Hungary only). Poland has an
e-invoicing system, but it is independent of e-procurement.

8.6 and 8.7. Data for Colombia, Italy and Sweden are not available.
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E-procurement and integration with public financial management

8.5. Provision of e-procurement functionalities, 2018

Ex post contract ~ Supplier Framework Business intelligence
management registry  agreements module module

Publishing procurement plans (about  Electronic submission of Electronic submission of

forecasted government needs) bids (excluding by email) invoices (excluding by email)

[
[ 24

Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Chile
Colombia
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Israel

Italy

Japan
Korea
Latvia
Lithuania
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Turkey
OECD Total
@ Provided in a central

000000%200000002%200000+0++%20000-+0
0+0000%2+0000002%2%200+002%2000%2e00 -0

e-procurement system 18 2
@+ Provided by both a central

e-procurement system and that 4 6
of specific procuring entities

4 Provided in specific procuring 4 4
entities” e-procurement systems

O Not provided 6 1
Costa Rica [ ] [

0+00000++00+002%200000000+200++00
©0+00000+0000%202%2+00+0000+2+000+00
©+0000000000002%000000%00C0+00+0+0
0+000+0+000+000200+00%2002%00000+0
©@+000000000000020000020000000++0

10 9 13 13 8
3 3 3 3 2
7 7 4 6 3
12 13 12 10 19
[ ] [ ] [ ] (] O

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

8.6. Integration of procurement planning with
budget planning, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendations on Public Procurement.
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258458
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Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
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Managing emergency procurement and risk

The COVID-19 pandemic brought to the fore a generalised
use of emergency procurement for essential goods and
services, highlighting the importance of identifying and
managing risks in public procurement systems and
processes. The pandemic affected the way governments
plan (at different levels), conduct procurement, and manage
their ongoing contracts, not only for health products and
services, but also for the goods, services and infrastructure
needed to provide essential public services. Prior to the
pandemic, only a few countries, such as Finland, already
had a public procurement strategy in place as part of
crisis preparedness, for instance through stockpiling.
Most countries have been forced to rethink their risk
management strategies and put measures in place that
can be activated in the event of a shock.

The majority of governments relied on their existing
procurement frameworks with standard exceptions for
urgency and emergencies. According to data collected by
the OECD on public procurement, infrastructure governance
and initial responses to the COVID-19 crisis from 29 OECD
countries plus Costa Rica, 14 countries (46.7%) introduced
temporary public procurement regulations (e.g. France), or
developed additional COVID-19 legislation with specific
public procurement provisions, as Slovenia did. However,
25 countries (86%) developed specific guidance to support
public buyers conducting procurement during the crisis,
from detailing emergency procedures to implementing
changes in ongoing contracts or using specific payments
terms, as done in Austria (Table 8.8).

Further, 19 out of 29 OECD countries (63.3%) have increased
the co-ordination or centralisation of the procurement of
essential goods, including not just health products but also
IT equipment and services (Table 8.8). Belgium has set up
a task force to monitor supplies and communicate orders.
In Italy, Consip, the Italian central purchasing body, was
given the mandate to centrally procure goods and services
needed to respond to the crisis.

Since public contracts represent a significant source
of revenue for suppliers of all sizes, 12 out of 29 OECD
countries (41%), such as Spain, have put measures in place
to support businesses such as extending deadlines for the
completion of contracts or providing advance payments
(Table 8.8).

The pandemic highlighted a number of procurement
risks and associated mitigation measures, but even
before the crisis there were efforts to take more of a risk-
based approach to public procurement. Initially focusing
on integrity threats, in recent years countries have paid
increasing attention to other risks that could significantly
affect the outcome and impact of public procurement,
including operational, financial, reputational, social and
environmental, and other contextual risks.

In fact, compared with data gathered in 2016, data from
the 2018 OECD Survey on the Implementation of the 2015
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OECD Recommendation on Public Procurement show
an increasing number of respondents have developed a
procurement risk management strategy. Despite this,
43% of respondents still do not have any tools to assess
public procurement risks. Among the tools that have
been implemented, 9 out of 29 OECD countries (31%) had
developed risk databases, 7 (24%) had a risk assessment
methodology, 5 (17%) have a risk register and 4 (14%)
have risk assessment results (Figure 8.9). For instance, in
New Zealand, mandated government agencies must follow
guidance on assessing and managing risks, which foresees
different obligations, including submitting information on
management of high-risk contracts for critical services.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the 2018 OECD
Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendation on Public Procurement. Thirty-one
OECD countries and one accession country (Costa Rica)
responded to the survey. Respondents were country
delegates responsible for procurement policies at
the central government level and senior officials
in central purchasing bodies. Additional data were
collected through research developed by the OECD on
public procurement and infrastructure governance:
initial responses to the coronavirus (COVID-19) crisis
and validated by countries.

Further reading

OECD (2020a), “Stocktaking report on immediate public
procurement and infrastructure responses to COVID-19”,
OECD Policy Responses to Coronavirus (COVID-19), OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/248d0646-en.

OECD (2020b), “Public procurement and infrastructure
governance: Initial policy responses to the coronavirus
(Covid-19) crisis”, OECD Policy Responses to Coronavirus
(COVID-19), OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/
10.1787/c0ab0a96-en.

OECD (2019), Reforming Public Procurement: Progress in
Implementing the 2015 OECD Recommendation, OECD Public
Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/1de41738-en.

Figure notes

8.8. Data for Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Hungary, Israel,
Mexico, Portugal and Turkey are not available.

8.9. Data for Colombia, the Czech Republic, Iceland, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the United States
are not available.
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Managing emergency procurement and risks

8.8. Public procurement measures implemented between March and June 2020 to respond to the COVID-19
outbreak, 2020
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Source: OECD (2020), “Stocktaking report on immediate public procurement and infrastructure responses to COVID-19”.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258496

8.9. Number of countries with tools in place to assess public procurement risks, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD Recommendations on Public Procurement.
StatLink Sasr https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258515

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2021 © OECD 2021 169


https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258496
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258515

.-"'. -

Professionalisation of public procurement

Public procurement is becoming increasingly complex as
more demands are placed on procurement professionals.
These range from delivering goods, services and public works
that underpin public services, to ensuring the resilience and
productivity of processes, and implementing strategic policy
goals. For some time, governments have used procurement
as a strategic tool to deliver on several policy fronts, such
as supporting the green transition, implementing the
Sustainable Development Goals and, more broadly, inclusive
growth. In recent years, policy makers have increasingly
sought to tap its potential to advance public objectives.
Expectations have evolved from achieving value for money
to providing tangible benefits to citizens. The purchase of
essential goods at the height of the COVID-19 crisis has
illustrated the complexities and pressures faced by public
buyers, and has demonstrated how procurement is vital
to the functioning of fundamental public services, such as
health and infrastructure. Public procurement will also be
critical in the post-COVID era to support targeted public
investment in infrastructure and include environmental and
climate change considerations into recovery plans.

Emphasising capacity and professionalisation is one of
the principles of the OECD Recommendation on Public
Procurement, and the quality of outcomes is closely
linked to the level of professionalisation of procurement
practitioners. At a minimum, public buyers need legal,
economic and market knowledge to fulfil their tasks but,
increasingly, they need commercial, soft and other job-
related skills to perform effectively. Countries are already
strengthening their public procurement workforces. For
instance, New Zealand developed several initiatives to
empower procurement practitioners, starting with assessing
organisational capacity through the Procurement Capability
Index. Nevertheless, capacity gaps remain among public
procurement staff across OECD countries (OECD, 2019a).

OECD countries are using several targeted measures to
professionalise their public procurement. For instance,
14 out of 33 OECD countries surveyed in 2020 (42%) had
introduced competency models, which define the critical
skills necessary to accomplish a given procurement function,
compared to 30% in 2018 (Table 8.10). ProcurCompkEU,
newly developed by the EU, is a procurement competency
framework consisting of a suite of scalable tools available
for countries to use. Other OECD countries define entry
requirements to meet contracting authorities’ needs. For
instance, staff in Colombia require previous experience,
or basic or specialised training, depending on the job
profile. Mandatory training, as used in Korea, is another
approach to ensuring suitable skills. Finally, certification
frameworks to enhance procurement professionalisation
are gaining traction in OECD countries: 6 out 29 countries
(21%) used them in 2018, compared to 12 out of 33 (36%) in
2020 (Table 8.10). For example, Chile requires a certification
process for procurement officials with four competency
levels to encourage skills development.
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OECD countries also increasingly recognise public
procurement as a standalone profession: 13 out of 33 (39%)
did so in 2020, compared to 33% in 2018 (OECD, 2019b and
Figure 8.11). This allows countries to attract and retain
qualified personnel on a dedicated career track, allowing
them to grow professionally or be rewarded based on
performance. For example, France has formally added
the public procurement job family to its Inter-ministerial
Directory of State Professions (Répertoire Interministériel des
Meétiers de I’Etat). Importantly, 27 out of 33 OECD countries
(82%) rely on collaboration to improve the capacity of
procurement entities (Figure 8.12) through specialised
training institutions, joint research programmes and
co-operation with universities, among others. Austria has
developed a European Training Programme for central
purchasing bodies in collaboration with Vienna University
of Economics and Business.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the 2018 OECD
Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD
Recommendation on Public Procurement and the
2020 OECD Survey on Professionalisation. The 2020
survey was carried out to update the status of
professionalisation as of the end of 2020, and focuses
on measures to support capacity, the recognition of
procurement as a profession as well as collaborative
approaches in capacity building. Thirty-one OECD
countries and Costa Rica responded to the 2018 survey
and 33 OECD countries and Costa Rica responded to
the 2020 survey. Respondents were country delegates
responsible for procurement policies at the central
government level and senior officials in central
purchasing bodies.

Further reading

OECD (2019a), Reforming Public Procurement: Progress in
Implementing the 2015 OECD Recommendation, OECD Public
Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/1de41738-en.

OECD (2019b), Government at a Glance 2019, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/8ccf5c38-en.

Figure notes

8.10. Data for Colombia, the Czech Republic, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg,
Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the United States are not
available for 2018. Data for Canada, Iceland, Luxembourg and
the United States are not available for 2020.

8.11 and 8.12. Data for Canada, Iceland, Luxembourg and the United
States are not available.
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Professionalisation of public procurement

8.10. Measures to support public procurement capacity, 2018 and 2020
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Source: OECD (2018), Survey on the Implementation of the 2015 OECD Recommendations on Public Procurement; OECD (2020), Survey on the Professionalisation on
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8.11. Public procurement recognised as a profession, 8.12. Collaborative approaches with knowledge
2020 centres to improve the capacity of public

procurement entities, 2020
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9. OPEN GOVERNMENT

Efforts to promote open government literacy in the public
administration

Citizen and stakeholder participation portals

Implementation of access to information laws
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Efforts to promote open government literacy in the public

administration

Open government is a culture of governance that promotes
the principles of transparency, integrity, accountability and
stakeholder participation in support of democracy and
inclusive growth (OECD, 2017). Governance cultures involve
both tangible and non-tangible aspects, including values,
beliefs, norms of conduct and expectations, which are
manifested in policies, services and public goods among
others. Open government literacy — understood as the
combination of awareness, knowledge and skills that public
officials and stakeholders need to engage successfully
in open government strategies and initiatives - is key to
transforming a country’s culture of governance.

Guidelines, toolboxes and other types of written guidance
can help civil servants to follow open government principles
when designing, implementing and/or evaluating public
policies. In 2020, 29 out of 31 OECD countries (94%), and the
3 other economies (Brazil, Costa Rica and Romania) taking
part in the Survey on Open Government had guidelines
on open government data, and 25 OECD countries (81%)
plus the 3 other economies had guidelines on citizen
and stakeholder participation. Twenty OECD countries
(65%) plus Brazil and Romania had guidelines on reactive
disclosure of information, and 19 (62%) as well as Brazil and
Romania on proactive disclosure. While only eight OECD
countries (26%) and Brazil and Costa Rica had guidelines
that explicitly focused on the concept of open government,
the majority of the surveyed countries have other guidelines
that cover specific principles and practices related to open
government (Figure 9.1).

As a culture of governance, open government seeks to
promote the inclusion and participation of all groups
of society in policy-making. Some countries, such as
Lithuania and the United Kingdom, have guidelines that
raise awareness of the need to target specific groups
and stakeholders when relevant. Some countries also
have guidelines on fostering the participation of specific
groups of the population: out of the 25 OECD countries
with guidelines on participation, 11 (44%), and Brazil, focus
on youth, another 8 (32%) and Brazil focus on people with
disabilities. Respectively four OECD countries (16%) have
guidelines focusing on LGBTIQ+ people, minority ethnic
groups, elderly people, and women (Figure 9.2).

Training is another way of ensuring that civil servants
embody open government principles. Twenty-six out of
32 OECD countries surveyed (81%) and 3 other economies
(Brazil, Costa Rica and Romania) provide training on access
to information, and 22 (69%) plus three other economies
on open government data. Twenty of the OECD countries
(63%) plus the 3 other economies have training on citizen
and stakeholder participation. Nine OECD countries (28%),
as well as Brazil and Costa Rica, have training on open
government as an integrated concept (e.g. explaining what
open government means) (Figure 9.3). Some countries
do not have a centralised training catalogue, with each
ministry and institution responsible for designing the
training it offers its employees. These trainings would not
be captured by these data.
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Out of the nine OECD countries that have training on open
government, eight (89%) offer them to civil servants at the
central/federal level. In seven of them (78%), civil servants
from sub-national levels of government can participate
and in three (33%), the training is open to employees of
the judicial and legislative branches of government (Online
Figure G.36).

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the Survey on Open
Government, which was conducted between
November 2020 and March 2021. Thirty-two OECD
countries and three other economies (Brazil,
Costa Rica and Romania) participated. Respondents
were the delegates to the OECD Working Party on
Open Government, who co-ordinated the response
across their respective governments.

Access to information refers to the ability of an
individual to seek, receive, impart and use information
effectively. In public administration, access to
information refers to the existence of a robust system
through which government information is made
available to individuals and organisations. Proactive
disclosure refers to the availability of relevant
information without a prior public request. Reactive
disclosure refers to the release of public information
by a public body following a request by an individual.
Citizen and stakeholder participation refers to all
the ways in which citizens and stakeholders can be
involved in the policy cycle and in service design and
delivery.

Open government data refers to government data that
can be accessed and shared, free of charge, and used
by anyone for any purpose.

Further reading

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

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

Figure notes

Data for France, Hungary, Luxembourg, Switzerland and the United States
are not available.

9.1. Data for Greece are not available.

9.2. Data only cover countries which reported having guidelines on
citizen and stakeholder participation.

Figure G.36. (Categories of staff and institutions for which open
government training is available, 2020) is available online in Annex G.

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE 2021 © OECD 2021


https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0438
https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0438
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264268104-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264268104-en

9.1. Availability of guidelines for civil servants on open government-related topics
at the central/federal level, 2020
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9.2. Focus of participation guidelines for civil servants on specific groups, 2020
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9.3. Availability of training for civil servants on open government-related topics
at the central/federal government, 2020
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Source: OECD (2021), Survey on Open Government.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888934258629
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Citizen and stakeholder participation portals

Digital tools can enable citizens and stakeholders to
take part in decision making and increase the reach of
participation opportunities, especially for those who are
unable to attend meetings in person due to time or distance
constraints. In particular, participation portals (websites),
where government institutions publish consultation and
engagement opportunities, can help to facilitate exchanges
and collaboration with citizens and stakeholders when
designing public policies, and widen the opportunities for
collaboration.

All participation opportunities across the central/federal
government can be centralised in a government-wide
portal. Equally, governments can set up institution-specific
portals (where a single institution publishes its participation
opportunities), or establish individual portals for specific
policy documents (e.g. open government partnership action
plans). Government-wide portals have the advantage of
providing a “one-stop shop” for citizens to learn about past,
current and future opportunities for participation. On the
other hand, institution or policy-specific portals are easier
to adapt to the specifics of each participation process. Some
governments rely solely on one type of portal, while others
use a mixed approach combining two or more of them.

In 2020, 27 out of 32 OECD countries (85%) and two other
economies (Brazil and Romania) which took part in the Survey
on Open Government had government-wide participation
portals used by all ministries at the central/federal level
of government to publish consultation and engagement
opportunities. In total, 12 of the 32 OECD countries (38%) had
several government-wide portals, and 15 (47%) had a single
government-wide portal. Only two of the surveyed OECD
countries (6%) — Turkey and Sweden — had no participation
portals of any kind at the central/federal government level
(Figure 9.4).

The most common function of government-wide
participation portals is providing information about past
consultation or engagement opportunities: 25 of the
27 OECD countries (93%) which have such portals, plus
Brazil and Romania, offer this functionality. In 22 of the
OECD countries (81%) and Brazil and Romania, government-
wide portals are used to carry out online consultations or
engagement (e.g. allowing people to submit their inputs
online) and in 19 (70%) and Brazil and Romania they
provide background documents for specific consultation
or engagement opportunities. It is less common for
government-wide portals to provide feedback to citizens
and stakeholders about their inputs and recommendations
(e.g. how they were considered when making the final
decision): Only 11 (41%) OECD countries and Brazil had
portals with this functionality (Table 9.5.).

One of the two government-wide portals of Italy has the
widest range of functions (all seven enquired about in the
survey), including informing about upcoming consultations
and engagement opportunities, and providing information
about citizens’ and stakeholders’ right to participate.
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In contrast, Ireland’s portal offers only one function:
redirecting users towards individual institutional portals.

Seven OECD countries provided information about their
institution-specific portals. In six of these (86%), the portals
inform about past consultation or engagement opportunities
and provide information about upcoming opportunities,
while in five (71%) they can be used to carry out online
consultations. Six OECD countries reported having other
types of portals (e.g. policy-specific), of which three (50%)
reported they can be used to carry out consultations.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the Survey on Open
Government, which was conducted between
November 2020 and March 2021. Thirty-two OECD
countries and three other economies (Brazil,
Costa Rica and Romania) participated. Respondents
were the delegates to the Working Party on Open
Government, who co-ordinated the response across
their respective governments.

Participation is understood as all the ways in which
citizens and stakeholders can be involved in the policy
cycle and in service design and delivery. In particular,
consultation entails a two-way relationship in which
stakeholders provide feedback to the government and
vice versa. It is based on the prior definition of the
issue for which views are being sought and requires
the provision of relevant information, in addition to
feedback on the outcomes of the process. Engagement
refers to a process in which stakeholders are given
the opportunity and the necessary resources (e.g.
information, data and digital tools) to collaborate
during all phases of the policy cycle, and in service
design and delivery.

Further reading

OECD (2020), Innovative Citizen Participation and New Democratic
Institutions: Catching the Deliberative Wave, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/339306da-en.

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

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

Figure notes

Data for France, Hungary, Luxembourg, Switzerland and the United States
are not available.

9.5. Sweden and Turkey are excluded because they have no participation
portals.
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Citizen and stakeholder participation portals

9.4. Availability of government-wide portals to facilitate citizen and stakeholder participation, 2020
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Source: OECD (2021), Survey on Open Government.

9.5. Functions of participation portals, 2020
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Implementation of access to information laws

Transparency is a key principle of open government and
a core foundational element of a functioning democracy.
It enables citizens to exercise their voice and contribute
to setting priorities, monitoring government actions and
having an informed dialogue about - and participating in
- decisions that affect their lives. In addition, transparency
is crucial for good governance and contributes to the
fight against corruption, clientelism and policy capture,
all of which are imperative for restoring citizens’ trust in
government. Most initiatives to promote transparency have
focused on access to information (ATI) laws, and more than
120 countries, including all OECD countries, have enacted
ATI laws, with varying levels of maturity.

An important factor in the implementation of ATI laws is
the existence of institutional arrangements for oversight
of their application. The responsibilities of these bodies
vary but often include enforcement, monitoring and
the promotion of the law. They can be an independent
information commission (or agency or other body) with
a mandate purely to oversee the implementation of ATI
laws or they could be a body like an ombudsman with
an ATI mandate as part of a wider remit (e.g. human
rights, discrimination or gender). In the Survey on Open
Government, 18 OECD countries out of 32 (56%) and Brazil
have an independent information body with a specific ATI
mandate, while for 9 countries (28%), such as Finland and
Norway, the implementation of ATI laws is overseen by a
body with a wider remit. Finally, 17 OECD countries (53%)
and 3 other economies (Brazil, Costa Rica and Romania)
assign this mandate to a central government body, which is
notindependent from the executive branch. Some countries
have complex systems in which two or more public bodies
oversee the implementation of access to information laws.
For example, Chile has a Council for Transparency and a
Transparency Commission within the Ministry General
Secretariat of the Presidency (Figure 9.6).

Countries can often struggle with their ATI obligations due
to a lack of a dedicated office or official to advise on the
implementation of such laws. Several ATI laws require the
establishment of an information office or officer responsible
for ensuring compliance with the law. These officers
are appointed to guarantee both proactive and reactive
disclosure of information. Currently, the law stipulates such
a role only in 15 out of 30 OECD countries (50%) as well as
in Brazil, Costa Rica and Romania (Figure 9.7). For example,
Canada enables the head of each government institution to
delegate their powers, duties and functions under the law to
dedicated officers. However, countries without this provision
can still create similar positions.

Improving the implementation of ATI laws also requires
good practice at the sub-national level with many
national governments undertaking initiatives to promote
this. Fifteen out of 31 OECD countries (48%) and 3 other
economies run capacity-building programmes for public
officials at sub-national levels while 11 OECD countries
(35%) as well as Brazil, Costa Rica and Romania also host
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regular information sessions for stakeholders on accessing
information. Furthermore, 12 OECD countries (39%) and the
3 other economies have created local guidelines on ATI.
Nine OECD countries (29%) and Brazil are pursuing other
innovative ways of improving implementation. For example,
Lithuania offers training on digital skills and services for
stakeholders on locating information and making online
ATI requests. In federal countries, the federal government
can also assist the sub-national levels of government; for
example, the Time Brazil programme supports officials
in the implementation of open government initiatives,
including ATTI obligations (Table 9.8).

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the Survey on Open
Government, which was conducted between
November 2020 and March 2021. Thirty-two OECD
countries and three other economies (Brazil,
Costa Rica and Romania) participated. Respondents
were the delegates to the OECD Working Party on
Open Government, who co-ordinated the response
across their respective governments. The section on
access to information is based on responses by senior
public officials across government with expertise and
oversight on the subject of transparency and access
to information.

Access to information refers to the ability of an
individual to seek, receive, impart and use information
effectively. In public administration, access to
information refers to the existence of a robust system
through which government information is made
available to individuals and organisations.

Further reading

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

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

Zuegel, K., E. Cantera and A. Bellantoni (2018), “The role
of ombudsman institutions in open government”,
OECD Working Paper on Public Governance, No. 29, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/7353965f-en.

Figure notes

Data for France, Hungary, Luxembourg, Switzerland and the United States
are not available.

9.7. Data for Greece and Poland are not available.

9.8. Data for Slovenia are not available.
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