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FOREWORD

Foreword

Southeast Asia (SEA) is one of the most dynamic regions in the world today. Rapidly evolving economies and
societies, however, present new challenges for governments. For example, citizens and businesses alike have
higher expectations: better and more efficient services delivered through both traditional and digital channels,
greater transparency, and more inclusive decision-making processes.

SEA and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) member countries share
the objective of delivering good quality services to citizens within a sound fiscal framework. The starting point
for improving public sector effectiveness is to accurately benchmark government activity and performance. This
first edition of Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 provides internationally comparable data on
gouernment resources, processes and outcomes in specific sectors in SEA countries. It builds on and enriches
the information collected through previous Government at a Glance publications covering OECD countries
(since 2009) and the Latin American and Caribbean region (since 2014).

This comparative analysis will help policymakers, public managers and citizens assess the performance
of governments in the region. The 34 indicators in this publication cover key aspects of public management,
such as budget practices and procedures, strategic human resources management, digital government and
open government. Data on public finances, employment, and some key service delivery outcomes are also
included.

This report shows that, in general, participating SEA countries — Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia,
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and Viet Nam —
are strengthening their public finances, although there are wide variations between countries. Their citizens report
relatively high satisfaction with public services according to the latest Gallup pool data; however, several areas
need improvement. For instance, while women are well represented in the public sector, they still face significant
barriers in reaching senior leadership positions and are not equally represented in politics. Furthermore, human
resource management practices in SEA governments are highly centralised, making it difficult to adapt to rapidly
changing environments. There are also challenges in deploying digital strategies to a wider range of policy areas
such as education and health. More effective open government policies are key to a citizen-centric approach to
public service delivery.

Government at a Glance - Southeast Asia 2019 is the product of close collaboration between the OECD
and the Asian Development Bank (ADB). It brings together the OECD’s globally recognised expertise in collecting,
processing, and analysing information on public governance practices, and ADB’s knowledge and experience in
governance and public sector management in the Asia and Pacific region. This work is aligned with ADB’s Strategy
2030, which envisions a region that is prosperous, inclusive, resilient, and sustainable. It specifically responds
to ADB’s operational priority of strengthening governance and institutional capacity in developing member
countries. This will be achieved by helping countries benchmark their performance in public sector management
and reforms to promote effective, efficient, timely, and corruption-free delivery of public services. The report will
also support related initiatives of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), which focus on helping
countries to achieve the ASEAN Community Vision 2025.
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We are confident that this publication will become a key resource for policymakers, practitioners, citizens
and researchers in helping governments make evidence-based decisions, thereby improving citizens’ lives through
better public policies.

Angel Gurria Takehiko Nakao
Secretary-General, Organisation President, Asian Development Bank
for Economic Co-operation and Development
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Executive summary

The ten Southeast Asian (SEA) countries included in this publication together make up the world’s
seventh-largest economy, with average real gross domestic product (GDP) growth of 5.3% in 2017.
Economic and social progress in the past quarter century has been outstanding. However, governments
in Southeast Asia need to respond to constant change in an increasingly complex world. This raises
challenges in many policy areas including: fiscal management, bureaucratic efficiency, civil servant
capacity, and openness and transparency.

Achieving a citizen-centric civil service is a central goal for governments. It requires an in-depth
understanding of citizens’ expectations and experiences and a public decision-making process that puts
citizens at the centre. Countries also need to strengthen public sector institutional capacities to foster
well-being and inclusive and sustainable growth. Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 provides
a set of indicators to guide public sector reform in the region and support the achievement of citizen
centricity in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations Community Vision 2025.

These data and indicators allow ASEAN countries to compare their performance to each other, to
the regional average, to key OECD neighbouring countries, and to the OECD average. Such comparisons
contribute to a robust assessment of public sector reforms in the region and provide good practices
for future actions.

Key findings
The public finances of SEA countries are improving, but there are wide variations. Fiscal deficits,
on average, dropped to 1.79% of GDP in 2016, compared to 2.73% in 2009, although still higher than in
2007 (0.19%). Fiscal balances ranged from a deficit of 21.5% to a surplus of 3.3% in 2016. Government
debt across SEA countries also varies significantly, from a high of 107% to a low of 3% in 2016; between
2007 and 2016 debt increased in six out of 10 SEA countries.

Public sectors in the SEA region are relatively small. In 2016, public employment in the SEA
region represented on average 15% of total employment, compared to 21% for OECD countries. SEA
government expenditures were 20% of GDP, but 40.6% for the OECD.

Overall, women are well represented in the public sector, but face significant barriers in reaching
senior leadership positions; women’s political representation in parliament and in ministerial positions
could also be improved. There are considerable differences among SEA countries in women’s share
in total employment, ranging from 49% in Vietnam to 38% in Malaysia, while women constitute 54%
of public sector employment in the Philippines but only 36% in Lao People’s Democratic Republic. In
the political sphere, women are still under-represented in the region. On average, 10% of ministerial
posts were filled by women in 2017, compared to 28% in OECD countries. On average, women held 20%
of parliamentary seats in SEA countries in 2018, only 1.7 percentage points higher than in 2008. The
share of women in parliament ranges from 30% in the Philippines to 5% in Thailand.
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To strengthen fiscal frameworks, SEA countries should reinforce medium-term expenditure
planning and make budget information more widely available. Budget transparency allows citizens
to access information on how public money is raised and used. Two-thirds of SEA countries have
established medium-term expenditure frameworks (MTEF) (compared to 91% of OECD countries).
In Indonesia and Thailand the MTEF is enshrined in law while for most SEA countries they are part
of a strategy or policy. It is noted that 50% of the SEA countries release the underlying methodology
and economic assumptions of the fiscal projections supporting their budgets, compared to 85% of
OECD countries.

SEA countries operate more centralised human resources management (HRM) practices than
OECD countries. On average, SEA countries are less likely to delegate HRM to line departments and
managers than OECD countries. All countries use employee performance evaluations. Some countries
link performance to pay, particularly for members of the senior civil service (SCS), who are managed
under different employment frameworks in most SEA countries. In fast-changing environments,
candidates recruited from outside the civil service, at least for senior positions, can bring in different
experiences and skills. However, only two SEA countries reported having an external recruitment
process; in most, SCS are recruited internally.

All SEA countries have digital government strategies, but they are largely limited to general
public services (e.g. permits, licences, certificates). SEA countries should broaden the scope of digital
strategies to other areas of the public sector. Digital identification mechanisms, integrated with a
national online portal for public services, can give citizens better access to services. Currently, seven
of the ten SEA countries have a digital identification mechanism. Only three countries measure the
direct financial benefits of information and communication technology (ICT) projects within their
respective governments, and most do not measure the financial benefits of ICT investments for
businesses and citizens.

SEA countries have begun laying the foundations for open government, but challenges remain.
Only three countries in the SEA region currently have a “freedom of information” law. Furthermore,
only four SEA countries have formal requirements for all public sector organisations to make their data
open by default. Half of the countries surveyed monitor and evaluate the impact of open government
initiatives. A major challenge in five SEA countries is that the co-ordinating institution lacks an
adequate mandate.

People in Southeast Asia report relatively high satisfaction with public service quality based
on available Gallup polling data. While these data have their limitations (see page 34) it is the only
international dataset that covers at regular intervals a wide range of countries both OECD and SEA ones.
There are considerable differences among SEA countries. For example, 93% of citizens in Singapore
are satisfied with the quality and availability of health care, but only 62% in Vietnam. On average
citizen satisfaction with the health system increased slightly (3 p.p. from 2007 to 2017). Satisfaction
with the education system and schools remained stable, while satisfaction with the justice system
and the courts increased the most (6 p.p.). However, the shortage of educational material is acute in
some countries. SEA countries score lower (0.48) on the index of accessibility and affordability of civil
justice services than OECD countries (0.62).
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Reader’s guide

Data sources and features

Most of the data in Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 were collected from government
officials by the OECD via specifically defined surveys (Budgeting Practices and Procedures, Digital
Government, Open Government and Open Government Data, and Strategic Human Resources). As
such, they represent either official government statistics or the country’s own assessments of current
practices and procedures. To the extent possible, OECD data collection instruments use standardised
definitions and common units of measure. However, biases can occur in that countries may interpret
and answer questions differently and/or may not answer the questions completely objectively. In
general, the direction of the bias is known but not necessarily its extent. To try and minimise these
biases, the OECD cleaned and verified the collected data by following up with countries when there were
potential inconsistencies and outliers. This has been mainly achieved thanks to the OECD’s knowledge
through previous work in the region and local presence in the countries under study. In addition,
respondents have been asked to provide additional evidence to validate their answers which, in turn,
have been verified with other external and additional sources whenever available. Data collection
began in 2017 and in six countries — Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and
Thailand (for the Budgeting Practices and Procedures survey data collection started in 2015 and was
updated in 2018). Data collection began in 2018 in the remaining four countries — Brunei Darussalam,
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Myanmar and Viet Nam. All data were finalised after a thorough
data cleaning process for all countries in 2018.

Data were also drawn from other international organisations such as the International Labour
Organization (ILO) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF). The public finance and economics data for
SEA countries were based on the IMF World Economic Outlook (IMF WEO) and the IMF Government Financial
Statistics (IMF GFS) databases. Data from the IMF WEO were extracted in early May 2018 corresponding
to the April update. Data from the IMF GFS database were extracted on May 30th 2018. Moreover,
data for tax revenues, which are also part of the public finance data, were extracted from the OECD
Revenue Statistics in Asian Countries database on May 30th 2018. Finally, for the OECD countries and
the average, the data were based on the System of National Accounts (SNA) and were extracted from the
Government at a Glance online database representing the last available update: 28 June 2018 (financial
government accounts: 3 July 2018). In many cases, data on public finances are presented for 2007, 2009,
2016 and if available, 2017.

The public employment data for SEA countries was extracted from the ILO dataset LABORSTA
on 13 July 2018.

Despite the significant accomplishments of international organisations in harmonising data
among the various statistical systems, several differences that impact some of the indicators analysed.
Therefore notes are included within the methodological sections whenever specific methodological
considerations need to be taken into account.

Finally, indicators included in the Serving Citizens chapter are also resulting from different sources,
which are the worldwide public opinion polls of Gallup World Pool database for 2007 and 2017, the Word
Justice Project database for 2017, the OECD 2015 PISA database for 2015, and the World Health Organisation
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2018 - Global Health Estimates 2016 dataset for 2010 and 2016. Data for this chapter were extracted from
the correspondent databases on 24 August 2018.

Country coverage

Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 includes data for ten SEA countries: Brunei Darussalam;
Cambodia; Indonesia; the Lao People’s Democratic Republic; Malaysia; Myanmar; the Philippines;
Singapore; Thailand and Viet Nam. As such, throughout this publication, ‘SEA countries’ refer to a
maximum of these ten countries. However, it should be noted that the number of countries available
for each indicator varies. Therefore, SEA averages and totals calculated for each indicator correspond to
the number of countries for which data were available. In the case of surveys, this typically depends on
whether they responded to each survey, as well as on the exact questions to which countries provided
data for (more information can be found in the table below and in the specific chapters). This is the
list of countries for which data from external sources (e.g. ILO, IMF) were also extracted, based on data
availability. In addition, for this edition, four OECD survey instruments were used to collect data on
relevant public management practices. Based on the coverage and country participation, data were
collected for an uneven number of countries. This publication also includes data for four OECD countries in
the region: Australia; Japan; Korea and New Zealand, as well as the OECD average of all member countries.

0.1. Overview of all surveys to which SEA countries responded

Budget practices L Open government Strategic Human Resources
Digital government

and procedures and open data Management
Brunei Darussalam v v vo* v
Cambodia v v v v
Indonesia v v v v
Lao People’s v v v
Democratic Republic
Malaysia v v v v
Myanmar v v
Philippines v v v v
Singapore v v v 4
Thailand v v v v
Viet Nam v v v v
Total 10 10 8 9

* Brunei Darussalam did not respond to the open government section of the survey.

The first Government at a Glance Southeast Asia Steering Committee meeting was held in Bangkok,
Thailand on 15-16 September 2016, with support from the Office of the Public Sector Development
Commission of Thailand. Countries that participated included: Cambodia, Indonesia, the Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam. The aim of this
meeting, where the OECD presented the concept paper to the participating countries, was to discuss
the strategic orientation of the initiative. Following this meeting, an initial six countries (Cambodia,
Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand) formally agreed to participate in the
publication. The data collection process began by disseminating the three OECD surveys (strategic
human resources management; digital government; and open government and open data) to the six
countries in 2017. For the budgeting practices and procedures survey data collection started in 2015
and was updated in 2018. The OECD carried out data cleaning following established guidelines created
by topic experts in the OECD.

The first data validation workshop, in conjunction with the OECD Korea Policy Centre and the
Office of the Public Sector Development Commission of Thailand, took place the following year in Seoul,
Korea, on 12-13 September 2017. All six countries participated in the workshop that was also attended
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by independent technical experts, experts from the Korean government, country representatives,
OECD staff and ADB staff. The purpose of the workshop was to provide an overview of the country’s
responses and to verify the collected survey responses. The workshop also served as a means to discuss
preliminary results of the collected data and to resolve any pending data validation issues.

Following the first data validation workshop, the four other countries (Brunei Darussalam, the
Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Myanmar and Viet Nam) formally agreed to participate in the
Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 publication. Data collection for the same three surveys
began immediately. The OECD carried out data cleaning using the same guidelines, involving active
communication with the respective country’s focal points.

A second data validation workshop was held on 9 May 2018 in Manila, the Philippines. Participating
countries included: the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Myanmar and Viet Nam. In addition to the
country representatives, independent technical experts, OECD staff and ADB staff also participated
in the workshop. Data for the Budget Practices and Procedures survey were also validated during this
second validation workshop. The data validation process for Brunei Darussalam was conducted over
a series of online WebEx sessions.

Shortly after the second data validation workshop, the data cleaning for all ten countries was
finalised, in close co-operation with the respondents of each survey.

Country codes (ISO codes)

The International Organization for Standardization (ISO) defines three-letter codes for the names
of countries, dependent territories and special areas of geographical interest. For the geographical
display of some figures, the following ISO codes are used.

0.2.ISO Codes

SEA countries

Brunei Darussalam BRN
Cambodia KHM
Indonesia IDN
Lao People's Democratic Republic (hereafter ‘Lao PDR’) LAO
Malaysia MYS
Myanmar MMR
Philippines PHL
Singapore SGP
Thailand THA
Viet Nam VNM
OECD selected countries

Australia AUS
Japan JPN
Korea* KOR
New Zealand NZL

* With regards to Korea, the name refers to the Republic of Korea.
SEA and OECD averages and totals

Averages

In figures and text, the SEA and OECD averages refer either to unweighted, arithmetic mean or
weighted average of the SEA region — covering the 10 ASEAN member countries — and OECD member
countries for which data are available. SEA countries not included in the graphs and tables are those
where data are not available.

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE SOUTHEAST ASIA 2019 © OECD, ADB 2019 13
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When a figure depicts information for one or more years, the SEA average includes all countries
with available data (unless specified otherwise). For instance, a SEA average for 2016 includes all current
SEA countries with available information for that year.

In the case of National Accounts data, which are shown in the Public Finance chapter, the SEA and
OECD averages refer to the weighted average, unless otherwise indicated.

Totals

SEA and OECD totals are most commonly found in tables and represent the sum of data in the
corresponding column for SEA and OECD countries for which data are available. In the case of SEA
countries, those not included in the tables are countries without available data.

For the selected OECD member countries and OECD averages and totals, data are those published
in the Government at a Glance online dataset and/or in the OECD Government at a Glance 2017 edition. On
3 May 2018, the OECD Council invited Lithuania to become a Member. This country entered officially
as an OECD member on the 5 of July 2018. At the time of preparation of this publication, the deposit
of Lithuania’s instrument of accession to the OECD Convention was pending and therefore Lithuania
does not appear in the list of OECD Members and is not included in the OECD average.

Online supplements

Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 also offers access to StatLinks, a service that allows
readers to download the corresponding Excel files of the data featured. StatLinks are found at the
bottom right-hand corner of the tables or figures and can be typed into a web browser or, from an
electronic version of the publication, clicked on directly.

In addition, the following supplementary materials are available online at: http://oe.cd/gov-data-sea

® The Government at a Glance statistical database, which includes updated data for a selection of
quantitative indicators via OECD.Stat and the published qualitative data;

® Country fact sheets, which present key data by country compared with the SEA and OECD averages.

Per capita indicators

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

Purchasing power parities

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

The PPP index used for SEA countries is the same as those used by the IMF World Economic
Outlook (WEO). The International Comparisons Program is a global statistical initiative that produces
internationally comparable PPP estimates. The WEO uses PPP exchange rate estimates (maintained
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and published by the World Bank, the OECD, and other international organisations) to calculate its
own PPP weight time series.

Composite indicators

The publication includes seven descriptive composite indicators in narrowly defined areas. These
composite indexes are a practical way of summarising discrete, qualitative information. The composites
presented in this publication were created in accordance with the steps identified in the Handbook on
Constructing Composite Indicators (Nardo et al., 2008).

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

Signs and abbreviations

ADB
ADR
ASEAN
CBA
CIO
CPA
EUR
GDP
GFS
GFSM
HR
HRM
ICT
ILO
IMF
I0DC
ISO
MTEFs
NCD
0CsC
OGD
OGP
PBO
PISA
p-p-
PPP
PR

Missing values

Not applicable (unless otherwise stated)
Asian Development Bank

Alternative dispute resolution
Association of Southeast Asian Nations
Central budget authority

Chief information officer

Central public administration

Euros

Gross domestic product

Government Financial Statistics
Government Finance Statistics Manual
Human resources

Human resources management
Information and communication technology
International Labour Organization
International Monetary Fund
International Open Data Charter
International Organization for Standardization
Medium-term expenditure frameworks
Non-communicable diseases

Office of the Civil Service Commission
Open government data

Open Government Partnership

Parliamentary budget offices

Programme for International Student Assessment

Percentage points

Purchasing power parities / public-private partnerships

Proportional representation
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PRP
SCS
SEA
SHRM
SNA
USD
TIP
WB
WEO
WJP

Performance-related pay

Senior civil servants

Southeast Asia

Strategic Human Resources

System of National Accounts

US dollars

Traditional infrastructure procurement
World Bank

World Economic Outlook

World Justice Project
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Introduction

Objectives

The main objective of the Government at a Glance series has been to provide reliable, internationally
comparable data on government activities and their results in OECD member countries. By broadening
the scope to other regions in the world, such as Southeast Asia (SEA), this publication allows countries
to benchmark their own governments’ performance within the region and in relation to the OECD.
In addition, it allows governments to track both their own and international developments over time
and provides evidence to their public policy making. This publication covers the ten Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) countries, as well as the four OECD countries in their proximity -
Australia, Japan, Korea and New Zealand.

Indicators on government activities and public management practices

Southeast Asian countries are interested in collecting information to identify how public
governance and, more specifically, public management practices contribute to a government’s ability
to achieve its objectives. Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 is built on the following framework,
which describes the public “production” process and identifies five types of indicators: 1) contextual
factors, 2) inputs, 3) processes, 4) outputs and outcomes.

Contextual factors

Annex C presents contextual information describing some key features of the political and
administrative structure of the ten countries included in the publication. Situating policies and
indicators within this contextual background can help us to better understand differences among
countries, and identify those with similar structures that might serve as better comparators for
benchmarking purposes.

Inputs

Inputindicators include data on government revenues, expenditures, employment and workforce
characteristics. These are the main components of the inputs to government production function and
provide insight into the incentives and constraints that governments face in determining what types
of goods and services to provide. Furthermore, these data allow for a comparison of the proportion of
the economy devoted to producing different goods and services, as well as the difference in the mix
of inputs used for production. For instance, as labour is a key input in the government production
process, the size of the public sector may affect government productivity and its capacity to provide
goods and services.

Processes

Process indicators refer to the public management practices and procedures undertaken by
governments to implement policies. They describe how governments implement policies and how
inputs are transformed into outputs and outcomes. This first edition for the region contains information
on processes such as budgeting, human resource management, digital and open government practices.
This allows countries to evaluate the effects of recent reforms, and identify new strategies to improve
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their performance. For example, effective human resource management is key for aligning people
management with the strategic goals of public sector organisations. Digital government can improve
government efficiency and effectiveness; it can also increase public trust by using new technologies
to boost the quality and tailor the provision of public services to citizens’ needs. Finally, the openness,
usefulness and reusability of public data can create new business opportunities and inform citizen
engagement as well as improve the government decision-making process.

Indicators of outputs and outcomes

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

In Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019, measures of outputs and outcomes are described in
the Serving Citizens chapter (Chapter 7). This chapter follows a sectoral approach to measuring outputs
and outcomes of public sector activities. Based on a consolidated framework developed horizontally
with other OECD directorates and in collaboration with OECD countries, the chapter provides measures
of services to citizens in terms of access, responsiveness and quality. This publication focuses on three
sectors: health care, education and the judicial system.

Structure

Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 starts with a policy chapter on the region’s goal to achieve
citizen-centric public services and how the collected data can illuminate how ready governments are to
accomplish that goal. Chapters 2-6 provide data on the following areas of public administration: Public
Finance, Public Employment, Budgeting Practices and Procedures, Human Resources Management,
Digital and Open Government. Chapter 7 includes available comparative indicators on citizen
satisfaction with key public service and aspects of service quality.

All data and indicators are accessible online

All data collected by the OECD Public Governance Directorate for the production of Government
at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 are available online on the OECD website. Readers interested in using
the data presented in this publication for further analysis and research are encouraged to consult
the full documentation of definitions, sources and methods presented in the publication and online.
This database includes both qualitative and quantitative indicators on public sector inputs, processes,
outputs and outcomes.
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This Southeast Asian (SEA) edition of Government at a Glance collects new data on public
sector management in the ten countries that make up the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN), a regional grouping that promotes inclusive and innovation-led economic growth among
its ten members. They are Brunei Darussalam; Cambodia; Indonesia; Lao PDR; Malaysia; Myanmar;
the Philippines; Singapore; Thailand and Viet Nam. Comparisons to four OECD countries in the
neighbourhood (Australia, Japan, Korea and New Zealand), as well as to the SEA and OECD averages,
offer policy makers new evidence to improve decision making and provide better public services. The
data in this publication have been collected to better understand the current governance situation in
SEA countries, as well as to underpin learning from each other and from OECD countries.

SEA countries make up the world’s seventh-largest economy and had a population of around
633 million people in 2015, with an average annual real GDP growth rate at 5.3% in 2017, much
higher than the OECD rate of 2.5% (Figure 1.1). This is expected to remain unchanged from 2018 to
2019 (OECD, 2018).

Figure 1.1. Real GDP growth, 2007, 2009, 2016 and 2017
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Note: Data for 2017 in some countries refer to forecasts.
Sources: For SEA countries, IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook Database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts
Statistics (database).

StatLink sz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840171

Compared to OECD countries, SEA countries have on average larger current and projected youth
and working-age populations in the overall population (Figure 1.2). This trend will likely contribute to
SEA countries’ ability to sustain higher growth rates, though youth unemployment is a key challenge
in the region (ILO, 2017). As for most countries, populations are also ageing, changing the types of
services that citizens will require from the state.

In tandem with the strong starting points of citizen satisfaction with services, fiscal health and

young populations, citizen expectations of government services have been rising. Recent OECD reports
highlight that countries in the region need to strengthen public sector institutional capacities to
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improve citizens’ quality of life and to foster inclusive and sustainable growth (OECD, 2018). However,
the institutional challenges faced are diverse; fiscal management, bureaucratic efficiency, civil service
capacity, the response to new, disruptive technologies and openness and transparency are among the
major issues still to be addressed.

Figure 1.2. Age distribution rates of the population, 1995, 2005, 2015, and projected 2025
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Notes: Each share represents the number of individuals in each age group divided by the total population; Data are ordered by
higher youth population in the first year (1995).
Sources: United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division (2017). World Population Prospects: The
2017 Revision, DVD Edition.
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For these reasons, promoting a citizen-centric approach is a central goal for Southeast Asian (SEA)
governments. Countries in the region are aware of the need to strengthen public sector institutions and
of the challenges they need to overcome, sharing a commitment to “regional cooperation for effective,
efficient, transparent, accountable civil service systems and good governance” (ASEAN, 2017). SEA
governments see the civil service as essential for achieving the ASEAN Vision 2025 of a “community
that is politically cohesive, economically integrated, socially responsible and truly rules-based, people-
oriented and people-centred”. In 2015, the ASEAN Cooperation on Civil Service Matters adopted the
Putrajaya Joint Declaration on ASEAN Post-2015 Priorities towards an ASEAN Citizen-Centric Civil
Service. It has the following missions:

@ enhancing existing measures for networking, mutual learning and sharing experiences among
members

e promoting and facilitating the exchange of best practices and public management innovations by
enhancing the ASEAN Resource Centres’ role as experts in their respective competency areas

@ establishing supporting initiatives to help ASEAN civil services develop and adopt cutting-edge
practices

@ implementing various programmes on civil services matters with the support and assistance of
ASEAN dialogue partners and regional/international agendas.

What does “citizen-centric” mean?

Governments become more citizen-centric when citizens’ wants and needs drive policy
decisions and public service provision. High-quality service delivery relies on a thorough
understanding of citizens’ expectations, experiences and key drivers of satisfaction, as well as a
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public decision-making framework that puts citizens at the centre. This approach has multiple aims
and benefits, including making public administrations more efficient, effective, and transparent,
which can, in turn, further increase citizen satisfaction and trust in government. Broadly, a citizen-
centric approach is one where, instead of the bureaucracy second-guessing citizens, governments
consult citizens about their needs, and encourage their direct participation in policy making and
service design and delivery.

Policy makers can also make public services more citizen-centric by using data and information
to better understand citizens’ needs, and to support civil servants identify potential accessibility
gaps. This means that public services are more responsive, accessible and effective (see Chapter 7
on serving citizens). Moreover, measuring citizen satisfaction and preferences, and gathering user
feedback, can help civil servants monitor performance over time, improve service delivery, and
assess the impact of reforms. Ultimately, the use of such information can lead to a citizen-centric
allocation of time and resources (World Bank, 2018). Together, these approaches can improve citizen
satisfaction with policy outcomes and with the public services they receive. Citizen satisfaction is
linked to service quality and direct experience of services (OECD, 2017c), but also, more broadly, to
whether citizens feel that governments are fair stewards of limited resources and follow impartial
procedures.

How to achieve a citizen-centric civil service?

This chapter looks at three ways in which governments can achieve a citizen-centric approach to
policy making and service delivery. First, services need to be co-ordinated so that they are organised
around citizen demand and not government supply. This requires data on user preferences and service
usage to help drive insights and accountability. Second, a citizen-centric approach requires openness,
engagement, transparency and accountability in the way policy decisions are made, financial resources
allocated and public services provided. Finally, citizen-centricity is about making the right policy and
expenditure choices that respond to and anticipate citizen needs.

To support a citizen-centric approach to policy making, more strategic management of the
government workforce is needed. Strategic human resource (HR) management helps ensures that
the makeup of the civil service reflects society’s diversity, builds capacity to innovate, and focuses on
establishing links with civil society and leveraging digital tools to reach out to citizens.

This chapter provides a preliminary overview of how SEA countries are performing when it comes
to achieving these aims, drawing on new empirical evidence collected for Government at a Glance
Southeast Asia 2019. It can help governments pinpoint areas for improvement, identify best practices
in the region and enhance mutual learning and sharing of experiences among countries. Over time,
reflecting on how governments and the policies and services they deliver can be better organised
in the interest of more inclusive societies will entail a deeper review of how we assess government
performance and the indicators used to measure it.

Overall, the findings in this Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 edition show a high level
of heterogeneity among the countries. SEA countries have varying economic, political and social
systems. There is a mix of democratic, communist and autocratic states. Population size also varies
greatly with differing demographics. Some countries are sparsely populated while others are dense,
and there is a range of dominant religious groups. In reports about the SEA region (OECD, 2018),
countries are often clustered into three groups that capture the differences in their size and wealth:
Brunei Darussalam and Singapore; the ASEAN-5 (Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand and
Viet Nam), and the CLM economies (Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar). There are nonetheless some
overarching governance trends in the region, some of which are barriers to achieving a citizen-centric
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civil service: a strong degree of centralisation; a preference for top-down processes; siloed ways of
working; weak strategic focus, and a generally low level of openness. Each of these will be discussed
throughout the chapter.

Organising services around citizen needs

Relations between citizens and the public sector are being transformed by the increasing
digitalisation of government practices and public service delivery. At the same time, the level of mobile
technology penetration and internet access varies widely in the region and is quite low in certain
countries, particularly the CLM - Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar (ITU, 2017). The shift towards
digital is not universal and governments need to manage the transition, ensuring that those who are
not digitally connected do not get left behind, or create new forms of digital divides.

In general, citizens’ expectations of efficiency, quality and customisation are shaped by their
holistic experiences, including those with private sector providers, and their expectations are changing.
SEA countries have the opportunity to learn from the experiences of OECD countries, such as avoiding
legacy systems that are difficult to update and embedding flexibility and co-ordination into the HR
system to make it more responsive to citizens’ and businesses’ needs. To keep up in an environment
of constant change, civil servants must interact with citizens to gain insights on their needs and
experiences, and collaborate to find solutions that best respond to their feedback.

One aspect of integrated service delivery is reflected in governments’ national online portals, which
combine data, information, systems, processes and services. However, the greatest value does not come
from providing citizens with a single point of contact to government services, but rather from easing
access to reflect more integrated processes inside organisations. The vast majority of SEA countries
have established a national citizens’ online portal, although the features and services provided vary
greatly among countries (see Chapter 6 on digital government). On the whole, these portals are fairly
comprehensive, and may reflect the advantages of a later start than OECD countries, such as having
fewer legacy systems, more mature technologies and new ICT tools.

However, some SEA countries could improve by providing a nationally recognised digital
identification (eID) mechanism that would enable higher internal integration and improved access
to public services. Such mechanisms provide citizens with access to multiple government online
services through one portal. While almost all OECD countries have this in place, only three-quarters of
the SEA countries do. More critically, in almost all SEA countries the digital identification mechanism
is not yet fully integrated with the national online portal for public services (see Chapter 6 on digital
government). Establishing this link will play a crucial role in improving the quality of services and of
citizen interactions with government, which could have an impact on citizen satisfaction as well as
on overall trust.

Moreover, greater collaboration among and decentralisation to sub-national governments and
line ministries from central government is another way to bring government closer to citizens.
The surveys across the different areas — strategic HR management, budgeting, digital and open
government - all show that decision making is still rather centralised and top-down. While this
is, of course, important for certain decisions, for others a more citizen-centric approach would
entail decision making at a level closer to the communities affected. This is especially important
given that most public services are delivered at the sub-national and local levels. A co-ordinated
government approach can help provide cross-service synergies, particularly when it comes to service
digitisation (see Chapter 6 on digital government). For instance, at the moment, only around half of
the SEA countries have formal mutual co-ordination processes or mechanisms below the national
level (Table 1.1).
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Table 1.1. Existence of a mutual co-ordination process or mechanism formally in place
between units responsible for public sector ICT projects, 2018

Across central government Across all levels of government Across local levels of government
(e.g. sector CIO co-ordination) (e.g. central-local co-ordination) (e.g. co-ordination between municipalities)
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Notes: Brunei Darussalam and Singapore have a single layer of government (i.e. the central government); data refer to 2014 for
OECD countries. Data refer to 2014 for OECD countries.
Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Digital Government Performance Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2014) Digital
Government Performance Survey.
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Citizen-centric policy-making processes: Open, engaging, transparent
and accountable
Citizen-centric policy making is dependent on having inclusive processes, as well as evidence
and structures in place to ensure that policies and their implementation reflect and integrate citizens’
perspectives.

Openness and engagement

The range of mechanisms for including and engaging citizens in an ongoing and constructive
dialogue is greater than ever. However, while these mechanisms are available, it does not necessarily
mean that they are being used to their full potential across SEA countries. More and better co-ordination
and engagement at the policy design and implementation stages may be required to fully reap the
benefits of a citizen-centric approach.

Most SEA countries are still at the early stages of incorporating public engagement into their
policy-making and service delivery processes. Few countries have an overarching document focused on
citizen participation in the policy cycle; this is something that can be developed in line with the goal of
a more citizen-centric approach. Equally, few countries mention that improving citizen participation
in policy making or increasing citizen trust in public institutions are key national policy objectives
(see Chapter 6 on open government).

From access to information to open, useful, reusable government data

Citizen-centric and data-driven processes require access to information as a basic precondition.
“Freedom of information” (FOI) laws create a framework of legal rights for citizens to request public
sector information. However, while almost all OECD countries have an FOI law in place (though their
breadth and depth varies from country to country), in Southeast Asia, only Indonesia, the Philippines
and Viet Nam have such a law.
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Promoting open and digital government principles, however, requires moving beyond the reactive
dissemination of information, towards proactive government dissemination of information. Public
transparency and government openness imply the proactive publication of open government data
(OGD) that can be shared, analysed and reused on a large scale — within the framework of personal
privacy and data protection legislation. This paves the way for innovative uses of government data to
generate good governance value (e.g. better public services, greater public sector accountability and
integrity), economic benefits (economic growth through the creation of new data-driven business lines)
and social value (citizen engagement, data-driven journalism and civic tech).

OGD offers new opportunities to empower citizens, businesses, civil society organisations,
researchers and journalists through the enhanced access and reuse of data. As a result, many OECD
countries are using OGD to fuel an ecosystem that can provide innovative services and policy solutions
through private entrepreneurial and civic efforts (e.g. by creating apps that rely on government data
or accessing open data in an automated way through application programming interfaces to better
monitor public procurement).

The OECD OURdata Index measures government efforts to design and implement open data
policies and initiatives based on the availability, accessibility and government support to promote
the reuse of open government data. It builds on the OECD analytical framework for open data policies
which is also connected with the principles of the International Open Data Charter. Therefore, the
OURdata Index stands as a policy instrument that helps countries assess their relative strengths and
identify potential areas for action.

Half of the eight SEA countries that responded to our survey have no formal requirements for all
public sector organisations to make their data open by default (see Chapter 6 on open government).
Despite concrete actions in some SEA countries to release some high-value government datasets
as open data, further efforts could be made to ensure that the necessary pre-requisites to foster
greater levels of data availability are in place. Most SEA countries do not have initiatives to promote
OGD reuse either within or outside the public sector. Governments could aim to further monitor
the implementation of OGD policies and assess their economic and social impact. Although SEA
governments have begun implementing some OGD initiatives, their efforts still seem to be at nascent
stages. There could be a greater focus on establishing policies that will ensure and promote higher
levels of data availability, safeguard accessibility, and, above all, bring governments to support greater
data reuse within and outside the public sector.

Figure 1.3. Open-Useful-Reusable Government Data (OURdata) Index, 2018
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Note: The OECD average is based on 32 OECD countries. Data are not available for Hungary, Iceland and Luxembourg.
Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Open Government Data Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2017) Open Government Data Survey.
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840228
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Public transparency and accountability

Two aspects of public transparency and accountability are important in considering a citizen-
centric approach. One is measuring the extent to which government processes and policies are
accessible to citizens, and the other concerns lobbying, undue influence and corruption.

On the first aspect, making government processes and policies accessible to citizens, SEA countries
show some signs of having transparent processes in place, though challenges still exist. One key
aspect is budget transparency. The budget is one of the areas in which parliament, citizens and non-
government organisations can hold the government to account. Having transparency in how public
funds are used is thus imperative for fostering responsibility and integrity, as well as promoting an
open and inclusive budget process. While all SEA countries make certain parts of the budget public,
only half release the methodology and economic assumptions underlying the fiscal projections
(Table 1.2). Very few countries in the region (30%) currently publish sensitivity analyses, a common
practice in most OECD countries.

Making public a citizens’ budget is also an important way of helping citizens and non-government
organisations understand the process and assess the impact of the budget on their own circumstances, and
thus of promoting inclusiveness. The majority (80%) of SEA countries publish citizens’ guides to the budget,
explaining key information in plain language. On the other hand, while most of the countries produce long-
term revenue and expenditure perspectives, only the Philippines makes this document publicly available,
a stark contrast to OECD countries, where three-quarters (73%) do so (see Chapter 4 on budgeting).

Table 1.2. Budgetary information made publicly available, 2018

Methodology and Sensitivity analyses Independent Long term
Budget Budget economic assumptions  of fiscal and/or Budget reviews/analyses of Pre-budget perspective
proposal approved for establishing fiscal macroeconomic circular macroeconomic and/or report on total revenue
projections models fiscal assumptions and expenditure
Brunei Darussalam ) [ ) ¢) ¢} ¢} ) X
Cambodia @) [ o ° o ° o o
Indonesia [ [ o [} o X ° o
Lao PDR [ [ ) @) ° o} ° O
Malaysia [} [} (e} (e} o X X o
Myanmar (e} [} e} O o ° o} O
Philippines [} [} ® [} ° X ® °
Singapore ° ° ) ¢) e} ¢) X e}
Thailand ® ® [ ] O [ ] o o} (¢]
Viet Nam e} [} ° X ° X ° X
SEA Total
@ Publicly available 6 10 5 3 7 3 5 1
O Not publicly available 4 0 5 6 3 3 3 7
X Not applicable 0 0 0 1 0 4 2 2
Australia ) ) ) ° e} [ o) [
Japan ) ) ) ) ) ) ) X
Korea ) ) ) 0] ° e} X [
New Zealand [ ° o ° o o ° )
OECD Total
@ Publicly available 33 33 28 24 20 28 23 24
O Not publicly available 0 0 5 6 12 1 5 1
X Not applicable 0 0 0 3 1 4 5 8

Note: OECD total is based on responses by 33 OECD countries due to missing data for the United Kingdom and the United States.
Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian Countries. For OECD countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices
and Procedures Survey.
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Another way in which budget transparency is ensured is by legislative scrutiny in plenary and in
committee, which provides an opportunity to raise public awareness of the government’s spending
priorities and policy objectives. Until recently, this has been fairly limited in the region, and is still in
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development, as only four countries have parliamentary budget offices (PBOs) or specialised research
units, and only five countries have specialised budget/finance committees. These resources are needed
in the parliament to have adequate analytical resources and to redress the capacity imbalance between
the legislature and the executive (see Chapter 4 on budgeting).

The second aspect is lobbying, undue influence and corruption; public decision-making processes
can be vulnerable to influence by vested interests. Efforts to take a more citizen-centric approach will not
work in practice if stakeholders do not have fair and equitable access to the decision-making process.
As OECD research has shown, inclusive growth means producing policies that avoid the concentration
of resources in the hands of a few. An open and transparent policy-making process helps ensure that
resources are not captured for designing and implementing policies that would exacerbate inequality.

Vested interest groups can wield influence through various means such as public consultation,
lobbying and providing financial resources to political parties and campaigns (OECD, 2017d). In Southeast
Asia, political finance is a central issue, as “clientelistic” networks still serve an important function -
gifts are exchanged for political support, dynasties and wealthy families control political parties, and
business and politics are intertwined to a greater extent than in OECD countries (Ufen, 2017). The public
is more aware of this corruption due to the media, creating additional pressure on SEA countries to
regulate political finance. One source of proposals for how to do so is the OECD’s Framework on Financing
Democracy (OECD, 2016b), which maps relevant risk areas and provides policy options for promoting a
level playing field, transparency and integrity in the financing of political parties and electoral campaigns.

Regarding lobbying, when conducted with transparency and integrity, lobbying yields useful
information for decision makers. However, it can also lead to undue influence, unfair competition
and policy capture to the detriment of the public interest and effective public policies (OECD, 2014).
The OECD Recommendation of the Council on Principles for Transparency and Integrity in Lobbying
provides guidance for decision makers on how to promote good governance in lobbying and ensure
that public decisions reflect constituents’ various views and safeguard the public interest.

Moreover, most SEA countries sit in the bottom half of 176 countries in Transparency International’s Corruption
Perceptions Index 2016. When it comes to citizens’ perceptions, a majority (57%) in the SEA countries for
which there are data believe that corruption is widespread throughout the government in their country
(Figure 1.4). However, this perception in most SEA countries is less prevalent than it was in 2007 on
average (62%), with the number declining in all countries except for Malaysia and Singapore (Figure 1.4).

Figure 1.4. Perception of government corruption, 2007 and 2017
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Notes: Data correspond to the percentage of “Yes” answers to the question: “Is corruption widespread throughout the government
in this country, or not?”; Data for Malaysia are for 2015 rather than 2017. Data for Lao PDR are for 2008 rather than 2007. Data for
Myanmar and Viet Nam are not included in the SEA average due to missing time series.
Source: Gallup World Poll (database).
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Addressing corruption issues linked to unaccountable governments, lack of oversight, shrinking
civil society spaces, and high-profile corruption scandals involving political finance can have an
impact on public trust in government. Transparency in policy making correlates positively with trust in
politicians and negatively with the level of perceived undue influence (World Economic Forum, 2017).

A strategic and sustainable response to corruption also places public integrity at its core. Building
an integrity system in the public sector is a critical component not only for preventing corruption but
also for safeguarding democratic institutions and the rule of law. The OECD Recommendation of the
Council on Public Integrity (2017) provides a strategy for organisations to create whole-of-society public
integrity systems, with an emphasis on promoting a cultural change.

The Recommendation incorporates much of the existing knowledge on integrity, including the
development of conflict-of-interest management frameworks as a tool to avoid policy capture and
strengthen individual resilience against corruption. Such frameworks usually encompass private
interest disclosure by decision makers, follow-up of disclosures and enforcement in case of non-
compliance. The OECD Guidelines for Managing Conflict of Interest (OECD, 2003) set out core principles
for public officials seeking to identify and manage conflict-of-interest situations: serving the public
interest, supporting transparency, promoting individual responsibility and creating an organisational
culture that resists undue influence and policy capture.

Using a mix of these policy measures to promote a culture of integrity in the public and private
sectors can help curb the risks of policy capture and contribute to a stable foundation for citizen-centric
policy making and inclusive growth.

A civil service that responds to and anticipates citizens’ needs

In addition to service quality, openness and transparency, citizen-centricity is linked to a competent
civil service that can deliver and innovate to respond to changing needs. This means that the civil service
make-up must reflect wider society in its diversit and that the civil service should be professional,
strategic and innovative in order to anticipate, listen and adapt to citizens’ wants and preferences.

The importance of gender equality

Governments are increasingly recognising the importance of having a civil service workforce that
reflects society, to ensure that the needs, aspirations and experiences of a diversity of citizens are
reflected in decision making and that barriers and gaps in service delivery can be better understood
(OECD, 2015). Public sector employment frameworks can help governments to achieve that goal. A
more representative public sector can better access previously overlooked knowledge, perspectives
and networks, leading to improved policy development and implementation. It also better understands
and serves the needs of marginalised groups.

In OECD countries, the notion of which groups should be represented in the public sector, and to
what extent, has expanded to become more inclusive over time (Pitts and Wise, 2010). These groups
tend to include women, racial, ethnic and religious minorities; the poor; the elderly; the disabled; and
other minority groups such as indigenous populations. The long-term goal is that these groups have
similar representation in the public sector workforce as in the population. Comparable data for SEA
countries are available mainly for women’s representation in the public sector. Overall, women are well
represented in the public workforce but face significant barriers in reaching senior leadership positions.

In 2016, on average about half (47%) of the SEA public sector workforce was female (Figure 1.5). Some
public sector jobs may offer more flexible working conditions to allow for a greater work-life balance. In
some countries, there are also greater benefits or more stable employment than in the private sector. In
all the SEA countries for which there are data in 2009 and 2016, the trend is that the share of women in
the public sector workforce has increased over time, at a faster rate than in OECD countries, though the
latter had a higher starting point. On average, the proportion of women in public sector employment is
lower in Southeast Asia than in OECD countries, although it is comparable to the two OECD countries in
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the region for which there are data, Korea and Japan (nonetheless, it is worth noting that these are the
two countries with the lowest rates among OECD countries). The public sector has, on average, the same
share of women employed as in the total economy (Figure 1.6). This is different from the trend witnessed
in OECD countries, where there is a higher share of women in the public sector.

Figure 1.5. Share of public sector employment filled by women and men, 2009 and 2016
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Note: Data for Lao PDR: 2010 rather than 2009, 2017 rather than 2016. Brunei Darussalam: 2014 rather than 2016. Korea and
Myanmar: 2015 rather than 2016. Thailand: 2010 rather than 2009.
Sources: International Labour Organization (ILO) ILOSTAT (database), Employment by sex and institutional sector. Data for Korea
were provided by national authorities.
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Figure 1.6. Share of employed women and men in total employment, 2009 and 2016
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Sources: International Labour Organization (ILO) ILOSTAT (database), Employment by sex and institutional sector. Data for Korea
were provided by national authorities.
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However, the gender imbalance found in senior levels of central government considerably limits the
role of women in the decision-making process. In 2017, on average, women held only 10% of ministerial
positions in SEA countries. While on average all SEA countries are far from having equal representation
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reflecting women’s share of the population, the proportion of women ministers varies somewhat in
the region (Figure 1.7). When it comes to women ministerial representation, SEA countries are some
way behind the OECD average (28%), including that of the OECD countries in the region.

Figure 1.7. Share of women ministers, 2008, 2014 and 2017
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Notes: Data represent women appointed ministers as of January 1 of each year of reference. The total includes Deputy Prime
Ministers and Ministers. Prime Ministers/Heads of Government were also included when they held ministerial portfolios. Vice-
Presidents and heads of governmental or public agencies have not been included.
Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union (2017, 2014 and 2008) “Women in Politics”.
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The share of women parliamentarians in the lower or single house of parliament is on average
double that of women ministers, at 20% in 2018 (Figure 1.8). However, the composition of these
assemblies remains a long way from parity. None of the countries comes close, although there is wide
variation in the region.

Figure 1.8. Share of women parliamentarians, 2008, 2014 and 2018
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Notes: Data refer to share of women parliamentarians recorded as of 1 June of each year of reference; SEA average does not
include Brunei Darussalam and Myanmar due to missing time series; Brunei Darussalam: no data for 2014 and 2008; Myanmar:
no parliament in 2008.
Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union PARLINE (database).

StatLink = https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840342

Collecting further, more systematic and detailed information about the composition of the public
sector workforce in a comparative format would help countries think more holistically about the
inclusiveness of their public sectors. OECD countries use workforce composition data to help monitor
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diversity and inclusion in the workforce, to do workforce planning and to help anticipate future public
employment needs. Moreover, increasing women’s participation and leadership in public institutions is
part of the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 2030. SDGS is “achieve gender equality and to
empower all women and girls”, and SDG16 is “promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable
development, provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions
at all levels”. Data collection, analysis and research on women’s under-representation in public
administration and public leadership is crucial for achieving an inclusive, just and prosperous society.

Towards a professional, strategic and innovative civil service

A citizen-centric approach to public services goes beyond efficiency and value for money. It is
also about hiring and developing civil servants who are willing and know how to listen to citizen
needs, have the tools (e.g. digital) to consult and respond, and who have the competencies, incentives
and values to focus on outcomes and provide good quality services. They work in systems that offer
support, provide them with targets and guidance, and are constantly innovating to keep up with
changing needs. Moreover, civil servants face challenges that are complex and not always linear. As
countries become richer, attention grows around new types of issues (e.g. environmental awareness),
so achieving quality outcomes is not only about providing quality services, but also about getting the
mix of services and of policy right.

The goal of the ASEAN Cooperation on Civil Service Matters (ACCSM) Work Plan 2016-2020 is to
“build and sustain a high performing, dynamic and citizen-centric civil service” speaks directly to this
challenge. The ACCSM has two key objectives for achieving its goal: 1) strengthening civil servants’
capacity to respond with innovative approaches and collaboration, and 2) developing an enabling
environment for responsive, open and adaptive ASEAN civil services.

To respond to policy challenges and deliver services effectively, having a professional civil
service is fundamental. This means that civil servants are qualified, impartial, values-driven and
ethical. Addressing complex horizontal challenges such as the SDGs, and building capacity for
effective decentralisation requires strategic skills. Civil servants will need to encourage collaboration,
manage risks, and to have foresight and resilience. Strategies to achieve this depend on the type
of civil service system in a given country. While there is a mix of position-based and career-based
systems in the region (see Chapter 5 on human resources management), more centralised governance
systems tend to have career-based systems, which may help build a dedicated and experienced
group of civil servants. Countries with more position-based systems, on the other hand, tend to be
more flexible and capable of adjusting their workforce needs, although may experience challenges
in maintaining cross-government values. In both cases, these systems need to build the values and
skills required to respond to complex governance demands while focusing on their attractiveness
relative to the overall labour market, the quality and integrity of recruitment mechanisms, and their
ability to inculcate public service values into private sector hires while learning from the new skills
and techniques that they bring.

Being able to address complex problems, particularly in the digital age, requires civil servants
to have the right skills, knowledge and behaviours. Competency management helps governments
understand the abilities needed for a given position, and creates a standard against which to measure
effective employee performance. Integrating competencies into a framework used to select, develop
and promote civil servants is essential for strategic workforce planning. Competency management
is a high priority in most SEA countries, and most of them also have competency frameworks for
senior managers and civil servants. Embedding learning in public service culture and values requires
not only competency frameworks and training programmes, but also competency development as a
core responsibility of public managers. However, digital competencies are severely under-prioritised
in the region, and workforce development is among the lowest priorities for senior civil servants
(Table 1.3).
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Table 1.3. Digital competencies as a priority for the civil service and employee
development as a senior civil service competency, 2018

Digital competencies mentioned in competency frameworks Employee development is a key competency for SCS
Brunei Darussalam ¢} ¢}
Cambodia 0] )
Indonesia o ()
Lao PDR ¢} e}
Malaysia ¢} °
Philippines ¢} °
Singapore ° )
Thailand ° °
Viet Nam ¢} e}
SEA Total 2 4
Australia ¢} e}
Korea ¢} ¢}
Japan o (e]
New Zealand . [}
OECD Total 13 11
Key:
Yes =@
No=0O

Note: Data refer to 2016 for OECD countries.

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Strategic Human Resources Management Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2016) Strategic
Human Resources Management Survey.
StatLink = https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840361

Once in the civil service, performance assessment practices can be a critical tool for delivering
value for money and encouraging more citizen-centric behaviour by civil servants. Most SEA countries
have formal performance assessment in place for all or almost all central government employees.
These data tend to be collected and aggregated centrally, in contrast to OECD countries, where this is
usually done at the ministry level. Performance-related pay (PRP) is also a common monetary incentive
to promote desired behaviours; some form of it, such as one-off performance bonuses, permanent pay
increments and promotions, is used in six countries in the region (Figure 1.9). PRP is not a necessary
element of a successful performance system. When PRP is based on an inefficient performance system,
it can contribute to reducing employee motivation and engagement.

Figure 1.9. Extent to which performance-related pay is used in central government, 2018
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Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Strategic Human Resources Management Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2016) Strategic
Human Resources Management Survey.
StatLink Sa=rm https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840380
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Ultimately, a citizen-centric government requires an innovative civil service. A working environment
that enables innovation is, therefore, a critical component of building citizen-centricity. Individual
employees do not work in a vacuum, but within an organisational structure and culture that may
support or hinder innovation (OECD, 2017f). Many OECD countries are now considering ways to better
measure and manage employee engagement to assess the health of public sector bodies. This can be
achieved, for example, through regular employee surveys and benchmarking results. While most SEA
countries collect standardised administrative HR data, which can help countries improve strategic
civil service management and diversity, many do not conduct employee surveys (Table 1.4). This is
something that SEA countries could consider implementing as well.

Table 1.4. Employee surveys in central government, 2018

Are employee surveys conducted?

Centralised surveys across the whole central Government ministries/agencies conduct
public administration their own surveys

Brunei Darussalam @) )
Cambodia o o
Indonesia @) [}
Lao PDR @) O
Malaysia [ )
Philippines @) [
Singapore [ ®
Thailand [ O
Viet Nam @) (e}
SEA Total

Yes =@ 3 5

No =0 6 4
Australia [ °
Korea ® e}
Japan O (e}
New Zealand @) )
OECD Total

Yes=@ 19 19

No =0 16 16

Note: Data refer to 2016 for OECD countries.
Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Strategic Human Resources Management Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2016) Strategic

Human Resources Management Survey.
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840399
Research shows that investing in civil servants’ human capital and engagement can have a direct
effect, not just on organisational performance, but on citizen perceptions and trust in government
(OECD, 2016a). Surveys could be useful for assessing performance-related indicators, and for evaluating
employee satisfaction and work engagement. Regular employee engagement surveys could help
identify the aspects of civil service jobs that employees prefer and that make the public sector more
attractive as a workplace.

Outcomes of a citizen-centric approach

The final chapter in this publication offers a preliminary analysis of how Southeast Asian countries
are faring in promoting access, responsiveness and quality of services to citizens based on the OECD
Serving Citizens framework. Indicators in this section were chosen according to policy relevance, data
availability and data interpretability. Although data are currently somewhat limited in the region,
the framework suggests to countries what data would be useful to collect in order to measure and
compare citizen-centricity.

Overall, citizens in SEA countries report being fairly satisfied with public services, more so than in
OECD countries, based on Gallup World Poll data for 2017. On average, a large majority (79%) are satisfied
with the quality of health care in the area or city where they live, and an even larger majority (83%)
report being satisfied with their education system and schools in 2017. Reported confidence levels with
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the judicial systems and courts are lower (69% on average in 2017); however, they have increased by
six percentage points since 2007. For each of these three areas, there is heterogeneity in the region.

This may be for a number of reasons. Some caution must be exercised because the data are
drawn from a perception-based survey, which asks about satisfaction with services overall, without
disaggregating different types of services and elements of public service delivery (access, responsiveness
and quality). The sample size is also relatively small (1000 representative citizens in each country)
and population in major urban centres is overrepresented as a result of oversampling or exclusion of
some rural areas. There is also some variation in the region regarding the extent to which services are
provided by the public or the private sector. In some SEA countries, the extension of access to public
services has been quite recent, also potentially affecting citizen satisfaction in the short term. However,
as SEA countries have growing middle classes, who tend to have rising expectations about quality,
developing a more detailed evidence base of citizen access, responsiveness and quality of education,
health and justice services would be a useful measure.

Conclusion

Creating conditions for a citizen-centric approach to achieving inclusive growth has many implications
for Southeast Asian governments. One element is building a government workforce which is reflective
of wider society, with greater women’s representation, particularly in senior management and political
leadership positions. Governments could also focus on developing the strategic and innovative capacity
of their civil servants, investing in human capital and employee engagement, which have been shown to
have a direct impact on citizen trust. It could also mean developing policies in innovative ways with new
digital tools, policies based on evidence, constructive dialogue and citizen participation, which promote
transparency and accountability. The fight against corruption is also an important challenge in the region.

The evidence on the available strategies and tools is incomplete, and more data is required to
build a holistic picture of the relationship between citizen-centric government action and inclusive
growth. However, there is a greater awareness that the stakes are high for establishing citizen trust in
government and improving policy effectiveness. Widening access to public services and strengthening
the quality of services provided will not only have a direct impact on outcomes such as educational
attainment and life expectancy, but will also improve social inclusiveness and cohesion, citizen
satisfaction, and labour market opportunities, reducing gender gaps. To get a better understanding of
the public sector’s impact on inclusive growth in Southeast Asia, governments need to continue probing
in this direction, while collecting more of the necessary evidence to inform their actions.

Box 1. Next steps: From citizen-centric to citizen-driven

In OECD countries, there has been a move away from top-down assumptions about what citizens
want (citizen-centric approaches), towards empowering citizens by engaging them to define their own
needs and to collaborate with governments in addressing them (citizen-driven approaches) (OECD, 2017¢).

New methods such as “systems thinking”, also called “design thinking”, have helped make this
citizen-driven approach to public service design and delivery a reality. “Systems approaches” are a set
of iterative processes, methods and practices that aim to affect systems change by involving all affected
actors inside and outside government (OECD, 2017a; OECD, 2017b).

What does citizen-driven mean?

® a human-centred approach that begins with people (citizens, businesses, civil servants) - their needs,
aspirations and behaviours.

@ problem-solving characterised by curiosity and empathy, seeking to interpret how people engage
with their world.

@ collaborative engagement with service users to better grasp the tough challenges that people face
in their daily lives and involve them in developing solutions.
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2.1. GENERAL GOVERNMENT FISCAL BALANCE

A country’s fiscal balance is the difference between
government revenues and expenditures. A fiscal deficit
occurs when, in a given year, a government spends more
than it receives in revenues. When fiscal deficits occur
recurrently, the shortages are offset with debt accumulation.
Over time, growing debt levels increase the burden of capital
and interest payments and could send negative signals to
international financial markets, affecting the sustainability
of public finances. A complementary indicator of a country’s
fiscal situation is the primary balance: the difference between
the fiscal balance and the primary balance reflects the relative
weight of interest payments within government accounts.

In 2009 the average deficit in SEA countries reached
2.73% of GDP. This fell to 1.79% in 2016, but still indicates a
weaker fiscal position than in 2007, when on average SEA
countries were close to having balanced budgets (average
deficit 0.19%). The 2009-16 SEA fiscal balance improvements
can be explained by relatively high levels of economic
growth, e.g. higher than OECD member countries (average
deficit 2.8% in 2016), allowing room to maintain a growing
pattern of nominal expenditures. In turn, a positive trade
balance (difference between exports and imports), high
investment levels and resilient domestic consumption have
triggered growth in SEA countries.

Still, the latest available data show a wide variation
in the fiscal balance across SEA countries, from a deficit
of 21.5% in Brunei Darussalam to a surplus of 3.26% in
Singapore in 2016. Both are influenced by changes in the
global economic landscape; Brunei Darussalam was affected
by the steep slide in energy (i.e. oil and gas) prices, and
Singapore is benefitting from the upswing of manufacturing
and trade-related services, reflected in an even higher fiscal
balance figure in 2017 (a surplus of 5.97% of GDP).

A negative primary balance means that further debt
must be contracted to finance interest payments. According
to 2016 data, SEA countries experienced an average primary
deficit of 0.56% of GDP and interest payments amounted
to 1.24% of GDP, lower than the OECD average (2.01%), but
higher than OECD neighbouring countries (i.e. Australia,
Japan, New Zealand and Korea). In general, SEA countries
have conducted expansionary fiscal policies recently to
finance the infrastructure spending needed to keep up the
pace of economic growth. While SEA countries’ overall fiscal
positions are stable, reducing the primary deficit would
strengthen fiscal sustainability and increase resilience to
future economic shocks. Like the 2009-16 period, further
reductions of the primary balance and net interest payments
are expected for most SEA countries in the years ahead.

Yet not all SEA countries are running primary deficits.
In 2016, Singapore (2.33%), the Philippines (1.46%) and
Thailand (0.97%) experienced primary surpluses; while
Brunei Darussalam (21.48%), Viet Nam (4.33%) and Lao PDR
(3.55%) ran the largest primary deficits. Brunei Darussalam
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has a small debt and relies substantially on reserves to
fund financial resource shortages. In 2009-16, both Viet Nam
and Lao PDR had a persistent gap in public finances (i.e.
public expenditures growing faster than public revenues;
see sections 2.4 and 2.6) and a consequent high reliance
on public debt.

Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the IMF World Economic
Outlook (WEO) database (April 2018), based on the
Government Finance Statistics Manual (GFSM). The GFSM
provides a comprehensive conceptual and accounting
framework suitable for analysing and evaluating fiscal
policy. It is harmonised with other macroeconomic
statistical frameworks, such as the System of
National Accounts (SNA). However, some differences
between the GFSM and the SNA in several instances
have led to the establishment, to a large extent, of
correspondence criteria between the two statistical
systems. The GFSM and SNA frameworks have been
revised recently and countries have implemented
several statistical standards. The fiscal balance signals
whether a government is either putting financial
resources at the disposal of other sectors, or using the
financial resources generated by other sectors. The
primary balance is the fiscal balance excluding net
interest payments on general government liabilities
(i.e. interest payments minus interest receipts). For
the OECD countries and average, data are from the
OECD National Accounts Statistics database, which
is based on the SNA framework.

Further reading

ADB (2018), Asian Development Outlook: How Technology Affect
Jobs, ADB Publishing, Manila, https://www.adb.org/
publications/asian-development-outlook-2018-how-tech-
nology-affects-jobs.

OECD (2018), Economic Outlook for Southeast Asia,
China and India 2018: Fostering Growth through
Digitalisation, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264286184-en.

World Bank (2018), Global Economic Prospects: The Turning of
the Tide? World Bank Publishing, Washington.

Figure notes

2.2: In Brunei Darussalam, with the absence of net interest payments,
the primary balance also represents the overall fiscal balance. Net
interest spending for Singapore is based on the IMF (October 2017)
World Economic Outlook database.
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2.1. GENERAL GOVERNMENT FISCAL BALANCE

2.1. General government fiscal balance as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2009, 2016 and 2017

<> 2007 A 2009 [ 2016 = 2017

%

12
10 | <

-2
-4
-6
-8
-10
-12
-14
-16
-18
-20
_22 | |

BRN VNM LAO MYS MMR IDN SEA KHM PHL

Sources: For SEA countries, IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840437

THA  SGP OECD JPN AUS NZL KOR

2.2. General government primary balance and net interest spending as a percentage of GDP,
2009 and 2016
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2.2. GENERAL GOVERNMENT STRUCTURAL BALANCE

Recording transitory factors, such as shocks to
commodities prices, variations in housing prices or one-
off transactions (e.g. privatisation), affects a country’s fiscal
balance; this could give a distorted picture of its underlying
fiscal position. Analysing indicators that are not influenced
by temporary fluctuations helps policy makers identify the
underlying trend of fiscal policies associated with long-
term public finance sustainability. The structural fiscal
balance aims to capture these trends in order to assess
fiscal performance.

In 2016, SEA countries had an average structural deficit
of 1.5% as a share of potential GDP. This decreased to 1.3% in
2017, signalling an overall improvement of the SEA region’s
structural fiscal position in those 12 months. Australia and
Korea also reported structural fiscal balance improvements.
The difference between the average structural (1.5%) and
current (1.8%) deficits in SEA signals that recording the
current balance reflects the influence of temporary shocks,
and explains the subsequent improvement of the structural
fiscal position in 2017.

Since 2007, when average structural deficits in SEA
countries were almost non-existent (i.e. at 0.01% of GDP),
average deficits as a share of potential GDP have increased;
Singapore alone has maintained a fiscal surplus. This
reflects SEA countries’ public investment spending growing
faster than the overall economy. It contrasts with OECD
countries, where structural deficits have fallen from 3.1% of
potential GDP in 2007 to 2.2% in 2017, after a peak of 6.3%
in 2009. In OECD countries, most adjustment came from
public spending cuts, including public investment - sinking
on average by 0.73 p.p. in 2008-16 (see section 2.8 on
government investment spending).

Structural balance projections as a share of GDP in
the SEA region show average deficits of 1.6% in 2018, and
1.7% in 2019, as a share of potential GDP. These are less
than for OECD countries (2.8% in 2018 and 3.2% in 2019).
In 2017-19, structural primary balances are expected to
fall in the region by an average of 0.4 p.p. as a share of
potential GDP. These projections are based on expectations
thatin the near term, macroeconomic fundamentals in SEA
countries will remain stable as growth remains strong,
thanks to robust domestic private spending and planned
infrastructure implementation.

However, projected changes vary, from a drop of 4.1 p.p.
of potential GDP in Singapore to a rise of 0.5 p.p. in Malaysia.
In 2016-17 Malaysia was the only country whose fiscal
position worsened slightly, from a structural deficit of
2.9% of GDP up to 3.1%. Despite a commitment to fiscal
consolidation, external uncertainties - plus a low revenue
base and expenditure needs - challenge the country’s public
finance sustainability. This indicates that Malaysia’s fiscal
problems are structural and not due to temporary shocks,
although the country is planning to improve its structural
balance by 0.45 p.p. since 2017. Further prioritisation of
short and medium-term expenditures, and more evaluation
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of programme effectiveness, could help improve Malaysia’s
fiscal situation in the near term (OECD, 2016).

These developments imply that continued
infrastructure spending is vital to maintain growth, but
that good public expenditure decisions are needed to target
investments and ensure that other public expenditures
yield results.

Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the IMF World Economic Outlook
(WEO) database (April 2018), based on the Government
Finance Statistics Manual (GFSM). The GFSM provides a
comprehensive conceptual and accounting framework
suitable for analysing and evaluating fiscal policy. It
is harmonised with other macroeconomic statistical
frameworks, such as the System of National Accounts
(SNA). However, some differences exist between the
GFSM and the SNA in several instances, which led to
the establishment, to a large extent, of correspondence
criteria between the two statistical systems. The GFSM
and SNA frameworks have been recently revised and
several statistical standards implemented by the
countries. The structural fiscal balance represents the
balance as reported in the SNA and GFSM frameworks
adjusted for the state of economic cycle (as measured
by the output gap) and non-structural elements beyond
the economic cycle (e.g. one-off fiscal operations). The
output gap measures the difference between actual
and potential GDP, the latter being an estimate of the
level of GDP that would prevail if the economy was
working at full capacity (potential GDP is not directly
observable). For OECD countries and average, data are
from the OECD Economic Outlook No. 103, which is based
on the SNA framework.

Further reading

Escolano, J. (2010), “A practical guide to public debt dynamics,
fiscal sustainability, and cyclical adjustment of
budgetary aggregates”, IMF Technical Note and Manuals,
10/02, IMF, Washington, DC.

OECD (2018), Economic Outlook for Southeast Asia, China
and India 2018: Fostering Growth through Digitalisation,
OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/
9789264286184-en.

OECD (2016), OECD Economic Surveys: Malaysia 2016: Economic
Assessment, OECD Publishing, Paris.

Figure notes

2.3 and 2.4: Data for Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar
and Viet Nam are not available. Data for 2017 in some countries
refer to forecasts.
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2.2. GENERAL GOVERNMENT STRUCTURAL BALANCE

2.3. General government structural balance as a percentage of potential GDP, 2007, 2009 2016 and 2017
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2.4. General government projected structural balance as a percentage of potential GDP
in 2018 and 2019 and change since 2017
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2.3. GENERAL GOVERNMENT DEBT

Debt is incurred when governments spend more than
they receive. Debt represents governments’ outstanding
liabilities resulting from the need to finance deficits by
borrowing. While debt is not negative per se, high levels
could threaten the sustainability of public finances, sending
negative signals to lenders and private investors. The size
of public debt can be influenced by factors such as the
exchange rate (e.g. depending on the currency in which
the debt is issued) and interest rate fluctuations.

Average government debt in SEA countries was
43.1% of GDP in 2016, much lower than the OECD average
(112.5%) but, except Japan (221.5%), similar to debt levels
in New Zealand (51%), Korea (45%) and Australia (41%). Of
SEA countries, Singapore (106.8%), Viet Nam (59.8%) and
Lao PDR (58.5%) have the highest levels of government debt
as a share of GDP. Debt levels were lowest in Cambodia
(33.7%), Indonesia (28.3%) and Brunei Darussalam (0.7%).
While Singapore’s debt is relatively high, like Japan’s it is
exclusively internal debt. By law, money raised through debt
instruments cannot be used for current expenditures and
must be invested. Thus a growing set of public assets backs
Singaporean debt. Brunei Darussalam has low debt levels
as it relies heavily on its oil and gas reserves to fund public
spending.

While OECD average debt as a share of GDP grew by
39.7 p.p. in 2007-16, in SEA countries it remained fairly
stable, increasing by only 1.79 p.p. Debt grew the most in
Singapore (22.1 p.p.) and Viet Nam (18.9 p.p.). In Viet Nam,
despite increased revenue collection, strong spending
has pushed deficits above the 3.5% upper target and may
challenge government capacity to maintain its self-imposed
statutory debt ceiling of 65% (IMF, 2017). In contrast,
Myanmar (26.7 p.p.) and the Philippines (13.4 p.p.) reduced
public debt levels in 2007-16. Keeping debt sustainable is
crucial for these countries. Myanmar recently passed a
public debt law and is progressing towards a medium-term
expenditure framework, while the Philippines plan further
consolidation efforts.

Gross debt per capita in SEA countries reached on
average USD 5 018 PPP in 2016, increasing at an annual
rate of 4.1% since 2007 in terms of real debt per capita,
slower than OECD countries (5.5%). At USD 105 365 PPP in
2017, Singapore has the highest levels of per capita debt.
The pace of debt growth varies widely in SEA countries,
from an annual growth rate of 16.3% in Brunei Darussalam
to reduction of 0.9% in Myanmar during 2007-16. Debt in
Brunei Darussalam has grown relatively quickly, but started
close to zero, so the sustainability of public finances is not
under strain.
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Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the IMF World Economic Outlook
(WEO) database (April 2018), which is based on the
Government Finance Statistics Manual (GFSM). The GFSM
provides a comprehensive conceptual and accounting
framework suitable for analysing and evaluating fiscal
policy. It is harmonised with other macroeconomic
statistical frameworks, such as the System of National
Accounts (SNA). However, some differences exist
between the GFSM and the SNA in several instances,
which led to the establishment, to a large extent, of
correspondence criteria between the two statistical
systems. The GFSM and SNA frameworks have been
recently revised and several statistical standards were
implemented by the countries.

Debt is generally defined as all liabilities requiring
payment(s) of interests or principal by the debtor to
the creditor at a date(s) in the future. Thus all debt
instruments are liabilities, but some liabilities (e.g.
shares, equity and financial derivatives) are not debt. The
treatment of government liabilities in respect of their
employee pension plans varies across countries, making
international comparability difficult. Under the GFSM
framework, unfunded government sponsored retirement
schemes are included in the debt components. In the
1993 SNA, only the funded component of the government
employee pension plans are included. However, the
2008 SNA recognises the importance of the liabilities of
employers’ pension schemes regardless of whether they
are funded or unfunded. For government employees’
pensions provided by the government to their employees,
some flexibility is allowed in recording unfunded
liabilities in the core accounts. See more on calculating
government debt per capita in general government
revenues (methodology and definitions’ section).

For the OECD countries and average, data are
derived from the OECD National Accounts Statistics
database, which is based on the SNA framework.

Further reading

Ferrarini, B. and A. Ramayadini (2015), “Public debt
sustainability in developing Asia: An update”, ADB
Economics Working Papers, No. 468, ADB, Manila.

IMF (2018), “Myanmar: Debt sustainability analysis”, IMF
Country Report, No. 18/90, IMF, Washington, DC, https://
www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/dsa/pdf/2018/dsacr1890.pdf.

IMF (2017), “Vietnam: Selected issues”, IMF Country Report,
No. 17/191, IMF, Washington, DC.

Figure note

2.5: Unadjusted debt (i.e. including unfunded pension liabilities) for
Australia is 39.1% of GDP in 2009, 68.5% of GDP in 2016 and 64.9%
of GDP in 2017.

2.6: Unadjusted debt per capita (i.e. including unfunded pension liabilities)
for Australia is USD 15 991 PPP in 2009, USD 32 998 PPP in 2016.
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2.3. GENERAL GOVERNMENT DEBT

2.5. General government gross debt as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2009, 2016 and 2017
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840513

2.6. General government gross debt per capita, 2009, 2016 and 2017
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
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2.4. GENERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES

Governments raise revenues to finance the provision
of goods and services, pay accruing debt and interests,
and fulfil their redistributive role within and across
generations. The amount raised is determined by multiple
factors, such as government policies, political institutions,
the endowment of natural resources, stage of economic
and social development, and internal and external
macroeconomic conditions. When revenue flow fluctuates
substantially, governments need to manage shortages or
surpluses to ensure consistent service provision over time.
Revenue shortages may require raising taxes, contracting
debt or consolidating expenditures; surpluses may result in
further expenditure (e.g. more public investment or current
consumption), constituting reserve funds or reducing taxes.

In 2016, average government revenues were 18.2% of
GDP across SEA countries, significantly below the OECD
average (37.8%). Viet Nam reported the highest level of
government revenues as a share of GDP (23.8%), followed
by Thailand (22%) and Singapore (21%). Meanwhile
Brunei Darussalam, Lao PDR and Indonesia took revenues
at less than 18% of GDP. Average government revenues
in SEA were at 19.8% of GDP in 2007, falling by 1.6 p.p.
on average for the following ten years. Reasons for this
trend include the development of broad tax-incentive
schemes to encourage foreign investment; a significant
drop in global commodity prices; the People’s Republic of
China’s recent economic slowdown; and a slower recovery
in many OECD economies (OECD 2018; OECD 2017).
New Zealand (2.9 p.p.) and Australia (0.7 p.p.) also saw
reductions in the same period.

Another way to compare government revenues is to look
at those collected per capita. In 2016, SEA countries took on
average USD 2 121 PPP per capita. However, this masks large
differences between countries in the region. Those with the
highest collections were Singapore (USD 18 943 PPP) and
Brunei Darussalam (USD 13 624 PPP). All other countries
in the region took revenues below USD 6 000 PPP; six
(Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines
and Viet Nam) actually collected less than USD 2 000 PPP.
By contrast, all OECD neighbouring countries took revenues
above USD 12 000 PPP. However, it should be considered
that there are large differences between countries’ wealth
(as measured by GDP per capita) both in the region and
in comparison to OECD countries, as well as in the size of
their population.

On average, government revenues in SEA countries
increased annually by 2.7% in 2007-16, in terms of real
revenues per capita. Yet, as mentioned, this increase does
not necessarily mean that taxation rates in the region
have increased, but rather reflects improvements of tax
administrations and high levels of economic growth. Some
countries are taking steps to address low levels of tax
compliance, such as Indonesia’s tax amnesty programmes
in 2017. During 2007-16, the annual average growth rate of
real government revenues was positive in all SEA countries

except Brunei Darussalam, where revenues have been
declining by 7.8% annually on average; triggered mainly by
the drop in oil and gas prices in recent years.

Compared to OECD countries, where the average per
capita revenue in 2016 was USD 16 537 PPP, the SEA region
raises less revenue per capita on average. Only Singapore
and Brunei Darussalam raise similar levels. However, the
annual average 2007-16 growth rate was higher in SEA
countries (2.7% of GDP) than in OECD countries (0.6%).

Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the IMF World Economic
Outlook (WEO) database (April 2018), which is based
on the Government Finance Statistics Manual (GFSM).
The GFSM provides a comprehensive conceptual and
accounting framework suitable for analysing and
evaluating fiscal policy. It is harmonised with other
macroeconomic statistical frameworks, such as the
System of National Accounts (SNA). However, some
differences exist between the GFSM and the SNA in
several instances, which led to the establishment, to
a large extent, of correspondence criteria between
the two statistical systems. The GFSM and SNA
frameworks have been recently revised and several
statistical standards were implemented by the
countries. General government consists of central
government, state government, local government and
social security funds. Revenues encompass taxes, net
social contributions, and grants and other revenues.
Government revenues per capita were calculated by
converting total revenues to USD using the implied
IMF purchasing power parities (PPP) conversion rates
and dividing it by population. PPP is the number of
units of country B’s currency needed to purchase the
same quantity of goods and services in country A.
Gross domestic product (GDP) is the standard measure
of the value of the goods and services produced by a
country during a period.

For the OECD countries and average, data are
derived from the OECD National Accounts Statistics
database, which is based on the SNA framework.

Further reading

OECD (2018), Economic Outlook for Southeast Asia,
China and India 2018: Fostering Growth Through
Digitalisation, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264286184-en.

OECD (2017), Revenue Statistics in Asian Countries: Trends
in Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Korea, Malaysia, the
Philippines and Singapore, OECD Publishing, Paris. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264278943-en.
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2.4. GENERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES

2.7. General government revenues as a percentage of GDP, 2007, 2009, 2016 and 2017
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840551

2.8. General government revenues per capita, 2009, 2016 and 2017

A 2009 [ 2016 = 2017

UsD PPP
25000

20000 [

15000

NN
[

10000 |

5000 | é

0 7.
SGP BRN MYS THA SEA IDN VNM PHL MMR LAO KHM OECD AUS NZL JPN KOR

Sources: For SEA countries: IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
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2.9. Annual average growth rate of real government revenues per capita, 2007-16, 2009-16 and 2016-17
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
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2.5. GENERAL GOVERNMENT TAX REVENUES

The capacity to tax citizens is one of government’s core
attributes. Revenues collected from taxes represent the most
important source of public funds in almost all countries and
are crucial to provide public goods and services, guarantee
government operations, undertake public investments and,
depending on societal choices, embark on a higher or lower
degree of income redistribution. As a general trend, in 2015 tax
revenues as a share of GDP are around 14% on average in the
four SEA countries for which there is data. This is significantly
less than in the four OECD countries in the region, where tax
revenues range between 25% and 33% of GDP.

Taxation in SEA countries varies somewhat, ranging
from 11.8% of GDP in Indonesia to 17% of GDP in the
Philippines in 2015. Overall taxation levels fall at around
half of those in OECD countries, where the 2015 average was
34% of GDP. As a result, governments from OECD countries
generally play a more active role in the provision of public
goods and services than in SEA countries. There could be
several reasons for the gap between SEA and OECD countries.
Primarily a narrower tax base in SEA countries as well as
comparatively lower tax rates, e.g. goods and services tax
rates that are much lower in Southeast Asia than the OECD
average. It may also be related to the fact that there is low
tax compliance in some countries, and a limited capacity
for tax enforcement. Another contributing factor may be the
significance of agriculture in some of the countries, which is
often associated with lower tax-to-GDP ratios (OECD, 2017).

Between 2007 and 2015, general government tax
revenues in SEA countries barely changed, going down
by 0.2 p.p. on average in terms of GDP. The change in
OECD countries was also minimal, though in the opposite
direction, going up by 0.3 p.p. on average. The increase in
OECD countries has been steady since the low point reached
in 2008 due to the financial crisis.

In Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines and Singapore,
taxes on income and profits account for an average of 47.2%
of total tax revenues in 2015. Taxes on goods and services
represent on average 36.7%, while property taxes account
for 5.4%, social security for merely 3.9%, and other taxes
make up the remaining 6.8%. In OECD countries, taxes on
goods and services account for a similar proportion of tax
revenues on average, accounting for 32.4% in 2015. However,
revenues from income and profits taxes are less significant
in OECD countries, accounting for roughly a third (34.1%)
of tax revenues, and social security contributions are more
important, representing one quarter (25.8%). The minimal
share of social security contributions in these Southeast
Asian countries could also reflect the higher levels of
informal employment and economic activity than in OECD
countries and expectedly a relatively low distribution of

46

social benefits to citizens. Property, payroll and other taxes
similarly contribute a small amount to the overall tax
revenues in OECD countries.

The composition of tax revenues has stayed fairly
stable in Southeast Asian countries between 2007 and 2015.

Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the OECD Revenue Statistics in
Asian Countries database, whose classification of tax
revenue is almost equivalent to that of the Government
Finance Statistics Manual (GFSM). The GFSM provides a
comprehensive conceptual and accounting framework
suitable for analysing and evaluating fiscal policy. It is
harmonised with the other macroeconomic statistical
frameworks, such as the overarching System of National
Accounts (SNA). The GFS and SNA frameworks have
been recently revised and several statistical standards
were implemented by the countries. However, there
are some differences between the definitions of tax
revenues used in the OECD Revenue Statistics in Asian
countries database and the SNA. In the SNA, taxes
are compulsory payments, in cash or in kind, made
by institutional units to the general government.
Social contributions are actual or imputed payments
to social insurance schemes to make provision for
social insurance benefits that may be compulsory or
voluntary. The OECD Revenue Statistics database treats
compulsory social security contributions as taxes,
while the SNA considers them social contributions
because the receipt of social security benefit depends,
in most countries, upon appropriate contributions
having been made.

Further reading

OECD (2017), Revenue Statistics in Asian Countries 2017: Trends
in Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Korea, Malaysia, the
Philippines and Singapore, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/9789264278943-en.

OECD (2017), “Revenue statistics”, OECD Tax Statistics
(database), https://doi.org/10.1787/data-00262-en.

Figure notes

2.10 and 2.11: Data for Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmatr,
Thailand and Viet Nam are not available. OECD and SEA averages
are unweighted.
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2.5. GENERAL GOVERNMENT TAX REVENUES

2.10. Tax revenues as a share of GDP, 2007, 2009, 2015
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Sources: OECD (2017) Revenue Statistics in Asian Countries (database); OECD (2017) Revenue Statistics (database).
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Sources: OECD (2017) Revenue Statistics in Asian Countries (database); OECD (2017) Revenue Statistics (database).
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2.6. GENERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

Governments spend money to provide goods and
services, redistribute income and pursue economic
development objectives. The amount of financial resources
that governments spend provides an indication of the
public sector’s size, although this does not necessarily
reflect its performance. Though government expenditures
are usually less elastic than government revenues, they are
also sensitive to economic developments associated with
macroeconomic conditions and the business cycle. They
also reflect past and current political decisions.

General expenditures in SEA countries represented
on average 20% of GDP in 2016. However, there is
significant variation in expenditure across SEA countries:
Brunei Darussalam and Viet Nam reported levels of 39% and
30% of GDP respectively, in line with expenditure levels of
the four OECD countries in the region. In countries such
as Indonesia, Singapore and the Philippines, however,
levels were below 20%. Overall, SEA countries spend on
average significantly less in relation to their GDP than
OECD countries, where the 2016 average of government
expenditure was 40.6% of GDP. The OECD’s 2018 Economic
Survey in the region also highlights that infrastructure and
communications technology, particularly in rural areas, is
an area which would benefit from further investment, as
well as public spending on education and research and
development.

Government expenditures related to GDP have stayed
remarkably stable in SEA countries over time. There have
been notable fluctuations in certain countries, however.
Between 2007 and 2016, government expenditure in Brunei
Darussalam increased by 9.8 p.p. reaching 39.1% of GDP.
Myanmar and Cambodia also experienced significant
increases in government spending in relation to GDP during
this period, by 7.6 p.p. and 7.1 p.p. respectively. Malaysia
and Indonesia are the only two SEA countries in which
government expenditures decreased between 2007 and
2016 relative to GDP, by 2.9 and 1.9 p.p. respectively.

On average, expenditure per capita across SEA countries
represents USD 2 330 PPP in 2016. This is just over 13% of
the expenditure for OECD countries, where government
expenditures per capita account for USD 17 680 PPP
in the same year. Brunei Darussalam (USD 30 251 PPP)
had the highest level of government expenditures per
capita, spending 1.7 times the OECD average and 13 times
the SEA average. However, Brunei Darussalam is a rather
exceptional country, given its natural resource wealth and
small population. Singapore’s government spending per
person, at USD 16 003 PPP, is in line with the OECD average.

Between 2007 and 2016, the annual average growth
rate of real government expenditures per capita was 3.7%
on average in SEA countries, much higher than the 1%
rate in OECD countries during the same period. All SEA
countries have experienced growth in expenditures, though
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to varying degrees. In Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar,
government spending per person went up by an annual
rate of more than 9%. In Brunei Darussalam and Malaysia, it
grew by less than 2%. While overall government expenditure
levels in SEA are much lower than in OECD countries, real
government spending per capita in SEA has been growing.

Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the IMF World Economic
Outlook (WEO) database (June 2018), which is based
on the Government Finance Statistics Manual (GFSM).
The GFSM provides a comprehensive conceptual and
accounting framework suitable for analysing and
evaluating fiscal policy. It is harmonised with the
other macroeconomic statistical frameworks, such
as the System of National Accounts (SNA). However,
some differences exist between the GFSM and the
SNA frameworks in several instances which led to the
establishment, to a large extent, of correspondence
criteria between the two statistical systems. The GFS
and SNA frameworks have been recently revised and
several statistical standards were implemented by
the countries. General government consists of central
government, state government, local government and
social security funds.

Expenditures encompass intermediate consumption,
compensation of employees, subsidies, property
income (including interest spending), social benefits,
grants and other expenses, and investments. Therefore,
total expenditures consist of total expenses and the
net acquisition of non-financial assets. Gross domestic
product (GDP) is the standard measure of the value of
the goods and services produced by a country during
a period.

Purchasing power parity (PPP) is the number of
units of country B’s currency needed to purchase the
same quantity of goods and services in country A. For
information on calculating government expenditures
per capita, see section 2.4 on general government
revenues (methodology and definitions). For the OECD
countries and average, data are derived from the OECD
National Accounts Statistics database, which is based
on the SNA framework.

Further reading

OECD (2018), Economic Outlook for Southeast Asia,
China and India 2018: Fostering Growth through
Digitalisation, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264286184-en.
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2.6. GENERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

2.12. General government expenditures as a percentage of GDP 2007, 2009, 2016 and 2017
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840646

2.13. General government expenditures per capita, 2009, 2016, and 2017
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840665

2.14. Annual average growth rate of real government expenditures per capita, 2007-16, 2009-16 and 2016-17
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF (April 2018) World Economic Outlook database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink =azm™ https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840684
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2.7. GENERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES BY ECONOMIC TRANSACTION

The composition of government expenditures by
transaction gives an indication of policy priorities, such as
the type of service delivery model (e.g. a focus on direct
provision or on outsourcing) and the size of financial
commitments resulting from public debt.

In 2016, government employee compensation was the
highest expenditure category for SEA countries, at 30.7%
of total government expenditures on average, compared
to an OECD average of 23.2%. Lao PDR (33.8%), Indonesia
and Thailand (both 30.9%) spent the most on employee
compensation; Myanmar (17.4%) spent the least. In the
same year, the share of expenditures on intermediate
consumption (purchase of goods and services) was also
higher in SEA countries (24.6%) than in the OECD (13.9%).

SEA countries also spent significantly more on
investment (16.6%) than OECD countries (7.6%). A large part
of investment spending in the SEA goes on infrastructure,
boosting spending on airports, high-speed rail and so on to
improve connectivity and increase economic growth.

The trend is reversed for social benefits. In 2016, SEA
countries spent only 7.4% on average; in the OECD this
accounts for the highest transaction, at 41.4% on average.
Thailand has the highest expenditure on social benefits
in the SEA, but at 11.9% of total expenditures is still far
below the OECD average. There is also a wide disparity
between ASEAN countries and the four OECD countries in
the region in share of total expenditure on social benefits.
Australia (28.6%), Korea (28.8%) and New Zealand (36.1%) all
spend slightly below the OECD average, while half of Japan’s
government expenditure (54.4%) goes on social benefits.

Social spending in ASEAN countries could be low for
a variety of reasons. Countries such as Malaysia, Singapore
and Thailand rely on compulsory savings; in Indonesia, the
Philippines and Viet Nam, the system is organised around
social insurance principles. This means that access to social
insurance benefits is not universal and does not depend on
proven need, but on contributions previously paid into an
earmarked fund (Asher and Zen, 2015). Many SEA countries
also see high levels of informal employment and highly
unequal gender division of labour.

In 2008-16 there were large fluctuations in some
expenditure categories. SEA countries saw a 5.4 p.p.
increase in spending on intermediate consumption (the
procurement of goods and services from the private or non-
profit sectors) and a 5.5 p.p. average increase in spending on
grants and other expenses. Meanwhile, subsidies declined
by 11 p.p. and social benefit spending by 3.2 p.p. on average.

Breaking down expenditures by transaction as a share
of GDP provides another angle to understand the relative
importance of spending categories. For SEA countries with
available information, public expenditures in GDP terms
are on average lower as compared to the OECD countries.
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SEA countries vary: Myanmar spends less on average on
employee compensation than other countries in the region,
but significantly more on intermediate consumption.
Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar also spend around twice
as much on investment as a share of GDP as other countries
in the region.

Methodology and definitions

Data are drawn from the IMF Government Finance
Statistics (IMF GFS) database, which applies the
concepts set out in the Government Finance Statistics
Manual (GFSM). The GFSM provides a comprehensive
conceptual and accounting framework suitable for
analysing and evaluating fiscal policy. It is harmonised
with the other macroeconomic statistical frameworks,
such as the System of National Accounts (SNA).

Expenditures encompass intermediate
consumption, compensation of employees, subsidies,
property income (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),
grants and other expenses (mainly current and capital
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 investments. All these
transactions at general government level are recorded
on a consolidated basis (i.e. transactions between
levels of government are netted out). For the OECD
countries and average, data are derived from the
OECD National Accounts Statistics database, which
is based on the SNA framework.

Further reading

Asher, M.G. and F. Zen (2015), “Social protection in ASEAN:
Challenges and initiatives for post-2015 vision”, ERIA
Discussion Paper Series, ERIA, Jakarta.

Figure notes

2.15 and 2.16: Data for Lao PDR, Myanmar, Singapore and Viet Nam are
recorded on a cash basis. Data for Cambodia, Lao PDR and Viet Nam
refer to the government sector of budgetary central government. Data
for Cambodia for investment do not include consumption of fixed
capital. Data for Singapore for investment refer to fixed investment;
detailed data for social benefits and grants and other expenses are
not available. Data for Myanmar and Viet Nam are not included in
the SEA average. Differences with total expenditures in 2.12 might
occur due to the use of a different IMF reporting database.
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2.7. GENERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES BY ECONOMIC TRANSACTION

2.15. Structure of general government expenditures by economic transaction, 2008, 2013 and 2016

Compensation Intermedlgte Subsidies PrprerTylncome Social benefits Grants + Other expgnses Investments (gross)
of employees consumption (incl. interest) (current and capital)
2008 2013 2016 | 2008 2013 2016 | 2008 2013 2016 | 2008 2013 2016 | 2008 2013 2016 | 2008 2013 2016 | 2008 2013 2016
Cambodia 221 217 294 | 184 155 148 3.2 1.0 0.5 1.2 1.6 1.8 71 6.9 7.2 47 107 106 | 432 425 3538
Indonesia 250 285 309 | 117 168 214 | 264 200 8.4 8.5 6.4 8.7 7.8 5.6 3.0 44 5.5 9.7 | 163 171 178
Lao PDR 279 368 338 | 16.1 154  16.6 5.6 45 5.3 41 42 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 45 50 | 413 347 3441
Myanmar . 94 174 . 361 339 . 0.0 0.0 . 5.8 6.8 2.6 41 9.4 7.3 . 3.6 305
Singapore 308 399 286 | 451 445 351 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 . . . . . . 35 108 8.4
Thailand 36.1 304 309 | 288 270 29.0 3.6 6.1 43 4.7 5.2 4.0 10.4 97 119 2.3 5.0 52 | 142 165 147
Viet Nam . . . . . . . . . 44 55 . . . . . . .| 204 216 .
SEA 286 297 307 | 192 213 246 | 175 143 6.4 6.7 5.6 6.5 10.6 9.2 7.4 2.3 2.7 78 | 1562 171 166
Australia 26.1 269 276 | 179 182 189 3.7 44 3.6 3.8 49 44 309 290 286 8.4 8.2 74 9.3 8.7 9.8
Japan 166 139 140 9.5 9.6 9.7 14 1.7 15 5.6 5.0 47 | 506 534 544 55 6.2 59| 108 102 9.8
Korea 217 21.0 209 | 144 142 137 1.0 0.9 1.0 9.0 5.6 45 208 256 289 | 137 155 159 | 193 172 153
New Zealand 236 232 229 | 160 156 158 1.3 1.0 0.9 4.0 4.9 4.4 364 363 357 7.9 8.5 99| 108 105 104
OECD 237 229 231 | 146 140 139 2.0 2.0 2.0 71 6.9 6.3 | 371 399 413 6.4 6.4 6.1 9.1 7.9 7.4
Sources: Data for SEA countries: IMF Government Finance Statistics (IMF GFS) database. Data for the OECD countries: OECD National Accounts Statistics
(database)
StatLink Sa=Pa https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840703
2.16. Government expenditures by economic transaction as a percentage of GDP, 2016
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF Government Finance Statistics (IMF GFS) database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
StatLink &Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840722
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2.8. GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT SPENDING

Government investment creates public infrastructure
essential for long-term economic growth and societal well-
being. For instance, public investment supports the provision
of public services (e.g. schools). Further, governments invest
in transport infrastructure, and other large-scale projects
to improve productivity and competitiveness. Finally,
governments can also invest in research and development
to promote new technologies or products, such as artificial
intelligence, machine learning and 3D printing.

In 2016, government investment represented, on average,
16.7% of total government expenditures in SEA countries.
This figure is significantly higher than the OECD average of
7.6% in the same year. Government investment in the SEA
region is extremely heterogeneous, however. On the high end,
investment as a percentage of government spending is 35.8%
in Cambodia, 34.1% in Lao PDR and 30.5% in Myanmar. A large
part of investment spending in the region is on infrastructure,
as countries boost spending on everything from airports to
high-speed rails and ports, in order to improve connectivity
and increase economic growth. On the low end, government
investment spending is 8.4% in Singapore and 14.7% in
Thailand, closer to the OECD average and more in line with
the four OECD countries in the region. This possibly reflects
the fact that some more advanced markets already have a
great deal of the type of infrastructure in which other SEA
countries are currently investing.

Considering government investment as a percentage
of total government expenditure over time, the trend in
Southeast Asia has moved in the opposite direction to the
OECD. In SEA it increased on average by 1.5 p.p. between
2008 and 2016, whereas in the OECD it declined by 1.8 p.p.
in the same period. In Southeast Asia, this growing public
investment may reflect the fact that growth in the region
has been increasing steadily over the same period. In OECD
countries, government investment has been in steady
decline since the financial crisis in 2008-09.

Investment spending as a proportion of GDP in SEA
countries was the same, on average, as OECD countries in
2016 (3%). Once again, there is a wide disparity between
SEA countries. Investment levels as a percentage of GDP are
highestin Lao PDR and Cambodia (both 7.2%) and Myanmar
(6.4%) - three countries in the region which are not as far
ahead in their overall economic development. It is lowest
in Singapore (1.2%) and Indonesia (3%) — two of the most
advanced SEA economies.

Investment needs vary in the region, as SEA countries
have varied levels of economic development. Countries with
low levels of development can obtain comparatively high
economic returns from public investment. Furthermore,
investment in poorer regions can play a crucial role in
reducing inequalities.
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Methodology and definitions

Data and drawn from the IMF Government Finance
Statistics database, which applies the concepts set
out in the Government Finance Statistics Manual (GFSM).
The GFSM provides a comprehensive conceptual and
accounting framework suitable for analysing and
evaluating fiscal policy. It is harmonised with the
other macroeconomic statistical frameworks, such
as the System of National Accounts (SNA). However,
some differences exist between the GFS and the SNA
frameworks in several occurrences which led to the
establishment, to a large extent, of correspondence
criteria between the two statistical systems. The GFS
and SNA frameworks have been recently revised and
several statistical standards were implemented by the
countries.

General government investment includes gross
capital formation and acquisitions, less disposals of
non-produced, non-financial assets. Gross fixed capital
formation (also named fixed investment) is the main
component of government investment, consisting
mainly of transport infrastructure but also including
infrastructure such as office buildings, housing,
schools and hospitals. Government investment is
recorded on a gross basis (i.e. measured gross of
consumption of fixed capital, unless otherwise stated).
For the OECD countries and average, data are derived
from the OECD National Accounts Statistics database,
which is based on the SNA framework.

Further reading

OECD (2018), Economic Outlook for Southeast Asia,
China and India 2018: Fostering Growth Through
Digitalisation, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264286184-en.

OECD (2018), The Principles on Effective Public Investment
across Levels of Government, https://www.oecd.org/
effective-public-investment-toolkit/theprinciples.htm.

Figure notes

2.17 and 2.18: Data for Lao PDR, Myanmar, Singapore and Viet Nam are
recorded on a cash basis. Data for Cambodia, Lao PDR and Viet Nam
refer to the government sector of budgetary central government.
Data for Cambodia for investment do not include consumption
of fixed capital. Data for Singapore for investment refer to fixed
investment. Data for Myanmar and Viet Nam are not included in
the SEA average.
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2.8. GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT SPENDING

2.17. Government investment as a percentage of total government expenditures, 2008, 2013 and 2016
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF Government Finance Statistics (GFS IMF) database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).

StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840741

2.18. Government investment as a percentage of GDP, 2008, 2013 and 2016
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Sources: For SEA countries, IMF Government Finance Statistics (IMF GFS) database. For OECD countries, OECD National Accounts Statistics (database).
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3.1. EMPLOYMENT IN PUBLIC SECTOR AND BY GENDER

Government performance is highly dependent on
workforce quality. At the same time, size of public sector
employment reflects both societal agreement about the
role of government in the economy and society, as well as
the way in which public services are delivered — whether
through government employees or partnerships with the
private or not-for-profit sectors.

Public sector employment as a percentage of total
employment for the selected SEA countries was on average
15% in 2016. However, extreme differences exist between
the countries, ranging from 47% in Brunei Darussalam to
6% in Myanmar. The SEA average is almost 7 p.p. lower
than the average share of public sector employment in
total employment in OECD countries, which was 21% in
2016. At the same time, Korea (9%) and Japan (8%) - the
two OECD countries for which there is data in the region —
have similar shares of public sector employment as half of
the SEA countries in 2016. These two countries also have
the lowest share of public sector employment out of all
OECD countries. Where data is available, between 2009
and 2016, public sector employment as a percentage of
overall employment decreased on average by 0.1 p. p. in
the Philippines and 0.5 p.p. in Viet Nam. On the other hand,
in Malaysia and in Lao PDR this share increased by about
2 p.p. and 9 p.p. respectively over the same period.

Public sector employment that is representative of
the population (e.g. making progress towards more equal
representation of men and women) is important, as a
diversity of views and experiences in the public sector
workforce will lead to policies and services that better
reflect citizens’ needs. Within the SEA region, there is still a
strong culture of women providing family support, childcare
and being responsible for other household chores. They also
often carry out unpaid work in family businesses. Even in
middle-income countries such as Indonesia, the share of
employed women in total employment (39%) is lower than
that of men (61%). The share of women employed in the
total economy in the SEA region (43%) is still lower than
that of the OECD average (46%) in 2016.

In terms of having paid employment, public sector work
is a key avenue for women. Women and men are almost
equally represented in SEA public sector employment. On
average, women represent 47% of public sector employment
in the SEA countries in 2016. In contrast, in OECD countries
on average women represented the majority of the public
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sector workforce (58% in the same year). However, SEA
countries are highly varied in their gender shares of public
sector employment. For instance, women represented 43%
of employment in the public sector in Indonesia, against
54% in the Philippines in 2016. Where data are available
to compare public sector employment by gender between
2009 and 2016, all SEA countries experienced an increase
in the percentage of women working in the public sector.
This mirrored the trend in Japan and in the OECD average,
which also increased over the same period.

Methodology and definitions

Data on public sector employment were collected
by the International Labour Organization ILOSTAT
database. Data are based on the Labour Force Survey,
unless otherwise indicated.

Public sector employment covers employment in
the government sector plus employment in publicly-
owned resident enterprises and companies.

Data represent the total number of persons
employed directly by those institutions, without regard
to the particular type of employment contract. The
employed comprise all persons of working age who,
during a specified brief period, were in the following
categories: paid employment or self-employment.

Further reading

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

OECD (2014), Women, Government and Policy Making in OECD

Countries: Fostering Diversity for Inclusive Growth, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264210745-en.

Figure notes

3.1, 3.2 and 3.3: Data for Lao PDR are for 2010 rather than 2009, and
2017 rather than 2016. Data for Korea and Myanmar are for 2015
rather than 2016, while data for Brunei Darussalam are for 2014
rather than 2016. Data for Thailand are for 2010 rather than 2009.
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3.1. EMPLOYMENT IN PUBLIC SECTOR AND BY GENDER

3.1. Employment in public sector as a percentage of total employment, 2009 and 2016
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Sources: ILO, ILOSTAT (database), Employment by sex and institutional sector. Data for Korea were provided by national authorities.
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3.2. Share of public sector employment filled by women and men, 2009 and 2016
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Sources: ILO, ILOSTAT (database), Employment by sex and institutional sector. Data for Korea were provided by national authorities.
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3.3. Share of employed women and men in total employment, 2009 and 2016
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3.2. WOMEN IN POLITICS

Achieving gender parity in parliaments and government
is crucial to ensure that women'’s perspectives are integral
to public decision-making, being reflected in government
policies and strategies. In adopting the UN Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs), SEA countries have committed
to achieving women’s full and effective participation and
equal opportunities for leadership at all levels of public
decision making. Yet women’s political representation in
SEA countries has hardly increased over the past decade.
Women are still under-represented, filling only one-tenth of
ministerial positions and one-fifth of parliamentary seats
on average.

Enhancing women’s full participation in political
leadership entails a comprehensive set of measures that
tackle the patriarchal attitudes and cultural norms around
women’s leadership, as well as institutional incentives
encouraging women’s participation. Mentoring schemes,
media training, and financial support for campaigns play a
key role in supporting women to build the capacity, network
and financial stability to run as candidates. Quotas (at party
and legislative levels) are also important, as well as sound
accountability and monitoring mechanisms to ensure
implementation.

On average, women held 20% of parliamentary seats
in SEA countries in 2018, a 1.7 p.p. increase compared to
the 2008. Overall, the direction of change has been positive,
with notable increases of 9 p.p. in the Philippines and 8 p.p.
in Indonesia during that time period. Only Singapore and
Thailand witnessed a decline in women’s parliamentary
representation between 2008 and 2018, by 1.5 p.p. and 6.9 p.p.
respectively.

There is a great deal of variation in the region, however.
Women’s parliamentary representation ranges from 30% in
the Philippines, 28% in Lao PDR and 27% in Viet Nam to a
mere 5% in Thailand and 9% in Brunei Darussalam.

These figures highlight why quotas are only one part
of the policy response required. They work to ensure a
minimum level of women’s representation in parliament,
but do not always extend beyond that. Viet Nam, Indonesia,
Thailand and Korea all have some form of statutory and/or
legislated party quotas. The Philippines and Singapore have
voluntary political party quotas. Yet, of these countries,
the change in women’s representation between 2008 and
2018 has ranged from -6.8 p.p. in Thailand to +9 p.p. in the
Philippines. Viet Nam and Korea saw hardly any change at
all during this time; in Singapore, the percentage dropped
slightly. Lao PDR, which does not have any quotas, has the
second highest proportion of women in parliament (28%).

When it comes to ministerial representation, most SEA
countries have a larger hurdle to overcome. On average, 10%
of ministerial posts were filled by women in 2017. Only in
Indonesia and the Philippines is the percentage of women
ministers similar to the OECD average of 28%. These two
countries have a similar proportion of women ministerial
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representation as New Zealand and Australia amongst the
OECD countries in the region, whereas most SEA countries
are more in line with Japan (16%) and Korea (9%). Brunei
Darussalam is the exception, with zero women ministers.

Since 2008, the proportion on average has increased by
3 p.p., suggesting hardly any change over the decade. Two
countries stand out from this trend, however — Indonesia
and the Philippines. Both countries have witnessed an
increase of 15-16 p.p. of women ministers between 2008
and 2017s.

To date, no SEA or OECD country has legislated gender
quotas for executive appointments.

Methodology and definitions

Data for women parliamentarians refer to lower/
single houses of parliament and were obtained from
the Inter-Parliamentary Union’s PARLINE database.
Data refer to the share of women parliamentarians
recorded as of 1 June of each year of reference.

Data on women ministers in national government
were obtained from the Inter-Parliamentary Union
and UN Women’s “Women in Politics” database.
Data represent the percentage of appointed women
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 governmental or public
agencies have not been included in the total.

Further reading

ASEAN Secretariat (2017), ASEAN Statistical Report on
Millennium Development Goals 2017, ASEAN, Jakarta,
http://asean.org/storage/2012/05/ASEAN_MDG_2017.pdf.

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

Figure notes

3.4: Data refer to share of women parliamentarians recorded as of
1June of each year. SEA average does not include Brunei Darussalam
and Myanmar due to missing time series. Brunei Darussalam: no
data for 2014 and 2008; Myanmar: no parliament in 2008.

3.5: Data represent women appointed ministers as of January 1 of each
year of reference. The total includes Deputy Prime Ministers and
Ministers. Prime Ministers/Heads of Government were also included
when they held ministerial portfolios. Vice-Presidents and heads of
governmental or public agencies have not been included.
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3.2. WOMEN IN POLITICS

3.4. Share of women parliamentarians, 2008, 2014 and 2018
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3.5. Share of women ministers, 2008, 2014 and 2017
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Chapter 4

Budget practices and procedures
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4.1. STRUCTURE AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CENTRAL BUDGET AUTHORITY (CBA)

The central budget authority (CBA) is the public body
responsible for managing a country’s national/federal
budget. The CBA leads the budget process in alignment
with governments’ strategic goals and ensures that the
procedures for formulating and implementing the budget
are followed. The location of the CBA within the architecture
of government has great strategic importance, given its co-
ordinating function and role in resolving competing claims
on budget resources.

The ministry of finance and/or economics is the most
common choice of CBA location across SEA (60%) and
OECD (88%) countries. In such cases, the CBA generally
consists of a dedicated unit or group of co-ordinated
units within the ministry. In the case of LAO PDR, the
Philippines and Viet Nam the CBA functions fall under the
responsibility of two separate organisations. In Lao PDR
and Viet Nam, the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of
Planning and Investment share the CBA tasks, while in the
Philippines, the split is between the Department of Budget
and Management and the Department of Finance. In the
case of Thailand, the CBA is part of the Prime Minister’s
Office.

The head of the CBA naturally plays a critical role
in budget configuration. This is especially relevant in
terms of managing negotiations with other ministries and
departments in developing the budget. In SEA countries,
80% of heads of the CBA are senior civil servants, compared
to 64% for OECD countries. A CBA led by a government
official who is expected to remain in the position after
a change in government is key to preserve institutional
memory and can potentially ensure continuity between
political cycles.

The role and functions of the CBA varies across
countries. In a similar way to OECD countries, exclusive
competencies of CBAs in SEA often include drafting the
budget circular (80%), producing supplementary budgets
(80%) and determining ceilings for line ministries (70%).
In contrast to OECD countries, authorising supplementary
outlays for line ministries is also often under the sole
responsibility of the CBA in SEA countries (80% in SEA
and 45% in OECD countries). In turn, in SEA countries
responsibility for tasks such as monitoring line ministries’
performance (80% of cases) and the methodology for
macroeconomic projections (60%) are shared between
CBA and other institutions or agencies. In OECD
countries CBAs in 17 out of 33 countries (52%) countries
share responsibility for monitoring line ministries’
performance, and 10 countries out of 33 countries (30%)
share responsibility for developing the methodology for
macroeconomic projections.
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Methodology and definitions

Data for SEA countries refer to country responses
to the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures
Survey for Asian Countries. OECD country responses
are to the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures
Survey. Respondents were predominantly senior
budget officials in SEA countries and OECD countries.
Responses represent the countries’ self-assessments
of current practices and procedures. Data refer only
to central/federal governments and exclude the sub-
national level. OECD totals are based on responses by
33 OECD countries, as no 2018 data is available for the
United Kingdom and the United States.

The CBA is a public body or several co-ordinated
bodies, located at the central/national/federal level of
government and generally responsible for formulating
budget proposals, conductingbudget negotiations with
line ministries and agencies, allocating or reallocating
funds, ensuring compliance with the budget laws and
at times conducting performance evaluations and/or
efficiency reviews. While this authority may monitor
budget execution, it may not necessarily undertake
the treasury function of disbursing public funds.
Lastly, a very important role of the central budget
authority is monitoring and maintaining aggregate/
national fiscal discipline and enforcing the effective
control of budgetary expenditure.

For the purpose of this section, the terms department
and ministry have an equivalent meaning.

Further reading

Schick, A. (2001), “The Changing Role of the Central Budget
Office”, OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 1/1, https://
doi.org/10.1787/budget-v1-art3-en

OECD (2017), “The role of the budget process in promoting
public sector innovation”, in Fostering Innovation in
the Public Sector, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264270879-6-en

OECD (2015), “Recommendation of the Council on
Budgetary Governance”, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://
www.oecd.org/gov/budgeting/Recommendation-of-the-
Council-on-Budgetary-Governance.pdf

Figure notes

4.3: Cambodia: no data available for methodology for fiscal projections.
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4.1. STRUCTURE AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CENTRAL BUDGET AUTHORITY (CBA)

4.1. Location of the CBA, 2018 4.2. Head of the CBA, 2018
) ) Political
CBA is split appointee
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Prime Minister’s

Office 10% Ministry of Finance

and/or Economics 60%

Senior civil

Source: OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian servant 80%

Countries. Source: OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian
StatLink =a=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840798 Countries.
StatLink sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840817

4.3. Responsibilities of the CBA, 2018

Drafting ~ Authorisation of Producing Determining Developing Negotiating Producing Methodology Monitoring Methodology for
budget line ministries  supplementary  ceilings for line  executive budget with line end-of-year for fiscal performance of  macroeconomic
circular outlays budgets ministries proposal ministries reports projections  line ministries projections
Brunei Darussalam [} - [} [} [ (] q - q -
Cambodia [ ] ([ ] [ X [ [ ] [ ] . [ [
Indonesia (] [} [} [ [ (] - q q q
Lao PDR [} [ ] [} X [ [ ] [ ] [ J [] []
Malaysia [} [} [} [} q q - - q q
Myanmar [} [] [} [} [] (] [ [} [} [}
Philippines [ J [} (] [} (] [} q (] (] q
Singapore [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ] [} [ ] [} [} [] -
Thailand [ ] [ ] ° [ [ [ (| (| (| (]
Viet Nam (| [ ] (| (| (| (| (| [] [] (]
SEA total
[ ] 8 8 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 2
(| 2 1 2 1 4 5 4 4 8 6
- 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2
X 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Australia [ q X X X q q q q [ J
Japan [ - [} [} [} [ ] [ J - (] -
Korea [ ] [] [} [ ] [ ] [ ] [ J (] (] (]
New Zealand () [} [} (e} (] [ ] [ J o [ J o
OECD Total
[ ] 30 15 28 22 25 25 18 9 1 7
(] 3 6 3 5 6 6 9 21 17 10
- 0 10 0 2 3 3 5 16
X 0 2 1 3 2 0 3 0 0 0
Key:

@ Sole responsibility of the CBA
¢ Shared responsibility between CBA and other institutions
» Not a responsibility of the CBA
x Not applicable
Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian Countries. For OECD countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices
and Procedures Survey.
StatLink =iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840836
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4.2. FISCAL RULES

Fiscal rules are long-term restrictions on fiscal policy
operating through numerical limits on the budgetary
aggregates, usually based in legislation. As such, they can
act as concrete indicators of the government’s commitment
to prudent budgetary management. They can counter the
tendency of government to accommodate internal and
external demands by spending more than it has, given the
open-ended nature of the budget process.

There is no one-size-fits-all model for designing and
implementing fiscal rules. Economic, political and social
factors at the national level and the budget process’s specific
institutional arrangements must be taken into account in
formulating fiscal rules. Commonly, fiscal rules include
escape clauses to deal with unforeseen circumstances (e.g.
force majeure) or external shocks.

Fiscal rules may focus on different elements of
government fiscal aggregates: expenditure, budget balance
(in terms of deficit or surplus), public debt and revenue.
Across SEA countries, the most widespread types of
fiscal rules are budget balance (70%) and debt rules (60%).
These types of rules are also common in OECD countries,
where all reported countries have budget balance rules, in
some cases as part of the European Union and euro area
membership requirements. Only 40% of the SEA countries
have expenditure rules. In stark contrast, a majority of OECD
countries have adopted such rules, often to complement
their deficit and debt rules. Only Lao PDR and Viet Nam
have implemented a revenue rule; the low incidence of such
rules is also found in OECD countries (45%).

Fiscal rules can have different legal foundations.
Singapore is the only SEA country that has enshrined fiscal
rules in their constitution. A common legal foundation for
fiscal rules in SEA countries and OECD countries is primary
and secondary legislation, including complementary
international rules for EU members. In exceptional cases,
fiscal rules can be based primarily on a long-term political
commitment, such as in Australia and New Zealand.

To avoid deviating from conditions set in the rules,
countries often rely on tools such as political commitment
and monitoring by independent fiscal institutions. However,
many countries have enforcement mechanisms outlining
the procedures in the event of an unjustified deviation
from the rule’s target. Several SEA countries have chosen
mechanisms where the entity responsible for the overrun
must implement corrective measures, or submit a
proposal detailing corrective measures to the legislature.
In the OECD, 13 countries out of 33 (39%) have indicated
enforcement measures where “explanation with reasons
for non-compliances were presented to legislature”.
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Methodology and definitions

Data for SEA countries refer to country responses
to the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures
Survey for Asian Countries. OECD country responses
are to the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures
Survey. Respondents were predominantly senior
budget officials in SEA countries and OECD countries.
Responses represent the countries’ self-assessments
of current practices and procedures. Data refer only
to central/federal governments and exclude the sub-
national level. OECD totals are based on responses by
33 OECD countries as no 2018 data are available for
the United Kingdom and the United States.

A numerical fiscal rule is defined as a permanent,
long-term restriction on fiscal policy.

The four broad categories of fiscal rules are:

® Budget balance (i.e. deficit or surplus) rules:
directly target the budget balance (i.e. the gap
between government spending and revenues).
Includes a requirement to run a balanced
position; not to exceed a defined deficit limit; or
to attain a defined minimum surplus.

@ Debt rules: limit the amount of government debt
that can be accumulated.

® Expenditure rules: limit the amount of
government spending, or the rate of growth in
government spending.

® Revenue rules: impose constraints on the tax-to-

GDP ratio and place restrictions on government
revenues raised in excess of projected amounts.

Further reading

Anderson, B. and J. Minarik (2006), “Design choices for
fiscal policy rules”, OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 5/4,
OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/budget-
v5-art25-en.

Fall,F, etal. (2015),“Prudent debt targets and fiscal frameworks”,
OECD Economic Policy Papers, No. 15, OECD Publishing,
Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5jrxtjmmt9f7-en.

Schick, A. (2010), “Post-crisis fiscal rules: Stabilising public
finance while responding to economic aftershocks”,
OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 10/2, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/budget-10-5km7rqpkqtsl.

Figure notes

4.4: Viet Nam’s revenue rules are consigned in the National Assembly’s
resolutions for a ten-year financial strategy and a five-year
socio-economic development plan. Cambodia’s debt rules are
stipulated in the budget law. Thailand’s expenditure and debt rules
are stipulated in the 2018 Fiscal Responsibility Act of 19 April 2018.

4.5: New Zealand requires a proposal with corrective measures and an
explanation for non-compliance presented to the legislature; no
information on the type of rule available.
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4.2. FISCAL RULES

4.4. Types and legal foundation of fiscal rules, 2018
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Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian Countries. For OECD countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices

and Procedures Survey.
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4.5. Enforcement mechanisms for fiscal rules, 2018

Type of rule/ Correction

Automatic correction

Entity must implement

Proposal with corrective measures

mechanisms mechanisms Automatic sanctions measures presented to the legislature None
Expenditure Thailand Lao PDR, Thailand, Viet Nam Thailand, Viet Nam Singapore, Japan, Korea
Budget balance Indonesia, Lao PDR Myanmar, Viet Nam Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore,
Australia, Japan, Korea
Debt Thailand Cambodia, Indonesia, Thailand Viet Nam Malaysia, Singapore, Australia,
Japan, Korea
Revenues Lao PDR Viet Nam Australia, Japan, Korea

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian Countries. For OECD countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices

and Procedures Survey.
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4.3. MEDIUM-TERM EXPENDITURE FRAMEWORK

Medium-term expenditure frameworks (MTEFs) are an
important tool for overcoming the limitations of the annual
budget cycle by adopting a medium-term perspective for
achieving government fiscal objectives. They generally span
a period of at least three years beyond the current budget.
MTEFs are typically defined by combining expenditure
ceilings and a baseline estimation of government policies’
costs that are continually updated.

MTEFs improve budget formulation by encouraging
the development of spending plans on the basis of
existing resources and by promoting fiscal discipline. By
incorporating a medium-term perspective in the budget
process, they allow for a more efficient resource allocation
aligned with the government’s goals, and they link the
annual budget to multi-year policies. Moreover, MTEFs can
increase budget stability by decreasing uncertainty in the
financial flows for ministries and agencies, affording time
to adjust and plan their operations accordingly.

A major challenge in implementing successful MTEFs is
ensuring that expenditure estimates and ceilings are based
on high-quality projections. Active co-ordination with line
ministries and sub-national governments, both of which
account for large amounts of government expenditure is
also required.

More than two-third of SEA countries (70%), and nearly
all OECD countries (91%), have established a medium-term
expenditure framework. Their legal foundation may be an
important factor in determining the effectiveness of MTEFs:
itis illustrated by the degree to which they are stipulated in
legislation, decided by the executive or the legislative, and
subsequently monitored by the legislative or independent
bodies. For example, having an MTEF defined in a law may
enhance effectiveness as it opens it to greater accountability
and transparency.

Of ten SEA countries, only Indonesia, Thailand and
Viet Nam have laws detailing the existence of an MTEF or
of budget ceilings at some level of expenditure. For OECD
countries this applies in 72% of cases (24 countries out of 33).
Similarly to OECD countries in the SEA region, ceilings
range mainly from 3 to 5 years. Unlike OECD countries
(66%), only 30% of SEA countries have ceilings in place for
total expenditures, with most countries focusing instead
on organisational expenditures per ministry level or other.
Only Viet Nam has ceilings in place for programme or sector
expenditures.
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Methodology and definitions

Data for SEA countries refer to country responses
to the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures
Survey for Asian Countries. OECD country responses
are to the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures
Survey. Respondents were predominantly senior
budget officials in SEA countries and OECD countries.
Responses represent the countries’ self-assessments
of current practices and procedures. Data refer only
to central/federal governments and exclude the sub-
national level. OECD totals are based on responses by
33 OECD countries as no 2018 data is available for the
United Kingdom and the United States.

An MTEF is a structured approach to integrating
fiscal policy and budgeting over a multi-year horizon.
Aggregate fiscal forecasts are linked to medium-
term budget estimates by ministries, reflecting
existing government policies. Forward estimates of
expenditures become the basis of budget negotiations
in the years following the budget and the forward
estimates are reconciled with final outcomes in fiscal
outcome reports.

Further reading

ADB (2002), “Linking Planning and Budgeting: The Medium
Term Expenditure Framework”, Asian Development
Bank, The Governance Brief, No. 2, https://www.adb.org/
sites/default/files/publication/28647/governancebrief02.
pdf.

OECD (2014), Budgeting Practices and Procedures in
OECD Countries, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264059696-en.

World Bank (2013), “Beyond the Annual Budget: Global
Experience with Medium Term Expenditure Frameworks”,
World Bank, Washington, DC, http://dx.doi.org/10.1596/
978-0-8213-9625-4.

Figure notes
Cambodia indicated intentions to introduce a MTEF in early 2018.

Thailand’s MTEF is stipulated in the 2018 Fiscal Responsibility Act of
19 April 2018.

Viet Nam’s 2015 State budget law stipulates a three-year medium-term
framework, but doesn’t stipulate the medium term ceilings in the
budget.

Australia’s legal basis is the Charter of Budget Honesty Act which
requires the government to prepare estimates for the budget year and
the following three financial years. The Act requires the Government
to publish its fiscal strategy.

New Zealand’s MTEF is based on a law requiring departmental baselines,
with budget rules stipulating process for rolling over the forthcoming
fiscal year.
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4.3. MEDIUM-TERM EXPENDITURE FRAMEWORK

4.6. Medium-term perspective in the budget process at the central level of government, 2018

Existence and legal

Main characteristics

Target(s) of expenditure ceilings

Length of ceilings

Frequency of ceilings

Programme or sector

Organisational

basis of MTEF . . L - Total expenditures ) .
(including upcoming fiscal year) revisions expenditures expenditures

Brunei Darussalam S X X X X X
Cambodia S X X X X X
Indonesia [} 4 years Annually v
Lao PDR S X X X X X
Malaysia o 3 years Annually v
Myanmar O 3 years Annually v
Philippines @) 6 years or more Annually v
Singapore O 5 years Every 5 years v
Thailand [} 3 years Annually v
Viet Nam v 3 years Annually v v v
Australia v 4 years More than once per year
Japan O 3 years Not revised v v
Korea [ 5 years Annually v v
New Zealand v 4 years Annually v v
Key:

@ Yes: in a law which stipulates both the existence of a MTEF and budget ceilings

® Yes: in a law stipulating that spending thresholds should not exceed medium term estimates

O Yes: in a strategy/policy stipulating the MTEF and/or budget ceilings

v Yes
© No
x Not applicable (e.g. No MTEF in place)

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian Countries. For OECD countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices

and Procedures Survey.
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4.4. BUDGET TRANSPARENCY

The budget is one of the most strategic policy
documents enshrining government priorities and objectives.
The budget is also the means for parliament, citizens and
non-government organisations to hold the government to
account for its use of resources. Increasing transparency in
the use of public funds is crucial to fostering responsibility
and integrity as well promoting an open and inclusive
budget process. Transparent and inclusive budgeting can
also support better fiscal outcomes and promote better
public sector performance through more responsive,
impactful and equitable public policies. As highlighted
in the OECD Toolkit on Budget Transparency (2017), “there
are various definitions of budget transparency and fiscal
transparency, but they can all be summarised in one core
concept: budget transparency means being fully open with
people about how public money is raised and used.”

The national budget in SEA and OECD countries make
available different types of budget information to the public.
All SEA countries and all OECD countries in the Asia and
Pacific region publish the approved budget. The majority of
SEA countries also publish the budget proposal (60%) and
the budget circular (70%).

Unlike OECD countries, where the practice is common
(85%, including all OECD countries in the Asia and Pacific
region), only half of the SEA countries release the underlying
methodology and economic assumptions of the fiscal
projections supporting the budget. Sensitivity analyses
are published by few SEA countries (30%), whereas 73% of
OECD countries publish them. The situation of the OECD
countries in the Asia and Pacific region is similar: three out
of four countries publish sensitivity analyses of fiscal and/
or macroeconomic models. While these assumptions and
analyses are often technical and complex in nature, they
represent an essential component of the budget, as their
matching with reality affects fiscal performance and the
future credibility of government.

Eight out of ten SEA countries produce documents on
the long-term perspective on total revenue and expenditure,
although only the Philippines have currently made them
publicly available. The majority of OECD countries (73%),
however, produce long-term projections that are publicly
available.

Citizens’ budgets, or citizens’ guides to the budget, allow
governments to explain in plain language the objectives of
the budget and provide key information. By helping citizens
and non-government organisations to understand the
budgeting process and to assess its impact on their own
circumstances, citizens’ budgets promote inclusiveness and
government accountability. Currently, 80% of the countries
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in the SEA region indicated that they produce and publish
citizens’ budgets, compared to 63% in OECD countries.

Methodology and definitions

Data for SEA countries refer to country responses
to the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures
Survey for Asian Countries. OECD country responses
are to the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures
Survey. Respondents were predominantly senior
budget officials in SEA countries and OECD countries.
Responses represent the countries’ self-assessments
of current practices and procedures. Data refer only
to central/federal governments and exclude the sub-
national level. OECD totals are based on responses by
33 OECD countries as no 2018 data is available for the
United Kingdom and the United States.

A budget circular is a document/memorandum
issued by the central budget authority to guide line
ministries/agencies in the formulation of their initial
budget proposals/budget estimates.

A citizens’ guide to the budget is defined as an easy-
to-understand summary of the main features of the
annual budget presented to the legislature. It should
be a self-contained document that explains what is
in the annual budget proposals and what their effects
are expected to be.

Long-term fiscal projections could help identify
the probable future expenses and revenues in light of
forecasted demographic and economic developments,
and can contribute to the political discussion of a
broader reform agenda. They usually span 10-50 or
more years.

Further reading

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

OECD (2002), “OECD Best Practices for Budget Transparency”,
OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 1/3,https://doi.org/10.1787/
budget-v1-art14-en

Petrie, M. and J. Shields (2010), “Producing a Citizens’ Guide
to the Budget: Why, What and How?” OECD Journal
on Budgeting, Vol. 10/2, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1787/budget-10-5km7gkwg2pjh
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4.4. BUDGET TRANSPARENCY

4.7. Budgetary information made publicly available, 2018

Methodology and Sensitivity analyses Independent .
Budget Budget economic assumptions  of fiscal and/or Budget reviews/analyses of Pre-budget Lg:?;; rlr?esz:]su?g%e
proposal approved for establlishling fiscal macroeconomic circular maf;roeconomic gnd/ report expenditure
projections models or fiscal assumptions

Brunei Darussalam O [ O O (@) O (@) X
Cambodia O [ [} [ ] [ o [ J O
Indonesia (] [ [ [ [ X [ (@)
Lao PDR [ ] o o o [ ] O [ ] o
Malaysia [ ] [ ] (@] (@] [ ] X X (@]
Myanmar O [} (e} O (e} [ O (e}
Philippines [ ] [} [ ] [ ] [} X [} [}
Singapore [ ] [} O O O (@) X O
Thailand [ ] [} [} O [} [} O O
Viet Nam (@) [ ] [ X [ ] X [ ] X
SEA Total

@ Publicly available 6 10 5 3 7 3 5 1

O Not publicly available 4 0 5 6 3 3 3 7

x Not applicable 0 0 0 1 0 4 2 2
Australia [ [ ] [ ] [ (@] [ ] (@] [ ]
Japan ° [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] X
Korea () [} [} (@) [ (@) X o
New Zealand [ [} [ ] [ ] O [ J [ J [ ]
OECD Total

@ Publicly available 33 33 28 24 20 28 23 24

O Not publicly available 0 0 5 6 12 5 1

x Not applicable 0 0 0 3 1

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian Countries. For OECD countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices
and Procedures Survey.
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840247

4.8. Publication of citizens’ budget, 2018

No / not
applicable
20%
Yes
80%

Source: OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian Countries.
StatLink &a=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840912
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4.5. LEGISLATIVE CAPACITY TO ENSURE TRANSPARENCY IN THE BUDGET PROCESS

Legislative scrutiny and oversight underpin budget
transparency. Legislative debate on the budget and related
documentation in the plenary and in committee provides an
opportunity to build public awareness of the government’s
spending priorities and policy objectives. In turn, legislative
scrutiny of budget execution helps ensure that public funds
are being used as intended and that policies are achieving
planned results.

Strengthening analytical resources, hiring adequate
committee staff and allowing committees to consult
experts all serve to enhance legislative effectiveness and
redress the capacity imbalance between the legislature
and the executive. While legislatures in SEA countries
have traditionally played a fairly limited role in the
budget process, a growing number are working towards
developing stronger analytical capacity with, for example,
the establishment of parliamentary budget offices (PBOs)
or specialised budgetary research units. This is in line
with similar trends within the OECD, where the number of
such institutions has more than tripled in the past decade,
although offices in SEA countries tend to have less formal
independence. Of the four OECD countries in the region,
Korea has the second largest PBO worldwide, Australia has
a PBO focused on policy costing, and the Japanese Diet has
specialised budget research services. The New Zealand
government is considering setting up a PBO.

The Philippines stands out as an early adopter of the
PBO model, establishing an independent office in 1990
modelled in part on the US Congressional Budget Office.
The office has undergone several iterations in 2010 and in
2015 when it was brought under the direct control of the
House Speaker of the Philippines and now consists of two
bureaus covering socio-economic, budget and tax research.
Indonesia, Thailand and Viet Nam have either a PBO or
specialised budgetary research unit and Cambodia has been
exploring setting up a parliamentary budget office. As a first
step, the Parliamentary Institute of Cambodia has provided
training on budget issues for parliamentary staff. By contrast,
in Malaysia and Singapore - legislatures with a Westminster
heritage — the focus is more on ex post accountability through
the work of the public accounts committee.

The analysis provided by PBOs and specialised
budgetary research units helps to make often complex
and detailed budget information understandable to the
legislature and other stakeholders (media, academia, and
the public at large).In addition to analysis of the executive’s
budget proposal (most common), these institutions may
produce assessments of government forecasts, tax analysis
or costings of policy proposals, among others. The main
clients for this analysis within parliaments are budget
committees and typically the analysis is made available
to the public.
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Methodology and definitions

Data for SEA countries refer to country responses to
the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures Survey
for Asian Countries. OECD country responses are to
the 2018 OECD Parliamentary Budgeting Practices.
Respondents were predominantly senior budget
officials or parliamentary budget officials in SEA and
OECD countries. Responses represent countries’ self-
assessments of current practices and procedures.
Data refer only to central/federal governments and
exclude the sub-national level. OECD totals are based
on responses by 34 OECD countries with data missing
from Mexico.

Further reading

ADB (2018) “A Comparative Analysis of Tax Administration
in Asia and the Pacific”, Asian Development Bank,
Manila, http://dx.doi.org/10.22617/TCS189264.

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

OECD (2014), “Recommendation of the Council on
Principles for Independent Fiscal Institutions”, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://www.oecd.org/gou/budgeting/
OECD-Recommendation-on-Principles-for-Independent-
Fiscal-Institutions.pdf.

von Trapp, L., I. Lienert and J. Wehner (2016), “Principles
for independent fiscal institutions and case studies”,
OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 15/2,http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1787/budget-15-5jm2795tv625.

Figure notes

Countries reporting other type of support available to parliament for
specialized advice on budget include:

Brunei Darussalam: Clerk and Deputy Clerk of the Legislative Council.
Brunei Darussalam’s Legislative Council, a consultative body
comprised of 36 appointed members, meets annually in March to
discuss and approve the annual budget and revenue estimates.

Australia: specialised staff of sectoral committees. The Australian
Parliament does not have a budget committee.

Japan: in addition to the budget research offices in both houses, the
National Diet Library has a Financial Affairs Research Service.

New Zealand: committees receive support from the Office of the
Controller and Auditor-General, and the Office of the Clerk of the
House can contract specialists if requested by a committee. A PBO
is planned.
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4.5. LEGISLATIVE CAPACITY TO ENSURE TRANSPARENCY IN THE BUDGET PROCESS

4.9. Analytical support available to parliament, 2018

Who provides specialized budget analysis to the legislature?
Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) Specialised staff of Budget/Finance Specialised staff in political party

Individual member’s staff

or specialised research unit Committee secretariats
Brunei Darussalam o o o o
Cambodia o] [ O O
Indonesia [} (@) (@) [
Lao PDR o] [ O O
Malaysia O O o O
Myanmar O O o] O
Philippines [ [ o [
Singapore O O O O
Thailand [ ([ ] (] [
Viet Nam [ ] [ ] O O
SEA Total
® Yes 4 5 1 3
O No 6 5 9 7
Australia [ ] O [ J [ ]
Japan () [} [} [}
Korea [ [ [ J [ J
New Zealand o o o o
OECD Total
® Yes 22 19 20 15
O No 12 15 14 19
Key
® Yes
O No

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2018) Parliamentary Budgeting Practices Survey.
StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840931
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4.6. PUBLIG-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

Public-private partnerships (PPPs) are long-term
contractual agreements between the government and a
private sector partner. The latter typically finances and
delivers public services using a capital asset (e.g. transport
infrastructure, hospital), sharing the associated risks. PPPs
may deliver public services both with regard to infrastructure
assets (such as bridges, roads) and social assets (such as
hospitals, utilities, prisons).

The private party is often responsible for the design,
construction, financing, operation, management and
delivery of the service for a pre-determined period of time,
receiving its compensation from fixed unitary payments
or tolls charged to users. An effective management and
a strong institutional capacity are necessary to ensure
the success of PPP projects and their fiscal sustainability
in the long term. Without a comprehensive legal and
regulatory framework, risk sharing, budget liabilities and
renegotiations later in the process can become objects of
dispute and hinder the project’s outcome. PPPs also risk
being used to keep government spending and liabilities out
of deficit and debt headline measures. Moreover, the long-
term nature of PPPs can prove too inflexible, costly and
burdensome for the changing needs of the public sector
and evolving technology.

All SEA countries use PPPs. However, the institutional
arrangements at the central/federal level of government are
quite diverse in the region. Out of the seven SEA countries
with PPP units, four created PPP units within their ministry
of finance to manage the partnerships; two have a PPP
unit within line ministries; and Malaysia’s PPP unit is in
the Prime Minister’s Office. In comparison, while all OECD
countries that responded to the survey use PPPs (26), 11 do
not have PPP units. Out of the 15 OECD countries with PPP
units, 12 have dedicated PPP units reporting to the ministry
of finance and 8 have PPP units reporting to line ministries;
some have both. Dedicated PPP units have been shown to
help in the design and procurement process of PPPs and to
increase effectiveness in project delivery.

Absolute and relative value for money assessments are
commonly carried out by SEA countries. Absolute value for
money tests determine whether a project provides overall
value for money for society. In turn, relative assessments
compare different forms of procurement and establish
which is most efficient. The assessments judge in particular
whether PPPs or traditional infrastructure procurement
(TIP) projects are the most efficient form of delivery.

Half of SEA countries perform relative assessments for
all PPPs (public sector comparators) to evaluate whether
PPPs are more efficient than TIPs, while Myanmar and
Singapore only do so for projects above a certain threshold.
Absolute value for money assessments for TIPs and PPPs
are also common in the SEA region (70% of SEA countries
undertake them for all projects). All the OECD countries in
the SEA region that responded to the survey use relative
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and absolute assessments for all projects, or at least for
projects above a certain monetary threshold.

Results suggest that few SEA countries perceive PPPs
to perform better than TIPs. However, most SEA countries
reported that it is hard to make a judgment due to the lack
of data or expertise. Further analyses and assessments are
needed for informed decision making and hence to improve
PPP implementation.

Methodology and definitions

Data for SEA countries refer to country responses to
the 2018 OECD Budget Practices and Procedures Survey
for Asian Countries. OECD country responses are to
the 2018 OECD Capital Budgeting and Infrastructure
Governance Survey. Respondents were predominantly
senior budget officials in SEA countries and OECD
countries. Responses represent the countries’ self-
assessments of current practices and procedures.
Data refer only to central/federal governments and
exclude the sub-national level. OECD totals are based
on responses by 26 OECD countries, as no 2018 data
are available for Belgium, Canada, Estonia, Finland,
Iceland, Korea, Latvia, Poland and the United States.

The applied PPP concept in this chapter includes
both pure PPPs and concessions.

A PPP unit is an organisation that has been set
up by government to centrally facilitate, promote or
improve PPPs across government departments.

Methodologies for relative value for money assessment
and absolute value for money tests vary by country.

Further reading

OECD (2017), Getting Infrastructure Right: A Framework for
Better Governance, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264272453-en.

OECD (2012), “Recommendation of the Council on Principles
for Public Governance of Public-Private Partnerships”,
OECD Publishing, Paris, www.oecd.org/gov/budgeting/
PPP-Recommendation.pdyf.

World Bank Group (2018),“Procuring Infrastructure Public-Private
Partnerships Report”, World Bank, Washington, https://
ppp.worldbank.org/public-private-partnership/library/
procuring-infrastructure-ppps-2018.

Figure notes

4.10: The OECD total for use of public-private partnerships includes
Switzerland where the PPP instrument is allowed but rarely used.

4.11: No data are available for OECD countries.
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4.6. PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

4.10. Dedicated PPP units and value for money assessments of PPPs and TIPs, 2018

Use of relative
. . Use of absolute value for money
Use of public Existence of PPP unit value for money assessments
private . . : : . . assessments
parterships Dedicated PPP unit  Dedicated PPP units No dedicated PPP unit
reporting to Ministry  reporting to line Other PPP unit  exists in central/federal For PPPs For PPPs For TIPs
of Finance ministries government

Brunei Darussalam v v ® @® O
Cambodia v v ® [ ] [ J
Indonesia v v ® o [ J
Lao PDR v v [ ] [ ] [ ]
Malaysia v v [ [} [}
Myanmar v v o o o
Philippines v v [ [} [ J
Singapore v v o o o
Thailand v v ° [ ] [ ]
Viet Nam v ° [ ] [
SEA Total 10 4 2 1 8

@ Yes, for all projects 5 7 7

O Yes, for those above certain monetary threshold 2 2 2

@ Yes, ad hoc basis 3 1 0

O Yes, other 0 0 0

O No 0 0 1
Australia v v (] [ [}
Japan v v o [ ] [ ]
Korea v
New Zealand v [ [ ] o
OECD Total 26 12 8 2 11

@ Yes, for all projects 9 1" 9

O Yes, for those above certain monetary threshold 5 4 5

@ Yes, ad hoc basis 2 2 1

O Yes, other 5 & 4

O No 5 6 5

x Not applicable / survey not answered 0 0 2

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian Countries. For OECD countries, OECD (2018) Capital Budgeting
and Infrastructure Governance Survey.
StatLink Sa=zm https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840950

4.11. Countries’ assessments of PPPs relative to TIPs along various dimensions, 2018

[ No judgement due to lack of info or experience with PPPs [ Better than TIPs
I The same as TIPs [ Worse than TIPs
Share of responding countries, %
100

90

80

60
50

20
10 |

SEA SEA SEA SEA SEA
Timeliness Construction costs Operating costs Quality of finished Transaction costs
product

Source: For SEA countries: OECD (2018) Budget Practices and Procedures Survey for Asian Countries.

StatLink iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840969
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Human resources management
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5.1. DELEGATION IN HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

Human resources management (HRM) decisions
may be taken by central HRM authorities or delegated
to line ministries, departments or agencies. Delegating
responsibilities - for example on remuneration, recruitment,
performance assessment or dismissal - empowers and
enables public managers to better adapt working conditions
to their organisations’ needs and to individual employees’
merits. Under appropriate framework conditions and
minimum standards, delegation could lead to a better
alignment of human resources (HR) planning and business
strategy. However, without some degree of central oversight,
arrangements may instead lead to uneven pay scales,
limited opportunities for government-wide strategic HR
planning and mobility, and risk nepotism and political
interference in staffing decisions. Delegating HRM also
requires developing the accompanying HRM competencies
at the level where decisions are to be taken.

The composite index presented here summarises the
extent of delegation of HRM practices in central government.
All nine SEA countries that responded to the survey practice
a relatively low degree of HRM delegation, below the OECD
average, but close to the level of Korea and Japan from among
the OECD countries in the region. Among SEA countries, the
Philippines and Viet Nam delegate a high number of issues
related to work conditions to the department level and/or
unit level. In contrast, Brunei Darussalam and Malaysia, the
two SEA countries with the lowest degree of delegation, do
not delegate HRM practices to the unit level at all and only
rarely to the department level.

Like all OECD countries except Germany and the
Slovak Republic, all SEA countries have at least a central
HRM unit. In Lao PDR for example, HRM responsibilities are
shared between the Ministry of Home Affairs — responsible
for positions from administrative staff to Level 3 positions
(Deputy Director General) - and the Central Committee
of Personnel, responsible for the senior civil service and
positions from Level 2 (Director General) to President
(General State Secretary).

In Malaysia, which delegates least in SEA, the Public
Service Department is responsible for determining the
general management of pay systems; working condition
flexibility; allocating the budget envelope between payroll
and other expenses; performance appraisal systems; and the
number and types of posts within organisations. Ministries
have some latitude in issues like performance-related pay
and recruitment to the civil service. In contrast, Viet Nam
delegates the most in SEA. In the Philippines, while the
Department of Budget and Management is in charge of all
pay-related issues, it is a separate agency from the Ministry
of Finance. In Singapore, which falls near the SEA average,
the central HR body determines recruitment policy; but
ministries, departments or agencies have some scope to apply
the general principles and in deciding to hire individuals.
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Individual career management is among the functions
that tend to be the most delegated to the unit and team
levels, namely in Cambodia, Indonesia and Viet Nam.
Viet Nam is also the only SEA country that delegates the
recruitment of individuals to the civil service and the
performance appraisal system to the unit/team level. In
OECD countries, individual career management is also
among the main functions that are delegated to ministries,
unit or team level, although in most OECD countries this
remains a central HRM body function.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Strategic
Human Resource Management Survey and refer to
2016 for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominately senior officials in
central government HRM departments, and data refer
to HRM practices in central government. The survey
was completed in 2018 by all SEA countries except
Myanmar and in 2016 by 35 OECD countries.

The terms public and civil service/servants are used
interchangeably throughout this chapter.

The index on delegation of HRM practices is
composed of the following variables: the existence
of a central HRM body, and the role of line ministries
in determining the number and types of posts
within organisations; the allocation of the budget
envelope between payroll and other expenses;
staff compensation levels; position classification,
recruitment and dismissals; and conditions of
employment. The index ranges from 0 (no delegation)
to 1 (high level of delegation). Missing data for
countries were estimated by mean replacement.

See Annex A for further details on the methodology
and factors used in constructing the index. The
variables composing the index and their relative
importance are based on expert judgements. They are
presented with the purpose of furthering discussion,
and consequently may evolve over time.

Further reading

OECD (2017), Skills for a High Performing Civil Service,
OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/
9789264280724-en.

OECD (2011), Public Servants as Partners for Growth: Toward
a Stronger, Leaner and More Equitable Workforce, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264166707-en.
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5.1. DELEGATION IN HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

5.1. Extent of delegation of human resources management practices in line ministries
in central government, 2018

— 8 @ oooses 0ECD
Hig1héevel of delegation

09
0.8
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VNM  THA IDN KHM SGP LAO PHL BRN MYS AUS NZL JPN KOR
Low level of delegation

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Strategic Human Resources Management Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2016) Strategic Human Resources
Management Survey.
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840988

5.2. Delegation of key HRM responsibilities to line ministries in central government, 2018

General management  Flexibility of working Allocation of budget Managemept of the Number and types . .
of pay systems (salary conditions (number envelope between Perlformance vanatl)lelportlon of pay of posts within Recru'lt'ment |lnt0
levels, progressions) of hours, tc) payroll and other  appraisal systems  benefits; performance- organisations the civil service
expenses related pay
Brunei Darussalam * L 2 | * * * on <
Cambodia . . . sl ol @ on
Indonesia L 2 | * * * L 2 | > |
Lao PDR * * * * * <H
Malaysia * * * * L 22 | * &
Philippines * L 22 | * L 22 | * on <
Singapore * RS on * L 22 | on <+l
Thailand <+l < < |
Viet Nam * L 22 | * *SHA L 2 | L 22 | *LA
SEA Total
Central HRM body/Ministry of 8 7 9 8 9 8 2
Finance = &
Central HRM body but with some 3 6 2 4 8 4 5
latitude for ministries/agencies = <
Ministries/agencies = l 2 3 1 3 5 4 6
Unit/team level = A 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
x = not applicable/not available 0 0 0 0 0 0 1}
Australia | | | | | | HA
Japan oo < X B3 B3 B3 B3
Korea * * * < L3 X <
New Zealand | ] X | | X |
0ECD Total
Central HRM body = & 19 14 18 15 7 ih 8
Central HRM body but with some 6 7 2 6 8 5 6
latitude for ministries/agencies = <
Ministries/agencies = l 12 23 20 18 23 23 25
Unit/team level = A 0 4 0 4 4 0 8
x = not applicable/not available 1 0 & 1 & 3 0

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Strategic Human Resources Management Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2016) Strategic Human Resources
Management Survey.
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841007
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5.2. STAFF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

Society’s ongoing digital transformation, rising incomes
and education levels have changed citizens’ expectations of
public administration, with new demands on public sector
performance. Building a performance culture in the public
sector can start with effective performance management
- fundamental for improving public service quality while
carefully managing limited resources.

Performance indicators for policies and services can
help define the employee’s, manager’s and organisation’s
objectives and responsibilities, as well as the government’s
overall priorities. This helps clarify staff’s organisational
goals, giving a better understanding of their role within
the organisation and how to best contribute to its strategic
objectives. Performance assessments incentivise better
performance through individual and collective feedback.
Assessments can also identify development objectives; gaps
in skills; and feed into strategic HR planning and training.

As in most OECD countries, formal performance
assessments are mandatory for almost all employees in SEA
central governments. The composite indicator assesses the
use of performance assessments to inform HR decisions,
including formal requirements, tools used and implications
for employees.

Singapore and Thailand integrate performance
assessments into their HR decision making more than
other SEA countries. In the others, performance appraisals
are important for career advancement, remuneration
or contract renewal, and meetings with an immediate
superior can be every six months. However, in Cambodia
and Lao PDR performance assessments feature less in HR
decisions (i.e. for contract renewal or remuneration).

All SEA countries that responded to the survey collect
employee performance data. In Malaysia, the Philippines,
Viet Nam and Brunei Darussalam data are collected and
aggregated centrally. In Brunei Darussalam, ministries
are responsible for entering and updating data into a
central government employee management system. While
Singapore and Thailand collect and standardise data to hold
at ministry level, in Cambodia, Indonesia and Lao PDR data
are collected by individual ministries or agencies but not
standardised. OECD countries in the region tend to collect
data at ministry level.

Performance-related pay (PRP) is a common incentive
in SEA and OECD countries. All surveyed SEA countries
have one or more PRP mechanisms for most central
government employees except Viet Nam, Lao PDR and
Brunei Darussalam. In Singapore, which uses PRP the
most in the region, PRP can include one-off performance
bonuses, permanent pay increments or promotions, and
make up to 65% of base salary - the highest in SEA. This is
comparable to Japan, an OECD country that uses PRP to a
greater extent. The other three OECD countries in the region
also have PRP mechanisms.

PRP schemes can succeed if performance goals are
clearly established, performance is solely dependent on
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the efforts of the individual (or group) and if management
carries out evaluations objectively. Without these conditions
PRP could lead to “gaming” and lower employee motivation
and engagement. As a result, to improve public sector
performance, many OECD countries are now exploring ways
to measure and manage employee engagement. Leading
practices in this field are based on regular employee surveys
and benchmarking reports.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Strategic
Human Resource Management Survey and refer to
2016 for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominately senior officials in
central government HRM departments, and data refer
to HRM practices in central government. The survey
was completed in 2018 by the SEA countries except
Myanmar, and in 2016 by 35 OECD countries. Data are
not included for New Zealand for the performance
assessment index.

The terms public and civil service/servants are used
interchangeably in this chapter.

The index on performance assessment is composed
of the variables: existence of a formalised performance
assessment; use of performance assessment tools;
performance assessment criteria; importance of
performance assessment for career advancement,
remuneration and contract renewal. The index on PRP
is composed of the variables: use of a PRP mechanism
and for which staff categories; use of one-off bonuses
and/or merit increments; and maximum proportion
of basic salary that PRP represents.

Indices range between 0 (low use) and 1 (high use).
Missing data were estimated by mean replacement.
Indices provide information on the formal use
of performance assessments and PRP in central
government, but do not provide any information on
their implementation or the quality of work performed.

See Annex A for further details on the methodology
and factors used to construct the index. The variables
composing the index and their relative importance
are based on expert judgements. They are presented
with the purpose of furthering discussion, and
consequently may evolve over time.

Further reading

OECD (2016), Engaging Public Employees for a High-Performing
Civil Service, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264267190-en.
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5.2. STAFF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

5.3. Extent to which performance assessments in HR decisions are used in central government, 2018
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Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Strategic Human Resources Management Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2016) Strategic Human Resources
Management Survey.
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841026

5.4. Collection and aggregation of employee performance data, 2018

Collected/aggregated centrally and updated regularly  Collected and held at Ministry level, standardised ~ Collected by ministries/agencies, not standardised
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5.5. Extent to which performance-related pay is used in central government, 2018

SEA ===ee- OECD

High use
1.0

0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
01

0

SGP THA PHL BRN MYS VNM IDN LAO KHM KOR AUS JPN

Low use

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Strategic Human Resources Management Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2016) Strategic Human Resources
Management Survey.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888933840380
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5.3. USE OF SEPARATE HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR SENIOR CIVIL SERVANTS

Government performance is strongly influenced by the
quality and capacity of the senior civil service. Senior civil
servants (SCS) are located at a critical junction between
policy making and delivery, as well as between politicians
and the bureaucracy. SCS lead their teams to execute
challenging policy agendas quickly and draw from
institutional expertise and experience to make evidence-
based decisions. SCS are expected to be politically
responsive, have a deep understanding of the citizens they
serve, and be effective managers capable of steering high-
performing public sector organisations.

Most governments recognise the distinct role of SCS
by applying separate management rules and practices to
this group. The composite indicator examines whether SCS
are considered a distinct group of civil servants, whether
policies exist for identifying leaders and potential talent
early in their careers, and if SCS are managed differently
from other civil servants.

The SEA region has a higher average score on this
indicator than the OECD average. This is mainly due to the
fact that seven out of the nine SEA countries who responded
to our survey have policies to identify potential SCS early
in their careers, which only happens in 11 OECD countries.
Among the four OECD countries in the region, only New
Zealand identifies potential leadership in performance
assessments, and it is an informal and decentralised
process.

With the understanding that the civil service is key
to the development of all SEA countries and for regional
co-operation, developing and selecting highly skilled SCS
is one of the main priority areas for HR reform among SEA
countries, as well as OECD countries. With the exception
of Viet Nam, all SEA countries have a defined group of SCS.
In Cambodia, Malaysia and Thailand, this is the result of
common practice, whereas other SEA countries have formal
defined arrangements (Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Lao
PDR, the Philippines and Singapore). Most SEA countries (all
except Cambodia and Lao PDR) also have a specific selection
process for senior managers.

The SCS employment framework in SEA countries
usually includes a greater emphasis on performance
management than the framework for regular staff.
However, only three countries - Indonesia, Malaysia and
Thailand - assess their SCS against outcome, output and
organisational management indicators. In five countries,
SCS have a specific performance agreement with the
minister; in six countries, SCS can be promoted as a direct
result of good performance, compared to only five out of
35 OECD countries where competitions are applied as the
major tool.

Furthermore, in fast-changing environments, attracting
people with the right skills may sometimes require looking
outside the civil service to access candidates with different
backgrounds, experience and new skills than those
traditionally found in career SCS.
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The majority of OECD countries tend to open at least
a good proportion of management positions to external
candidates, like Korea, where all ministries are expected
to open 10% to 20% of SCS positions to external candidates.
SCS are also among the civil service positions where OECD
countries have intentionally enhanced the use of external
recruitment. In Australia for example, external recruitment
of senior and middle managers has recently been increasing.
These measures are the result of a workforce management
review conducted in 2015, which recognised that the
Australian Public Service needed to attract talent from other
sectors. By contrast, in SEA countries, career progression
within the civil service tends to be the most common path
to identify SCS. Exceptions are Indonesia, where SCS are
open to external recruitment, and the Philippines, where
external candidates are recruited for a good proportion of
SCS positions. Indonesia is the only SEA country surveyed
that reports having adopted measures to enhance external
recruitment of SCS.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Strategic
Human Resource Management Survey and refer to
2016 for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominately senior officials in
central government human resources management
(HRM) departments, and data refer to HRM practices
in central government. The survey was completed in
2018 by the SEA countries except Myanmar, and in
2016 by 35 OECD countries.

The terms public and civil service/servants are used
interchangeably throughout this chapter.

The index on senior civil service is composed of the
following variables: the existence of a separate group
of SCS; the existence of policies for early identification
of potential SCS; the use of centrally defined skills
profiles for SCS; and the use of separate recruitment,
performance management and performance-pay
practices for SCS. The index ranges between 0 (HRM
practices not differentiated by SCS) and 1 (HRM
practices highly differentiated for SCS). The index is
not an indicator of how well SCS are managed or how
they perform.

Further reading

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

Figure notes

5.6: D1 managers are top public servants below the Minister of Secretary
of State.
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5.3. USE OF SEPARATE HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR SENIOR CIVIL SERVANTS
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5.8. Central government human resources management practices for SCS, 2018
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5.4. DATA-INFORMED HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

The digital transformation touches all aspects of the
public sector, and human resources management (HRM)
is no exception. Data helps decision makers understand
their current context, identify trends, plan for the future
and manage risks. Data on the public service can provide
insights on workforce composition and on the civil
service’s ability to recruit, retain and manage civil servant
performance. It is a fundamental input into effective
strategic human resource (HR) planning and management.
When collected and held centrally, it can be an important
tool for benchmarking organisations and informing reform.
This data can also be a powerful mechanism to ensure
transparency and accountability for workforce diversity
and effective HRM practices.

The nine SEA countries surveyed have standardised
administrative data records at central or line ministry levels
on the following data points: number of employees; level
of seniority; function; age; gender; level of education; and
length of service. Malaysia is the SEA country with the
highest level of available and fully centralised administrative
data records, although Lao PDR, Brunei Darussalam and
Indonesia also have strong centralised datasets. Most
administrative data are collected in Viet Nam, though at
line ministry level. In Thailand, data collected is centralised
by the Office of Civil Service Competence (OCSC) through
the Government Manpower Information System (GMIS).
At department level, HR data is managed through the
Departmental Personnel Information System. The OCSC is
planning to scale up this system by connecting the whole
civil service. Almost all OECD countries, including the four
OECD countries in the region, centralise data on the number
of employees, gender and age.

Collecting data is only the first step towards data-
informed HRM. The collected data needs to be analysed
and communicated to managers and decision makers in a
way that provides insight and supports accountability. As
in most OECD countries, administrative data appears to be
used most often in reports to the political level and to the
senior civil service. However, while 28 OECD countries use
administrative data in reports to the public, this is only
done in five SEA countries — Brunei Darussalam, Lao PDR,
the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand.

Finally, employee surveys are another type of data
often used by public organisations to measure and monitor
employee perceptions of their work and work environment.
These can provide useful input to performance-related
indicators such as employees’ engagement with their
work and employers, or their perceptions of management
and leadership. Employee surveys are widespread among
OECD countries (only five countries do not use them).
Among the SEA countries surveyed, three (Malaysia,
Singapore, Thailand) report conducting centralised surveys
across the whole central public administration (CPA),
while in four countries (Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia,
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Malaysia, the Philippines and Singapore) government
ministries/agencies conduct their own surveys. For
instance, Brunei Darussalam conducted a survey among
the civil service on the effectiveness of the performance
management system in 2013. Findings raised a few areas of
concern, such as the subjectivity of performance appraisals
or inconsistency of criteria, leading to a new performance
management system. In some countries universities or
non-government organisations also carry out employee
surveys in the public sector, but the impact of their results
on government HRM practices is not known.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Strategic
Human Resource Management Survey and refer to
2016 for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominately senior officials in
central government HRM departments, and data refer
to HRM practices in central government. The survey
was completed in 2018 by the SEA countries except
Myanmar, and in 2016 by 35 OECD countries.

The terms public and civil service/servants are used
interchangeably throughout this chapter.

The index on the collection and availability of
administrative HR data measures the existence of
the following administrative HR data records at the
central/federal level: number of employees, level,
function, age, gender, disabilities, other minority
status, level of education, length of service, languages
spoken, type of contract, union membership, part-
time work, other flexible working arrangements,
total sick days used, training days used, special leave
used, mobility within the service, staff turnover,
retirements, resignations and dismissals. The index
ranges from O (low level of data collection at central
level) to 1 (high level of data collection at central level).
For OECD countries, missing data were estimated by
mean replacement.

See Annex A for further details on the methodology
and factors used to construct the index. The variables
composing the index and their relative importance
are based on expert judgements. They are presented
with the purpose of furthering discussion, and
consequently may evolve over time.

Further reading

OECD (2016), Engaging Public Employees for a High-Performing
Civil Service, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/
10.1787/9789264267190-en.
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5.4. DATA-INFORMED HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

5.9. Collection and availability of administrative human resources (HR) data in central government, 2018
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Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Strategic Human Resources Management Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2016) Strategic Human Resources
Management Survey.
StatLink &i=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841121

5.10. Data informed human resources management (HRM): Employee surveys and use and disclosure
of administrative data in central government, 2018
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5.5. CENTRAL GOVERNMENT RECRUITMENT SYSTEM

Recruitment systems can help government
organisations to bring people with the required skills and
competencies into the civil service. To this end, workforce
planning can help identify skills needs and assess skills gaps.
Merit-based recruitment processes help identify the most
suitable candidates and have been a bedrock of professional
civil services in most OECD countries for many years.

Recruitment systems can be broadly categorised
between being more “career-based” or “position-based”.
Career-based systems tend to be based on competitive
selection earlier on in a civil servant’s career, with all or
most positions only open to civil servants. In position-
based systems, candidates usually apply directly to
specific positions, which tend to be open to internal and
external candidates. While career-based systems can help
build a dedicated and experienced group of civil servants,
position-based systems can offer more flexibility to adjust
the workforce in response to a changing environment, and
can bring in a wider diversity of perspectives, skills and
experiences.

Professionals are hard to draw into the civil service in
seven of the nine SEA countries surveyed (all except Lao
PDR and Malaysia) and 23 of 35 OECD countries (including
Korea and New Zealand). This suggests that attracting the
best people is not only related to the type of recruitment
system, but also requires human resources and line
managers to consider other factors such as future skills
demands, length of recruitment processes and competitive
employment conditions.

While most countries struggle to attract skilled
professionals, particularly in the domain of new technologies,
a smaller number of OECD countries (seven) and none of
the SEA countries surveyed have challenges recruiting
senior managers. This may be due to the attractiveness of
SCS positions or the logic of career-based systems, but it
also raises questions about countries’ awareness of how
the digital transformation is affecting the future of work
in the public sector.

In SEA and OECD countries, recruitment systems vary
to a great extent and combine elements of both systems.
Like Australia and New Zealand, Malaysia, the Philippines
and Singapore use primarily position-based systems. They
also report a trend towards more external recruitment
of professionals in the last five years, the time period for
which information was sought in the survey. In Singapore,
unlike all other SEA countries, people enter the civil
service through direct application to a specific post. In the
Philippines and Thailand, attracting qualified professionals
is a big challenge, where there is strong competition from
the private sector in the country and abroad. The main
challenge in Viet Nam is attracting people with governance
expertise.
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On the other side of the spectrum are countries
like Cambodia and Lao PDR. To become a civil servant,
candidates need to go through a competitive examination
that allows entry into a specific group of the public service.
In Cambodia, Lao PDR and Viet Nam, no posts are open to
external recruitment. In Lao PDR, the recruitment targets
recent university graduates and promotions are based on
work experience and tenure. In Japan, one of the OECD
countries with the strongest “career-based” approach,
people enter the civil service through a competitive
examination that provides for entry into a specific group,
but some posts are also open to external recruitment.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Strategic
Human Resource Management Survey and refer to
2016 for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominately senior officials in
central government human resources management
(HRM) departments, and data refer to HRM practices
in central government. The survey was completed in
2018 by all SEA countries except Myanmar and in 2016
by 35 OECD countries.

The terms public and civil service/servants are used
interchangeably throughout this chapter.

This composite index describes a spectrum of
recruitment systems in place in OECD countries,
ranging between 0 (career-based system) and 1
(position-based system). It does not evaluate the
performance of different systems. Data refer to
HRM practices at the central level of government
for the civil service. Definitions of the civil service,
as well as sectors covered at the central level of
government, differ across countries and should
be considered when making comparisons. The
variables comprising the indexes and their relative
importance are based on expert judgements. The
indicator looks at how one can become a civil
servant, ensuring merit-based appointments at
entry in the selection process, the allocation of
posts, the existence of measures to enhance/reduce
external recruitment, and the recruitment of senior
civil servants.

Further reading

OECD (2017), Skills for a High Performing Civil Service,
OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/
9789264280724-en.
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5.5. CENTRAL GOVERNMENT RECRUITMENT SYSTEM

5.11. Type of recruitment system used in central government, 2018
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Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Strategic Human Resources Management Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2016) Strategic Human Resources
Management Survey.
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5.12. Challenges in attracting particular groups of applicants to the civil service, 2018
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5.6. COMPETENCY MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

The public sector needs civil servants with the
right skills to address increasingly complex problems.
Competency management helps governments clarify
the abilities (including skills, knowledge and behaviours)
needed for a given position, and creates a standard
against which to measure effective employee performance.
Integrating competencies into a framework used to select,
develop and promote civil servants allows human resources
management (HRM) to develop strategic workforce planning,
and employees to develop their career plans.

Competency management is a high priority in six
of the nine SEA countries surveyed (Indonesia, Lao PDR,
Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand), and
a lower priority in Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia and
Viet Nam. All also have a specific competency framework
for senior managers, and eight countries (all except the
Philippines) have a framework for civil servants.

The central HRM unit is responsible for preparing
competency frameworks in most SEA and OECD countries.
In Thailand, HR and departmental senior managers are
also involved. In Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Thailand
and Viet Nam, inter-ministerial working groups also
contribute. The same is true in 43% of OECD countries.
Japan and New Zealand are the only OECD countries
where preparing a competency framework is the sole
responsibility of inter-ministerial working groups. Trade
union representatives are never involved in any of the SEA
countries.

As countries adopt competency management
approaches, in recognition that both hard and soft skills
are crucial to civil service performance, a key question is
whether civil services can map and develop the skills needed
in their central governments. In SEA and OECD countries,
the arrangements to promote learning for the central
public administration vary widely. Cambodia, Indonesia
and Malaysia each have a single government institution
or national school of government with this function, such
as Cambodia’s Royal School of Administration and the
Indonesian National Institute of Public Administration.
In Brunei Darussalam, the Philippines and Singapore,
responsibilities for civil service learning are shared by
several government institutions centrally. In Lao PDR
and Viet Nam, these responsibilities are delegated to
ministry/department/agency level. In the OECD countries
in the region, there is usually more than one institution
responsible for competency management. In addition, seven
SEA countries have a civil service-wide training strategy to
co-ordinate and align training across organisations. The
same is true in 47% of OECD countries, including Australia,
Korea and Japan.

The most frequently mentioned competencies in SEA
countries suggest that civil servants are expected to be
leaders and professionals with strong ethical values, which
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are also among the most common competencies in OECD
countries. Seven of the eight SEA countries that include
leadership in their competency frameworks (all except
Viet Nam) prioritise training and coaching for the executive
leadership and four prioritise training for middle managers
(Cambodia, Indonesia, the Philippines and Singapore).
Likewise, developing leaders’ competencies is one of the
main priorities in Australia, Korea and New Zealand among
OECD countries in the region; training for middle managers
is a priority in Australia and Japan. Although most SEA
countries prioritise the development of digital skills
(six countries), investing in digital skills is not a priority
for any of the OECD countries in the region (although it is
for 12 OECD countries).

While monitoring and evaluation of training
investment is a top priority in 34% of OECD countries
(including Australia, Korea and New Zealand), this is not
the case in any of the surveyed SEA countries.

Embedding learning in the culture and values of the
public service goes beyond the existence of competency
frameworks or training programmes, requiring employee
competency development to be a core responsibility of public
managers. Yet data suggests that workforce development
is still among the lowest priorities for senior civil servants
in SEA and OECD countries (with only 4 and 11 countries
respectively noting civil service training as a key priority).

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Strategic
Human Resource Management Survey and refer to
2016 for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominately senior officials in
central government HRM departments, and data refer
to HRM practices in central government. The survey
was completed in 2017/2018 by nine SEA countries
(Myanmar did not respond to the survey) and in 2016
by 35 OECD countries.

The terms public and civil service/servants are used
interchangeably throughout this chapter.

Further reading

OECD (2017), Skills for a High Performing Civil Service,
OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/
9789264280724-en.

OECD (2011), Public Servants as Partners for Growth: Towards
a Stronger, Leaner and More Equitable Workforce,
OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/
9789264166707-en.
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5.6. COMPETENCY MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

5.13. Civil service competencies and training priorities, 2018

Comptencies mentioned in competency frameworks Training and competence development priorities (top 5)
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5.14. Civil service competency development, 2018
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6.1. DIGITAL GOVERNMENT STRATEGIES AND INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORKS

Digital technologies are transforming the way citizens
live, work and interact. The disruption brought about by
technologies such as social media, mobile and smart
phones, artificial intelligence, blockchain and advanced
data analytics is also raising citizen’s expectations of public
service efficiency, quality, responsiveness and convenience.
Governments must quickly adapt to this new and challenging
environment, rethinking internal procedures, upgrading
service delivery approaches, reframing ways of interacting
with citizens and adjusting governance frameworks. Digital
economies and societies require digital governments.

Digital government strategies are important for
helping governments align institutional objectives, define
strategic initiatives and identify the necessary capacities
and resources for coherent implementation across sectors
and government levels. Most citizen services are delivered
at the sub-national and local levels. As service digitalisation
becomes more important, a co-ordinated digital government
approach provides seamlessness and cross-service synergies,
as well as helping less well-resourced sub-national bodies.
Clear institutional frameworks are also essential for co-
ordination among digital government public stakeholders.

In SEA countries, all governments have developed a
national strategy for digital government at the central level.
Digital government strategies also apply at the sub-national
level in six SEA countries (Lao PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar, the
Philippines, Thailand and Viet Nam), and at the local level
in seven (Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar, the
Philippines, Thailand and Viet Nam). These proportions are
similar to the situation in the OECD in 2014 - all countries
have a national strategy; 48% a sub-national strategy and
41% a local strategy. All SEA countries except Myanmar
reported using performance indicators to monitor progress
on digital government policies. The Australian Digital
Transformation Agency provides a good example of
leadership and co-ordinated efforts across different sectors
of government.

Regarding institutional frameworks, the vast majority
of SEA countries have a mutual co-ordination process or
mechanism formally in place between units responsible for
public sector information and communication technology
(ICT) projects.The only exception is Thailand, demonstrating
room for improvement in the country’s capacity to involve
different sectors and levels of government for coherent
digital government implementation. All other SEA countries
co-ordinate across central government at a minimum.
Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar and Viet Nam also co-
ordinate across all levels of government. Malaysia is the
only country that also co-ordinates across local levels of
government, such as municipalities, reflecting the fact that
Malaysia is the only federal country in the region.

In all SEA countries, digital strategies cover general
public services (e.g. permits, licences, certificates) to
their citizens and businesses. In most countries in the
region, notably Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Malaysia,

)

the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam,
digital strategies have a wider scope that extends to
other policy areas, such as education, economy, health,
recreation, culture and religion, and social protection.
Indonesia, Lao PDR and Myanmar currently have the least
comprehensive digital government strategies, though it
can be expected that their strategies will be extended
as digital technologies are progressively included across
more policy areas. The four OECD countries in the region
have digital strategies that cover all of these policy areas
(with the exception of Australia which does not cover
health policy, though this is likely due to the federated
responsibilities for this topic).

Financial resources are critical for effectively and
sustainably implementing digital government strategies. In
eight of the SEA countries, some of the main funding sources
are the same ministries and authorities that are covered
by the strategy. Of those eight, only Brunei Darussalam
does not receive additional funding from the ministry
charged with co-ordinating the strategy. This reflects
shared responsibilities in the implementation and funding
of digital government activities. Additional funding from
the co-ordinating body can also be used as an incentive to
collaborate, as a way of helping lagging bodies to catch up,
and as a way to get ministries to voluntarily adopt shared
standards and solutions.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Digital
Government Performance Survey and refer to 2014
for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominantly chief information
officers (CIOs) or their equivalent at central
government. The survey was completed in ten SEA
countries and 25 OECD countries.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), The Digital Transformation of the Public
Sector: Helping Governments Respond to the Needs of
Networked Societies, OECD Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2016), Digital Government in Chile: Strengthening the
Institutional and Governance Framework, OECD Digital
Government Studies, OECD Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2014), “Recommendation of the Council on Digital
Government Strategies”, OECD Publishing, Paris.

Figure note

6.1: Brunei Darussalam and Singapore have a single layer of government
(i.e. the central government).
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6.1. DIGITAL GOVERNMENT STRATEGIES AND INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORKS

6.1. Existence of a mutual co-ordination process or mechanism formally in place between
units responsible for public sector ICT projects, 2018
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6.2. Main features of digital government strategies, 2018
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6.2. MEASURING THE FINANCIAL BENEFITS OF ICT INVESTMENTS

Digital technologies are rapidly being ingrained in
all government activities and processes. As a result, the
size and prevalence of investments in public information
and communication technology (ICT) are becoming
more important in countries’ national budgets. Strategic
planning is necessary to optimise public ICT expenditures
in order to secure efficiency, coherence and sustainability,
avoiding gaps and/or duplications that typically result from
siloed approaches. The public sector’s capacity to measure
the economic benefits of ICT expenditures for central
government, for citizens and for businesses can therefore
contribute to better informed policies and practices for ICT
investments.

Governments also face the challenge of processing
increasingly diverse and complex digital technologies.
They need simple, agile business case methodologies to
identify the value proposition of ICT investments across
different sectors and levels of government in a context of
permanently evolving technological trends. Standardised
project management models are also needed for the public
sector to consistently follow project and initiative lifecycles,
allowing for coherence and synergies across different
government sectors and ensuring that the expected benefits
are realised.

The Government of New Zealand provides an
interesting example in the region of how ICT investments
and capabilities could be managed. It requires public
sector organisations to submit their strategic plans for
review by the government Chief Information Officer (CIO),
specifying the investments plans as well. The government
CIO has the mandate and responsibility to advise public
sector organisations to adopt advantageous cross-cutting
government initiatives and shared services.

Three of the ten SEA countries — Malaysia, Singapore
and Thailand - measure the direct financial benefits of
ICT projects within their respective central governments.
Malaysia, Singapore and Viet Nam each measure the
financial benefits for businesses and for citizens. The four
OECD countries in the region (Australia, Japan, Korea and
New Zealand) all measure the direct financial benefits
within central governments. Among the regional OECD
countries, only Japan measures the expected benefits for
both businesses and citizens, while New Zealand measures
benefits for citizens only.

On the use of business cases to better estimate and
evaluate ICT investments, 60% of the SEA countries declare
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the existence and use of a standardised model at national
level, which is in line with OECD countries (58%, 2014). In
Brunei Darussalam, a centralised approach to approve ICT
investments supports the government in overseeing and
ensuring coherence on digital government cross-sector
efforts. Half of the countries also have a standardised
model for ICT project management in central government.
The Philippines has a standardised model for presenting
business cases, but not specifically on ICT project
management. Five countries have both policy levers in
place — Brunei Darussalam, Malaysia, Myanmar, Singapore
and Thailand - reflecting a substantial level of maturity
in planning ICT projects and initiatives. This impacts on
government’s capacity to co-ordinate and secure coherent
and sustainable public sector ICT expenditures.

The positive experiences of more digitally advanced
countries in the region - in measuring financial benefits
and using standardised ICT business cases and project
management methods - could inspire other countries to
improve ICT investments planning and management as an
essential component of sound digital government policies.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Digital
Government Performance Survey and refer to 2014
for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominantly chief information
officers or their equivalent at central government.
The survey was completed in ten SEA countries and
25 OECD countries.

Further reading

OECD (2016), Digital Government in Chile: Strengthening the
Institutional and Governance Framework, OECD Publishing,
Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264258013-en.

OECD (2014), “Recommendation of the Council on Digital
Government Strategies”, OECD Publishing, Paris, www.
oecd.org/gov/digital-government/recommendation-on-
digital-government-strategies.htm.

OECD (2014), “OECD Dataset on Digital Government
Performance”, https://tinyurl.com/y7as9lze.
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6.2. MEASURING THE FINANCIAL BENEFITS OF ICT INVESTMENTS

6.3. Measurement of direct financial benefits of ICT projects for businesses and citizens, 2018

Measure the direct financial benefits of ICT projects Measure the financial benefits for businesses Measure the financial benefits for citizens
in the central government of public ICT projects of public ICT projects
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6.4. Existence of a standardised model 6.5. Existence of a standardised model
for how to structure and present a business for ICT project management at central
case for an ICT project, 2018 government level, 2018
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StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841273 StatLink &= https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841292

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE SOUTHEAST ASIA 2019 © OECD, ADB 2019 93


https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841254
https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841273
https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841292

6.3. PROCUREMENT FOR ICT PROJECTS

Co-ordinated procurement for information and
communication technology (ICT) projects is important for
achieving coherent and sustainable digital government
policies. Governments with specific procurement policies
for ICT projects can achieve significant efficiencies by
aggregating demand across the administration. At the same
time, having specific policies allows them to enforce the
required alignment of ICT investments with the national
digital government policy’s goals (e.g. accomplishing
technical standards for improved interoperability). ICT
procurement policies also allow for better oversight
and monitoring of ICT investments, avoiding gaps and
duplications that typically result from siloed approaches.

Moreover, the public sector increasingly involves
suppliers and citizens earlier in the commissioning process
and iteratively throughout service delivery. This permits
better understanding of citizen needs and context, and
makes it easier to constantly adjust service design and
delivery models. For instance, in Australia the Digital
Marketplace is transforming how the government buys
digital and technology services, by simplifying procurement
interactions among public sector organisations and
suppliers.

Sixty percent of SEA countries have a clearly
defined strategy for ICT procurement. For half of them
(Brunei Darussalam, Malaysia, Myanmar, Singapore and
Viet Nam), the strategy applies across central government.
In three countries (Myanmar, Singapore and Viet Nam),
it applies within selected line ministries. In Myanmar,
Thailand and Viet Nam, it covers sub-national levels
of government. Four SEA countries, however, do not
have a dedicated procurement strategy for ICT projects:
Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR and the Philippines. Of the
OECD countries in the region, only Korea lacks a dedicated
ICT procurement strategy. This may reflect the fact that
often governments do not have a specific approach to ICT
procurement; it is sometimes part of the broad procurement
strategy, but is mostly done by ministries and agencies
based on specific needs and ICT projects.

Value for money, fair and balanced competition,
integrity and accountability are still dominant requisites
of public procurement worldwide. Nevertheless, new
policy objectives are emerging as public procurement is
understood as a strategic tool to achieve socio-economic
policy objectives that can positively influence the markets
and support the public good. Some new topics within public
procurement strategies are environmental sustainability,
gender balance, integration of minorities and support for
local and less competitive markets, embodying a citizen-
centric approach to public services.

Two factors to consider in procurement are economies
of scale vs. competition, and outsourcing vs. insourcing.
There is a wide range of preferences in the SEA region:
Indonesia, the Philippines and Viet Nam lean more towards
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promoting competition over economies of scale, reflecting
a focus on overall value delivery.

The Philippines and Viet Nam are also more likely
to insource (e.g. develop in-house and build internal
capacities) than outsource their ICT projects than the
other SEA countries. This reflects governments’ efforts
to strategically privilege the development of internal
public sector capacities, investing in public workforce
skills and securing higher future sustainability of the
digital government policy. By prioritising outsourcing, the
governments of the remaining SEA countries are reflecting
their willingness to invest in the ICT market for service
providers. Developing internal capacities is presumably
not their top priority, though this can create vulnerabilities
and dependence on providers. Finding the right strategy
for each country depends on a variety of factors, including
the domestic ICT labour force; the public sector’s ability to
attract and retain ICT talent, adopt and manage emerging
technologies and to renew public sector systems; and ICT
and project management competencies in the public sector
to ensure that contracted ICT services deliver public value
to citizens and businesses.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Digital
Government Performance Survey and refer to 2014
for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominantly chief information
officers or their equivalent at central government.
The survey was completed in ten SEA countries and
25 OECD countries.

Public procurement is defined as the purchase of
goods and services by governments and state-owned
enterprises. It encompasses a sequence of related
activities starting with the assessment of needs
through awards to contract management and final
payment.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), The Digital Transformation of the Public
Sector: Helping Governments Respond to the Needs of
Networked Societies, OECD Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2016), Digital Government in Chile: Strengthening the
Institutional and Governance Framework, OECD Publishing,
Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264258013-en.

Figure notes

6.7. and 6.8: These questions are formulated in a different way in the
OECD (2014) survey, therefore data are not comparable.
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6.3. PROCUREMENT FOR ICT PROJECTS

6.6. Existence and scope of a procurement strategy covering ICT, 2018
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6.7. Economies of scale vs Market competition: ICT procurement priorities, 2018
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6.8. Reported priority of the ICT procurement approach between outsourcing and insourcing models, 2018
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Source: OECD (2018) Digital Government Performance Survey.
StatLink i< https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841349
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6.4. NATIONAL ONLINE PORTALS AND DIGITAL RECOGNITION MECHANISMS

The progressive digitalisation of economies and
societies is transforming relations between citizens and
the public sector, changing how the public sector works
and delivers services. Citizens’ expectations of public sector
efficiency and service quality have increased substantially,
influenced by their experience of top private service
providers. Governments need to deliver services that are
simple, convenient, inclusive, collaborative and tailored to
citizens’ life conditions or preferences. A factor that can
significantly improve government interaction with citizens
and businesses is integrated service delivery, via national
online portals that combine data, information, systems,
processes and services and provide a single point of access
to government services.

Nine out of ten SEA countries have established a
main national citizens’ online portal, the only exception
being Lao PDR. Malaysia and Myanmar have the most
comprehensive national citizens’ portal, though Myanmar’s
portal is very new. In both countries, portals offer access
to: government services provided by the authority
responsible for the portal; unique services on behalf of
responsible authorities, acting as a service delivery “shell”;
services found through specific websites of the responsible
authorities; and links to online services provided elsewhere,
at responsible authorities’ own websites. The national
citizens’ portal in Brunei Darussalam provides the same
services, except unique services on behalf of responsible
authorities. In the Philippines, the only service the portal
does not offer is access to services provided by the authority
in charge of the portal. All other SEA countries with a
national online portal only have one or two features of the
four listed above.

The national online portals in all SEA countries are
faring better than those in OECD countries, according to
the survey results, although the OECD data reflect the
situation in 2014. For example, 80% of the portals in SEA
provide links to other services provided by other websites,
which is higher than the OECD average of 72%. Moreover,
in SEA countries, 50% of the citizens’ portals offer access
to services provided by other government authorities in
their own websites, compared to 44% in OECD countries.
This may, in part, reflect the advantages of a later start
(fewer legacy systems, more mature technologies and new
ICT tools), but it may also reflect stronger co-ordination
ICT mechanisms.

A legally recognised digital identification mechanism
provides citizens with access to multiple government
online services through the national citizens’ portal. While
96% of OECD countries have a legally recognised digital
mechanism in place, the figure for SEA countries is lower,
at 70%. Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar do not have one.
In both OECD and SEA countries, it is most common for
the digital identification mechanism to be used for public
services provided at the central/national government level.
However, across all SEA countries, with the exception of
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Malaysia, this digital identification mechanism is not yet
fully integrated with the national online portal for public
services.

The use of a digital identification mechanisms varies
across SEA countries. For example, Singapore’s digital
identification mechanism, SingPass (Singapore Personal
Access) acts as a gateway for citizens to access hundreds
of digital services provided by more than 60 government
agencies. Singapore Corporate Access (CorpPass) is a
corporate digital identity (e.g. for businesses and non-
profit organisations), to transact online with government
agencies. Taking Korea as an example from the region, the
Korean G-FIDO (Government Fast Identity Online) builds on
the country’s long digital identity experience and aims to
introduce common ground for diverse means of verification,
including biometrics.

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected through the OECD Digital
Government Performance Survey and refer to 2014
for OECD countries and 2018 for SEA countries.
Respondents were predominantly chief information
officers or their equivalent at central government.
The survey was completed in 10 SEA countries and
25 OECD countries.

Digital by design: the extent to which a government
embeds the full potential of digital technologies
right from the start when formulating policies and
designing services, e.g. digitalising internal processes
(“zero paper administration”). It has the intent to
rethink, reengineer and simplify them and make
service delivery efficient, inclusive and sustainable
for citizens and businesses regardless of the channel
used to interact with the public authorities.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), The Digital Transformation of the Public
Sector: Helping Governments Respond to the Needs of
Networked Societies, OECD Publishing, Paris.

OECD (2014), “Recommendation of the Council on Digital
Government Strategies”, OECD Publishing, Paris,
https://tinyurl.com/y8q8xpu9.

Figure notes

6.11: Lao PDR does not have a national citizens’ portal for government
services, therefore no data are available. No data are available for
services covered by recognised digital identification mechanisms
for the Philippines, as the public key infrastructure exists but is
not yet implemented.

GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE SOUTHEAST ASIA 2019 © OECD, ADB 2019


https://tinyurl.com/y8q8xpv9

6.4. NATIONAL ONLINE PORTALS AND DIGITAL RECOGNITION MECHANISMS

6.9. Existence of a main national citizens, portal

Yes 90%

No 10%

for government services, 2018

Source: OECD (2018) Digital Government Performance Survey.

StatLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841368

6.10. Existence of a legally recognised digital
identification (e.g. digital signature) mechanism, 2018

No 30%

Yes 70%

Source: OECD (2018) Digital Government Performance Survey.
StatLink =iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841387

digital identification mechanism, 2018

6.11. Features of the government services portal and services covered by the recognised

Features of the citizen portal for government services
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6.5. OPEN GOVERNMENT STRATEGIES

Open government is understood as “a culture of
governance that promotes the principles of transparency,
integrity, accountability and stakeholder participation
in support of democracy and inclusive growth” (OECD,
2016). These principles are fundamental pillars of
good governance. In light of the continued challenges
governments face of reduced trust in public institutions
and public disengagement, the role of open government is
to strengthen public administrations and build an effective,
responsive and inclusive relationship between governments
and stakeholders. Ultimately, open government principles
and practices promote transparency, citizen-centric
approaches to improving the design and delivery of public
services and greater accountability to build and maintain
citizen trust.

Having a country-tailored definition for open
government helps ensure that open government activities
incorporate initiatives implemented by institutions across
the public administration. None of the SEA countries has
a country-tailored definition. Malaysia, the Philippines and
Thailand have adopted a definition for open government
from an external source, such as from the OECD or the Open
Government Partnership (OGP). This contrasts with 49% of
OECD countries that have developed an open government
definition themselves.

Moreover, having a strategy plays an important role in
consolidating initiatives across government and facilitating
a focus on long-term and cross-cutting goals of the open
government reform process. Of the seven SEA countries, all
of them have either elaborated their own open government
strategy, such as Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand,
or have integrated open government activities in other
strategies, such as Cambodia, Malaysia, Singapore and
Viet Nam.

In the region, Japan has a single national open
government strategy, whereas Australia, Korea and New
Zealand have integrated open government activities in
other strategies. Among OECD respondents as a whole, 49%
have an open government strategy and 51% have integrated
them into other strategies.

Notably, in SEA only Thailand and Viet Nam have an
overarching document (such as a strategy, policy, directive,
guide, etc.) focused on citizen participation in the policy
cycle.

Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand have all
involved relevant central government institutions, civil
society and non-government organisations (NGOs) in
creating the strategy. As members of the OGP, Indonesia
and the Philippines also involve the OGP support unit. None
of the countries, however, involved media organisations
or journalists despite the role that this sector can play in
promoting the open government objectives of transparency
and accountability, as well as in potentially improving and
creating buy-in. It should be noted, however, that OECD data
show only Mexico, the Netherlands and Spain involving
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media and journalists in creating their national open
government strategies, so this is not a widespread trend in
OECD countries either.

For six of the SEA countries, the main objectives that
governments intend to achieve by implementing open
government initiatives include improving public sector
transparency and improving public sector accountability.

Meanwhile, only four countries (Malaysia, the
Philippines, Singapore and Thailand) noted that
improving citizen participation in policy making is a key
national objective. Equally, only four countries (Indonesia,
Malaysia, Singapore and Viet Nam) prioritise improving the
effectiveness of the public sector. However, both of these
objectives are key to achieving the over-arching aim of a
citizen-centric approach to policy making.

These findings are similar to OECD countries, where
the order of priorities follows a similar pattern. Eighty six
per cent of OECD countries, including Australia, Japan and
Korea, seek to improve the transparency of the public sector.
The next most common key objectives are to improve public
sector accountability (69%), improve the responsiveness
of the public sector to the needs of citizens and business
(60%), and increase citizen trust in public institutions (57%).
The last of these objectives is a key priority in all OECD
countries in the region except Japan.

Methodology and definitions

The SEA data were collected through the OECD
Open Government and Open Data Survey, conducted
in 2018 in Southeast Asia. The question about open
government strategies was answered by seven
countries: Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, the
Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam.
Respondents were predominantly senior government
officials in charge of open government reforms.

The data for OECD countries were collected in
2015 through the Open Government Co-ordination
and Citizen Participation in the Policy Cycle Survey.
Respondents were predominantly senior government
officials in charge of open government reforms.

Further reading

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

Figure note

6.14: Question asked countries to choose the top five national policy
objectives that their government intends to achieve by implementing
open government initiatives.
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6.5. OPEN GOVERNMENT STRATEGIES

6.12. Existence of a single national open government 6.13. Existence of a single national open government
strategy, 2018 strategy, OECD countries from the region, 2015

No, but open government
initiatives are integrated
in other strategies, 57%

Yes, 25%

Yes, 43%

No, but open government
initiatives are integrated
in other strategies, 75%

Source: OECD (2018) Open Government and Open Data Survey. Source: OECD (2015) Open Government Co-ordination and Citizen
StatLink =P https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841425 Participation in the Policy Cycle Survey.
StatLink Sa=zm https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841444

6.14. Top national policy objectives of open government initiatives, 2018
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Sources: For SEA average, OECD (2018) Open Government and Open Data Survey. For OECD average, OECD (2015) Open Government Co-ordination and
Citizen Participation in the Policy Cycle Survey.
StatlLink Sa=r https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841463
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6.6. OPEN GOVERNMENT CO-ORDINATION UNIT: INSTITUTIONAL SETTINGS AND KEY FUNCTIONS

The OECD defines open government as “a culture of
governance that promotes the principles of transparency,
integrity, accountability and stakeholder participation in
support of democracy and inclusive growth.” There are three
key aspects that contribute to successful delivery of open
government reforms: the mechanisms by which countries
co-ordinate open government initiatives; the institutional
settings and tasks of relevant co-ordination units, and the
extent to which countries monitor the implementation and
evaluate the impact of open government initiatives.

Of the seven SEA countries surveyed, six (or 86%)
indicated that there is an office responsible for horizontal
co-ordination of open government initiatives, compared to
77% of OECD countries. In three of the six (Malaysia, the
Philippines and Thailand) this office already existed and
addresses open government as part of a larger portfolio
(such as digital government). In Indonesia, the office
responsible for horizontal co-ordination of open government
initiatives is a newly created unit within an office with a
larger portfolio, while in Viet Nam it is a department within
the government office. In Singapore, it sits in the Prime
Minister’s Office.

The responsibilities and tasks of these co-ordination
units vary from country to country. In all six of the SEA
countries with an office, the office is in charge of co-
ordinating implementation of open government initiatives.
In Indonesia, the Philippines and Singapore the units are
also in charge of allocating some financial resources for
implementation. By comparison, this task is carried out by
20% of OECD countries. Furthermore, in only 57% of the
surveyed SEA countries is the co-ordination unit in charge
of communicating the reforms, which is significantly lower
than in OECD countries, at 73%.

Understanding the extent to which open government
initiatives are achieving their goals or not depends on
governments monitoring the implementation and evaluating
their impact. Five of the SEA countries surveyed reported
that they monitor the implementation of open government
initiatives, less than the 86% of OECD countries that report
the same. Furthermore, 57% of the surveyed SEA countries
reported that they evaluate the impact of such initiatives —
similar to OECD countries (59%). Some SEA countries carry
out monitoring and evaluation through the normal activities
of public institutions involved in open government - 71% of
countries monitor and 57% evaluate in this way.
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Of the seven SEA countries that evaluated the
impact of open government policies, 71% also reported
communicating evaluation results. Notably, Cambodia,
Indonesia and the Philippines make the results of the
evaluations publicly available. Sharing — and acting upon -
the information collected via the monitoring and evaluation
process is necessary to make sure that open government
initiatives are increasingly effective, as well as reflective of
government strategies and stakeholder needs. For example,
Cambodia, Malaysia and Singapore used the findings from
their evaluations to develop mobile apps that enhanced
feedback and complaint mechanisms to improve their
public service delivery.

Methodology and definitions

The SEA data were collected through the OECD
Open Government and Open Data Survey, conducted
in 2018 in Southeast Asia. The Open Government
part of the survey was answered by seven countries:
Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines,
Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam. Respondents were
predominantly senior government officials in charge
of open government reforms.

The data for OECD countries were collected in
2015 through the Open Government Co-ordination
and Citizen Participation in the Policy Cycle Survey.
Respondents were predominantly senior government
officials in charge of open government reforms.

Further reading

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

Figure notes

6.15. and 6.16: Data for Australia, Japan, Korea and New Zealand are
for 2015. Note that at the time of the survey, the responsibilities
of Australia’s open government co-ordination office had not yet
been determined.
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6.6. OPEN GOVERNMENT CO-ORDINATION UNIT: INSTITUTIONAL SETTINGS AND KEY FUNCTIONS

6.15. Existence of an office responsible for horizontal co-ordination of open government initiatives, 2018

Country Is there an office? Where is this office located?

Indonesia Yes National Secretariat Open Government Indonesia, Ministry of National Development Planning
Malaysia Yes Malaysian Administrative Modernisation and Management Planning Unit

Philippines Yes Open Government Partnership Secretariat, Fiscal Planning and Reforms Bureau, Department of Budget and Management
Singapore Yes Smart Nation Digital Government Group, Prime Minister’s Office

Thailand Yes E-Government Agency, Public Sector Development Commission

Viet Nam Yes Department within the Government Office

Cambodia No

Australia Yes Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet

Japan Yes National Strategy Office of Information and Communications Technology, Cabinet Secretariat
Korea Yes Government 3.0 Committee, Prime Minister's Office

New Zealand No

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Open Government and Open Data Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2015) Open Government and Open Data
Survey.
StatLink Sazm https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841482

6.16. Responsibilities of the open government co-ordination office, 2018

Coordinate the implementation Develop the open Monitor ) Communicate the Assign some financial resources
of Open Government initiatives government strategy implementation Evaluate impact reforms for its implementation
Cambodia (@] (@] (@] o (@) O
Indonesia [ [ [ [ o [ J
Malaysia [ ] [ ] [ ] (@] O O
Philippines [ ] [ ] [ ] [ (] [ ]
Singapore [} [} [} [} [ [ J
Thailand [ [ [ [ [ @]
Viet Nam [ (@) O (@) (@) @)
SEA Total 6 5 5 4 4 3
Australia (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) @)
Japan [} [} [} [ ] [ [ J
Korea [ [ [ [ [} @)
New Zealand O O O O @) o
OECD Total 25 26 23 16 22 4
Key:
Yes = @
No=0

Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Open Government and Open Data Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2015) Open Government and Open Data
Survey.
StatLink =iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841501
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6.7. OPEN GOVERNMENT CHALLENGES

The OECD describes co-ordinating and implementing
open government strategies and initiatives as “a culture of
governance that promotes the principles of transparency,
integrity, accountability and stakeholder participation in
support of democracy and inclusive growth” (OECD, 2016).
Like other cross-cutting and ambitious reform processes,
this poses a range of challenges. If the strategy and
initiatives are not adequately implemented, countries
cannot fully benefit or achieve better public governance
outcomes. One way to ensure proper implementation is
for countries to demonstrate their political will to overcome
the challenges they face.

Of the top three challenges to co-ordinating open
government initiatives, the most commonly reported by
the SEA countries (by five of the seven) was the lack of, or
insufficient mandate for, the co-ordinating institution. For
both Cambodia and Viet Nam, this was the main challenge.
Three of the SEA countries (37.5%) cited the lack of or
insufficient incentives among government institutions to
co-ordinate as one of their top three challenges, compared
to 57% of OECD countries (their most common challenge).
Furthermore, the lack of or insufficient incentives was
noted as one of the top three challenges in Japan and as the
main challenge in Korea. This seems to indicate that formal
institutional co-ordination mechanisms are a necessary but
insufficient step in ensuring a coherent approach to open
government; ultimately, countries will need to address the
values and incentives that underlie greater openness.

When it comes to implementation challenges, one
of the most pressing is insufficient financial resources,
identified in five of the seven SEA countries. For Malaysia
and Singapore, this is the main challenge. Four of the
SEA countries listed general resistance to change in the
public sector; lack of or inappropriate implementation
mechanisms; lack of or insufficient human resources;
and lack of or insufficient awareness of the benefits to
open government among public officials as challenges to
implementation. However, only Indonesia listed one of
these - general resistance to change in the public sector
— as the top challenge. In contrast, 63% of OECD countries
referred to the lack of awareness of open government
reform benefits among public officials as one of the key
challenges to implementing the open government strategy
and initiatives, including Australia and Japan, which ranked
this as the main challenge.

Implementing open government principles requires
new skills and attitudes from public servants. Human
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resources management (HRM) practices therefore need to
be adjusted to promote open government and help ensure
that staff are able to incorporate the relevant skills into
their daily activities. Indonesia and Singapore, however,
indicate that no concrete actions have been taken to
promote open government initiatives through HRM
practices. Cambodia, the Philippines and Viet Nam note
thatthey promote the implementation of open government
initiatives in a number of ways: by including open
government principles and practices in public officials’
performance agreements, evaluations or accountability
frameworks; by requiring officials to regularly report
publicly on progress made in implementing them; and
by requiring officials to regularly report internally on
progress made in implementing them.

Methodology and definitions

The SEA data were collected through the OECD Open
Government and Open Data Survey, conducted in 2018
in Southeast Asia. The survey questions regarding
challenges were answered by seven countries:
Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines,
Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam. Respondents were
predominantly senior government officials in charge
of open government reforms.

The data for OECD countries were collected in
2015 through the Open Government Co-ordination
and Citizen Participation in the Policy Cycle Survey.
Respondents were predominantly senior government
officials in charge of open government reforms.

Further reading
OECD (2016), Open Government: The Global Context and the

Way Forward, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264268104-en.

Figure notes

6.17. and 6.18: Data for the SEA average were calculated based on
the responses from the seven countries which responded to these
questions.

6.18: Countries provided data for the 5 main challenges in implementing
open government initiatives.
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6.7. OPEN GOVERNMENT CHALLENGES

6.17. Main challenges in co-ordinating open government policies and initiatives, 2018
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Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Open Government and Open Data Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2015) Open Government and Open Data
Survey.
StatLink Sa=m https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841520

6.18. Main challenges in implementing open government initiatives, 2018
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6.8. OPEN GOVERNMENT DATA

Governments and public organisations produce and
collect a wide range of data when performing their day-to-
day activities. Open government data (OGD) is a strategic
policy tool that can generate significant benefits within and
outside the public sector. Using OGD can help governments
design and deliver better policies and services, to better
anticipate emerging societal trends and user needs and to
improve performance monitoring. Furthermore, OGD can
empower citizens to make better-informed decisions, to
enhance their understanding of government activities and
to participate in the design and implementation of public
policies, thereby improving public services. OGD can also
help businesses, the economy and society as a whole to
produce better outcomes, as well as create new business
opportunities.

The numerous benefits of OGD call for governments
to implement overarching open data strategies, as well
as to provide a framework promoting data availability,
accessibility and reuse. The OECD OURdata (Open-Useful-
Reusable Data) Index aims to assess the relative strengths
and weaknesses of countries on a selected set of indicators
and to help identify potential areas for action. It measures
the implementation level of the International Open Data
Charter principles at the central/federal level, based on a
framework developed by the OECD.

In half of the eight countries surveyed, there are no
formal requirements for all public sector organisations to
make their data open by default. Four countries (Indonesia,
Philippines, Singapore and Thailand) publish a single
document listing legitimate reasons for public sector
organisations to restrict the release of government data.
This stands in contrast to most OECD countries, which
require that public sector organisation data should be open
by default, either in law or in executive decrees. Most OECD
countries have also released online in a single document
the list of legitimate reasons for restricting the release of
government data by default.

In most countries there has been relatively little
effort to engage stakeholders in the open data ecosystem
(the different actors inside or outside the public sector
contributing to the publication and reuse of OGD), to either
promote government data release or to enhance its quality.
Only Malaysia and Thailand have overarching requirements
for public sector organisations to regularly conduct
consultations with users to inform them of open data
plans. In Indonesia and the Philippines, such requirements
have been adopted by some ministries/agencies. Five of the
eight countries actively consult different groups of users to
develop open data plans, although few of these countries
have formal requirements to do so.

The SEA countries do not have initiatives in place to
promote OGD reuse, either within the public sector or outside
of it, apart from Indonesia and Malaysia. Only Singapore has
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organised focus groups or information sessions (often with
business representatives) to better understand data needs
or present the benefits of OGD. Only Indonesia and Thailand
have organised frequent focus groups or information
sessions with civil society representatives. Indonesia
alone has run frequent sessions to train public servants
on the reuse of OGD; in Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia
and Thailand, these have never taken place, and in the
remaining countries they happen rarely. However, in most
OECD countries in the region, training sessions for public
servants are on average run more than 11 times a year.

Indonesia and Malaysia are the only countries that have
undertaken comprehensive assessments to understand the
main barriers to businesses reusing OGD. Malaysia alone
has done so for civil society organisations as well. Research
on the economic and social impact of OGD as well as on
public sector performance has not been carried out in most
countries. Of the four OECD countries in the region, Japan
and New Zealand have done research on the economic and
social impact of OGD.

Methodology and definitions

Data were from the OECD OGD Survey 3.0 conducted
in 2018 for SEA countries and from the OECD OGD
Survey conducted in 2017 for OECD countries. The
SEA survey was modified for the region. It was
completed by all SEA countries except Lao PDR and
Myanmar. Survey respondents were predominantly
chief information officers. OECD average is based on
32 OECD countries (data are not available for Hungary,
Iceland and Luxembourg). Responses represent
countries’ own assessments of current practices and
procedures regarding OGD. Data refer only to central/
federal governments and exclude practices at the
state/local levels.

The composite index is based on the International
Open Data Charter principles. The Index contains 140
data points. Annex B contains a description of the
methodology used to construct this index.

Further reading

OECD (forthcoming), Open Government Data Report: Towards
the Maturity and Sustainability of Open Data Policies, OECD
Publishing, Paris.

Ubaldi, B. (2013), “Open government data: Towards empirical
analysis of open government data initiatives”, OECD
Working Papers on Public Governance, No. 22, OECD
Publishing, Paris.
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6.19. Open-Useful-Reusable Government Data (OURdata) Index, 2018
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Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Open Government Data Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2017) Open Government Data Survey.
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6.20. OURdata Index: Data availability (Pillar 1), 2018
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Sources: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Open Government Data Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2017) Open Government Data Survey.
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7.1. CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH PUBLIC SERVICES AND INSTITUTIONS

Citizen satisfaction with public services helps show
how public services are perceived relative to citizens’
expectations. Data regularly collected through the Gallup
World Poll allows some comparative analysis of citizens’
satisfaction levels with a range of public services, notably
for health, education and justice. Interpreting cross-
country comparisons of citizen satisfaction with public
services should be made with caution, as perceptions can
be influenced by many other reasons beyond the access,
responsiveness and quality of services, such as differing
expectations, cultural factors, communications, current
events or other factors.

As citizen expectations increase, many governments
are seeking to develop more citizen-centric public services
to ensure their needs are met. In a few SEA countries,
public sector organisations monitor citizen satisfaction
with public services to evaluate the impact of reforms and
identify areas for further action. However, most countries
do not measure citizen satisfaction, and amongst those
who do, survey instruments and methodologies are not
standardised at the national level and across countries.

In 2017, on average, 79% of citizens in SEA countries
reported being satisfied with the availability of quality health
care in the city or area where they live. This is slightly higher
than a decade earlier (76%) and also higher than the OECD
average in 2017 (71%). Citizen satisfaction is the highest in
Singapore (93%) and the lowest in Viet Nam (62%).

Over the last 10 years, citizen satisfaction with the
healthcare system increased the most in Cambodia (by
16 p.p.), as this period coincided with a series of health
finance policies aimed at mitigating costs to improve
access, particularly for vulnerable groups (Ensor et al.,,
2017). On the other hand, satisfaction has decreased the
most in Thailand (by 5 p.p.). Although Thailand introduced a
Universal Coverage Scheme in 2001, some research finds that
a significant proportion of beneficiaries nonetheless utilise
out-of-network services, implying a lack of universal access
or better service by private providers (Paek et al., 2016).

A majority of citizens in SEA countries also report
being satisfied with their education system and schools
(83% in 2017). This is higher than the OECD average (68%)
as well as satisfaction levels in the four OECD countries in
the region. Citizen satisfaction with the education system
is highest in Cambodia (90%), the Philippines, Singapore
and Thailand (86% in each). It is lowest in Viet Nam (77%)
and Malaysia (75%).

Over the past decade, satisfaction with the education
system increased the most in Indonesia (by 10 p.p.) and
decreased the most in Malaysia (by 11 p.p.). The increase
in satisfaction in Indonesia is likely associated with the
country having the fifth-fastest improving education
system among the 72 countries that took part in the OECD
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA)
between 2012 and 2015.

The reported level of confidence with the judicial
system and the courts is generally below the satisfaction
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levels with health and education systems, a trend that
mirrors OECD countries. In 2017, on average, 69% of citizens
in SEA countries reported having confidence in the judicial
system and the courts, an increase of 6 p.p. since 2007.
Compared to other services, the perceived confidence
with the judicial system might be less based on personal
experiences since fewer people interact with the courts
than with the health and education systems.

Citizen confidence in the judicial system was highest
in Singapore (89%) and lowest in Malaysia (55%) in 2017.
Over the past decade, confidence has increased significantly
in Indonesia (by 37 p.p.) and Cambodia (27 p.p.). It has
declined in Malaysia (by 14.p.p.), Thailand (by 11 p.p.) and
Lao PDR (by 10 p.p.).

Methodology and definitions

Data were collected by Gallup World Poll, generally
based on a representative sample of 1 000 citizens in
each country. More information about this survey is
available at: www.gallup.com/home.aspx.

Data on the level of satisfaction with health care
refer to the percentage of people who answered
“satisfied” to the question: “In the city or area where
you live, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the
availability of quality health care?”

For education, data refer to the percentage of people
who answered “satisfied” to the question: “In the city
or area where you live, are you satisfied or dissatisfied
with the educational system or the schools?”

For justice, data refer to the percentage of people
who answered “yes” to the question: “In this country,
do you have confidence in each of the following, or
not? How about the judicial system and courts?”

Further reading

Ensor, T., C. Chhun, T. Kimsun, B. McPake and I. Edoka (2017),
“Impact of Health Financing Policies in Cambodia: A
20 Year Experience,” Social Science & Medicine, Vol. 177,
Elsevier, Amsterdam, pp. 118-126.

Paek, S.C., N. Meemon and T.T.H. Wan (2016), “Thailand’s
universal coverage scheme and its impact on
health-seeking behaviour,” SpringerPlus, Vol. 5/1,
Springer, New York.

Figure notes

7.1,7.2 and 7.3: Data for Viet Nam are for 2016 rather than 2017. Data
for Malaysia are for 2015 rather than 2017. Data for Myanmar are
not included in the SEA average due to missing time series.

7.3: The Korean data are not displayed. The OECD is working towards
improving the quality of data on judicial system and the courts.
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7.2. RESPONSIVENESS OF EDUCATION SYSTEMS TO STUDENT NEEDS

Chapter 7 discusses three public service sectors —
healthcare, education and justice. The OECD Serving Citizens
Framework identifies access, responsiveness, and quality of
services as factors that matter most to citizens. For each of
these three dimensions, key indicators are presented where
sufficient data are available for the SEA countries; this
section focuses on responsiveness in education systems.

The key metrics for assessing responsiveness vary
across services; for instance, timeliness of interventions
are particularly important in health care and justice. For
education, responsiveness is typically assessed by looking
at the extent to which students benefit from adequate
materials and teaching methods.

For the education system, a good indicator is the
index of the shortage of educational materials: the extent
to which school principals report insufficient educational
materials or infrastructure hindering their schools’
capacity to teach. Evidence from the OECD’s Programme
for International Student Assessment (PISA) study shows
that students at schools where principals reported greater
concerns about educational materials tend to have lower
scores, while noting that these students and schools are
socio-economically more disadvantaged.

Among SEA countries in 2015, the shortage of
educational materials is particularly acute in Indonesia;
similarly in Japan among the four OECD countries in the
region. This is also an issue in Viet Nam and Thailand,
which are at a comparable level to Korea among OECD
countries in the region. Singapore fares the best on the
index compared with all SEA and OECD countries in the
region, as well as against the OECD average. This is linked
to Singapore coming top in the 2016 PISA study. However,
since the index data is based on perceptions, the criteria
of what constitutes a shortage of material may likely vary
across countries.

At the school level, homework-assistance programmes
organised by schools can create the right conditions for
students to complete their school assignments and gain
self-confidence, particularly for those students who would
otherwise not participate in after-school programmes
(Cosden et al., 2004).

Across the five SEA countries for which there are data,
an average of 85% of students are enrolled in schools that
provide a room where students can do their homework.
This is higher than the OECD average of 74%, though the
four OECD countries in the region fare similarly to the
SEA average. Among SEA countries there is wide variation
however, from a high of 94% in Singapore to a low of 42%
in Viet Nam and Indonesia.

Moreover, 72% of students in SEA attend schools where
staff are available to help students with their homework.
Again, this is higher than the OECD average of 60%, though
the percentages are much higher in Australia, Japan and
New Zealand. Only Korea fares worse, where 41% of students
have access to help with homework, though this may be due
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to the prevalence of a private tutoring system. There is also
a large degree of variation between SEA countries - from
a high of 86% in Singapore to a low of 48% in Indonesia.

Methodology and definitions

Data for all figures come from the 2015 Programme
for International Student Assessment. It assessed the
competencies of 15-year-olds in reading, mathematics
and science (with a focus on science) in 72 countries
and economies. For more information on the
underlying data see: wwuw.oecd.org/pisa.

The index of shortage of educational material was
calculated based on the responses provided by school
principals. They were asked how much their school’s
capacity to provide instruction was hindered (“not
at all”, “very little”, “to some extent” or “a lot”) by a
shortage or inadequacy of physical infrastructure.
This included school buildings, heating and cooling
systems and instructional space; and educational
material, such as textbooks, laboratory equipment,
instructional materials and computers. The average
on the index is zero and the standard deviation
is one across OECD countries. Positive values
reflect principals’ perceptions that the shortage of
educational material hinders the capacity to provide
instruction to a greater extent than the OECD average;
negative values indicate that the school principals
believe the shortage hinders the capacity to provide
instruction to a lesser extent.

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA
index of economic, social and cultural status.

Further reading

Cosden, M. G. Morrison, L. Gutierrez, & M. Brown (2004),
“The effects of homework programs and after-school
activities on school success,” Theory Into Practice,
Vol. 43(3), Taylor & Francis, London, pp. 220-226.

OECD (2016), PISA 2015 Results (Volume II): Policies and
Practices for Successful Schools, PISA, OECD Publishing,
Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264267510-en.

Figure notes

7.4: Higher values on the index indicate a greater shortage of educational
material; Countries and economies are ranked in descending order
of the index of shortage of educational material.

7.4 and 7.5: In Malaysia, the PISA assessment was conducted in
accordance with the operational standards and guidelines of the
OECD. However, the weighted response rate among the Malaysian
schools sampled initially (51%) falls well short of the standard PISA
response rate of 85%. Therefore, the results may not be comparable
to those of other countries.
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7.3. ACCESS TO LEGAL AND JUSTICE SERVICES

Chapter 7 discusses three public service sectors
— healthcare, education and justice. The OECD Serving
Citizens Framework identifies access, responsiveness, and
quality of services as factors that matter most to citizens.
For each of these three dimensions, key indicators are
presented for the SEA countries where sufficient data are
available; this section focuses on access to justice.

Enabling equal access to legal and justice services for
all is essential for the proper functioning of the rule of law.
Legal and justice services can be assessed - in terms of
whether they are people-focused, effective and efficient -
by measuring access to financial legal aid, to information
on laws and legal procedures and legal and administrative
literacy and capability.

Population perception surveys are useful in assessing
barriers to accessing legal actions and assistance. However,
data should be interpreted with caution, especially in
international comparisons, since they are based on a
limited number of respondents; can be impacted by cultural
biases; and were collected in urban areas only. Improving
the quality of evidence on access to justice services from
population surveys and administrative data sources
is important to foster citizen-centric access to justice.
Evidence suggests that unmet legal needs can be costly to
individuals, communities and economies.

Civil justice is essential, being the law concerning
disputes on issues such as property and personal injury,
affecting many citizens. Based on data collected by the
World Justice Project in 2017, there is wide variation in
SEA countries in terms of accessibility and affordability of
civil justice services. Countries with the highest scores are
Singapore (0.61), Malaysia (0.58) and Thailand (0.57), while
Cambodia (0.30) and Myanmar (0.37) have the lowest. Other
SEA countries (Indonesia,Viet Nam and the Philippines) have
scores close to the SEA average of 0.49. In Myanmar, citizens
who have sought access to justice perceive that the formal
justice system favours those with wealth, education and
connections (UNDP, 2017). This affects citizens’ perceptions
of access to justice, explaining Myanmar’s low score. The
OECD average stands at 0.62, higher than the SEA average.

Alternative dispute resolution mechanisms (ADRSs)
allow disputing parties the opportunity to discuss and
settle issues with the help of a neutral third party, affording
citizens and businesses considerable time and money
savings. Other advantages of ADRs include more flexible
agreements than in a court and increasing access to justice,
as not everyone can afford formal court or legal fees. The
2017 data on civil justice, assessing whether countries’ ADRs
are accessible, impartial and effective, ranks Singapore
(0.77), the Philippines (0.62) and Indonesia (0.59) highest in
SEA. Cambodia (0.35) has the lowest rank, far below other
SEA countries. The rest of the SEA countries for which data
are available (Malaysia, Myanmar, Thailand and Viet Nam)
have scores that are close to the SEA average of 0.59.
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In contrast, OECD countries fare much better for the same
index, with an average of 0.80.

Methodology and definitions

Data are collected by the World Justice Project (WJP)
by a set of questionnaires based on the rule of law
index’s conceptual framework. The questionnaires
are administered to representative samples of the
general public and to legal experts. For the general
public, a probability sample of 1 000 respondents in
the three largest cities of each country is selected. For
legal experts, qualified respondents’ questionnaires
complement the household data with assessments
from in-country professionals with expertise in civil
and commercial law, criminal justice, labour law and
public health. The services of local polling companies
are engaged to administer the survey to the public.

Data are available for eight SEA countries and for
28 OECD countries. The WJP Rule of Law Index 2017
report presents information on eight composite
factors that are further disaggregated into specific
sub-factors. All variables used to score each of the
factors are coded and normalised to range between
0 and 1, where 1 signifies the highest score and 0 the
lowest. More information on the selected factor and
its sub-factors of civil justice is available online at:
https://worldjusticeproject.org/our-work/wjp-rule-law-
index/wjp-rule-law-index-2017%E2%80%932018/factors-
rule-law/civil-justice-factor-7.

Further reading

UNDP (2017), Access to Justice and Informal Justice
Systems in Kachin, Rakhine and Shan States, United Nations
Development Programme, New York.

WJP (2017), Rule of Law Index 2017-2018, World Justice
Project, Washington, DC, https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/
default/files/documents/WJP_ROLI_2017-18_Online-Edition.pdf.

Figure notes

7.6: The indicator measures the accessibility and affordability of civil
courts, including whether people are aware of available remedies;
can access and afford legal advice and representation; and can
access the court system without incurring unreasonable fees,
encountering unreasonable procedural hurdles, or experiencing
physical or linguistic barriers.

7.7: The indicator measures whether alternative dispute resolution
mechanisms (ADRs) are affordable, efficient, enforceable and free
of corruption.
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7.6. Citizens can access and afford civil justice, 2017
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StatLink =iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841672

7.7. Civil justice: Alternative dispute resolution mechanisms are accessible, impartial and effective, 2017
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7.4. QUALITY OF HEALTH CARE

Chapter 7 discusses three public service sectors -
healthcare, education and justice. The OECD Serving Citizens
Framework identifies access, responsiveness, and quality of
services as factors that matter most to citizens. For each
of these three dimensions, key indicators are presented
where sufficient data are available for the SEA countries;
this section focuses on quality in healthcare. This indicator
can be assessed at least partly by looking at the mortality
rates for the main causes of death, one of which is cancer.

In OECD countries, some of the most frequent and
serious health problems include cardiovascular disease and
different types of cancer. In SEA countries, a high burden
of communicable diseases raises concerns that countries
have not been effective in eradicating vaccine-preventable
diseases despite government policies and interventions.
There has also been an increase in non-communicable
diseases (NCD) and NCD-related deaths in Asia due to
behavioural risk factors such as increased tobacco use,
alcohol consumption and inadequate physical activity. The
importance of having a high-quality health care system is
evident; while more efforts can go into prevention, health
care systems have a major role to play in the early detection
of health problems and in providing effective and timely
treatments when they are diagnosed.

Cancer is well established as a leading cause of death
globally. As prevalence of cancer rises in Asia, either due
to medical advancements or increasing awareness, the
economic toll on patients and families remains a challenge.
Lengthy treatments can impose financial strains and have
a worse effect on citizens in low- and middle-income
countries, where social safety nets such as health insurance
are often limited. Thus, understanding living standards and
types of medical assistance available in countries can be
useful to analyse mortality rates, as an indication of the
existing quality of health care services.

Estimated cancer mortality rates therefore constitute
one indicator of the quality of health care available in
countries. In Asia, the most common cancers in men
include lung, stomach and liver cancers; in women,
breast, lung and cervical cancers. Across SEA countries, the
average estimated cancer mortality rate is 115 deaths per
100 000 population, slightly lower than the OECD average
of 121 deaths. Estimated cancer mortality rates vary widely
in the region however. The SEA countries with the highest
incidence are Brunei Darussalam (143 deaths per 100 000
population) and Lao PDR (140 per 100 000) in 2016. Countries
with the lowest estimated cancer mortality for the same
year are Malaysia (96 per 100 000) and the Philippines
(92 deaths per 100 000).

Across all SEA and OECD countries, estimated cancer
mortality rates have decreased from 2010 to 2016, except in
Brunei Darussalam. In SEA, the average rate decreased from
119 to 115 deaths per 100 000 population during this period.
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Estimated cancer mortality rates by gender are
generally higher for males than females; though once again
there is a large variation across SEA countries. In 2016,
Lao PDR was the country with the highest estimated cancer
mortality rate for males (181 deaths per 100 000 population)
- the Philippines had the lowest, recording 102 deaths per
100 000 population for males in the same year. For women
in 2016, there were estimated to have been 125 deaths per
100 000 population in Brunei Darussalam; in stark contrast,
estimates for Thailand are 80 deaths per 100 000 population.
Despite the general decrease in estimated mortality rates
for both males and females in OECD and SEA countries
from 2010 to 2016, early diagnosis remains key to reducing
mortality rates. Access to cancer diagnosis and care thus
needs to be actively promoted through public health
interventions or wider health coverage (OECD, 2013).

Methodology and definitions

Mortality rates are calculated by dividing annual
numbers of deaths by mid-year population estimates.
Rates have been age-standardised to the UN World
Population Prospects to remove variations arising
from differences in age structures across countries.
Cancer mortality rates refer to Category A malignant
neoplasms of the Global Health Estimates cause.

The WHO Global Health Estimates project draws on
a wide range of data sources to quantify global and
regional effects of diseases, injuries and risk factors
on population health. WHO has also developed life
tables for all member states, based on a systematic
review of all available evidence on mortality levels
and trends.

A general assessment of the coverage, completeness
and reliability of causes of death data has been
published by WHO (Mathers et al., 2018).

Further reading

Gupta, I. and P. Guin (2010), “Communicable diseases
in the South-East Asia region of the World Health
Organization: Towards a more effective response,”
Bulletin of The World Health Organization, No. 88, WHO,
Geneva, pp. 199-205.

Ng, C. et al. (2015), “Relationships between cancer pattern,
country income and geographic region in Asia,” BMC
Cancer, Vol. 15, BioMed Central, London, p. 613.

OECD (2013) Cancer Care: Assuring Quality to Improve
Survival, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1787/9789264181052-en.
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7.8. Estimated cancer mortality rates, 2010 and 2016
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7.9. Estimated cancer mortality rates by gender, 2010 and 2016
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ANNEX A

HRM practices composite indexes

This edition of Government at a Glance Southeast Asia 2019 included six composite indexes on human
resource management (HRM) practices. They are: 1) delegation in human resources management
practices; 2) staff performance assessments/appraisal; 3) performance-related pay; 4) recruitment
systems in central government; 5) separate human resources practices for senior civil servants;
and 6) data-informed HRM. Data used to construct the composite indexes were derived from the
OECD survey on Strategic Human Resources Management and were collected from Southeast Asian
countries in 2017-2018 and from OECD countries in 2016. Survey respondents were predominantly
senior officials in central government HRM departments, and data refer only to HRM practices at the
central government level.

The composites presented here, including the variables comprising each index and their
relative weights, are based on concepts that reflect contemporary public sector HRM developments
and dilemmas on how best to manage human resources in the public sector in the 21st century.
These include characteristics of recruitment systems; building a skilled workforce and learning
environments; use of evidence in human resources (HR) decisions; and the extent of decentralisation
of HRM practices, and were previously reviewed by the OECD’s Working Party on Public Employment
and Management in 2016. Different techniques to estimate missing values were applied based on the
nature of the missing information, including mean replacement and/or expert judgment. In order
to eliminate scale effects, all the variables were normalised between “0” and “1” prior to the final
computation of the index.

The narrowly defined composite indexes presented in this publication represent the best way
of summarising discrete, qualitative information on key aspects of HRM practices. However, the
development of composite indexes and their use can also be controversial, as these indexes are
easily and often misinterpreted by users due to a lack of transparency as to how they were generated,
resulting in difficulties understanding what they are actually measuring. When making cross-country
comparisons, it is crucial to consider that definitions of the civil services, as well as the organisations
governed at the central level of government, may differ across countries.
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ANNEX A

Extent of delegation of HRM practices in line ministries in central government

Variables, weights and scoring

The following variables have been used in constructing this index and were given equal weights.
The total score is the average of the score of the variables.

Table A.1. Scores assigned to country responses to questions comprising the delegation index

Survey question (SHRM SEA 20181)

Scoring and weight

Q5 [Q21] Is there a central agency/department/unit in charge of human resources  a) Yes: 0.750; b) No: 1.000; c) Not responsible, but a central agency/ 20%
at central/national/federal government level? department aims to coordinate the HR policies across departments:
1.000
Q8 [Q8] Delegation of establishment (see list below) is primarily determined Each sub-question 8(1) and 8(2) was scored as follows: 20%
by: (see options in scoring section). Where are the following issues a) Central HRM body (which sets the rules and is closely involved in
primarily determined? applying them)/Ministry of Finances: 0.250; b) Central HRM body but
(1). Numbers and types of posts within organisations; with some latitude for ministries/departments/ agencies in applying the
(2). Allocation of budget envelope between payroll and other expenses. ~ general principles: 0.500; ¢) Ministries/ departments/ agencies, within
established legal and budgetary limits: 0.750; d) Unit/team level: 1.000
The final score for this question is an average of the scores for 8(1) and
8(2). If more than one answer, score is the average of answers provided.
Q10 [Q10] Delegation of decisions regarding compensation levels (see list below) is Each sub-question 10(1) and 10(2) was scored as follows: 20%
primarily determined by: (see options in scoring section) Where are the  a) Central HRM body (which sets the rules and is closely involved in
following issues primarily determined? applying them)/Ministry of Finances: 0.250; b) Central HRM body but
(1) General management of pay systems (salary levels, progressions) with some latitude for ministries/departments/ agencies in applying the
(2) Management of the variable portion of pay — benefits — performance ~ general principles: 0.500; ¢) Ministries/ departments/ agencies, within
related pay established legal and budgetary limits: 0.750; d) Unit/team level: 1.000
The final score for this question is an average of the scores for 10(1)
and 10(2). If more than one answer, score is the average of answers
provided.
Q12 [Q12] Delegation of decisions regarding position classification, recruitment and Each sub-question 12(1) - 12(7a-c) was scored as follows: 20%
dismissals (see list below) is primarily determined by: (see optionsin  a) Central HRM body (which sets the rules and is closely involved in
scoring section) Where are the following issues primarily determined? — applying them)/Ministry of Finance: 0.250; b) Central HRM body but
(1) Post classification system — grades with some latitude for ministries/departments/ agencies in applying the
(2) Original individual recruitment into the civil service general principles: 0.500; ¢) Ministries/ departments/ agencies, within
(3) Individual recruitment of casual staff established legal and budgetary limits: 0.750; d) Unit/team level: 1.000
(4) Individual duration of employment contract in the civil service The final score for this question is an average of the scores for
. . . " 12(1) - 12(7a-c). Sub-questions a-c of 12(7) carried equal weight as
(5) Individual duration of contract in specific posts )
o 12(1) = 12(6); (e.g. no average was taken for sub-questions 7a-c).
(6) Individual career management If more than one answer, score is the average of answers provided.
(7) Individual dismissal
(7a) following lack of performance
(7b) following organisational restructuring
(7c) following misconduct
Q14 [Q14] Delegation of decisions related to other conditions of employment (see  Each sub-question 14(1) - 14(5) was scored as follows: 20%

list below) is primarily determined by: (see options in scoring section)
Where are the following issues primarily determined?

(1) Flexibility of working conditions (numbers of hours, etc.)
(2) Adjustments to working conditions (part time, etc.)

(3) Performance appraisal systems

(4) Code of conduct

(5) Ethics, equal opportunity, equity issues

a) Central HRM body (which sets the rules and is closely involved in
applying them)/Ministry of Finances: 0.250; b) Central HRM body but
with some latitude for ministries/departments/ agencies in applying the
general principles: 0.500; c) Ministries/ departments/ agencies, within
established legal and budgetary limits: 0.750; d) Unit/team level: 1.000
The final score for this question is an average of the scores for 14(1) - 14(5).
If more than one answer, score is the average of answers provided.
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Extent of the use of performance assessments in human resources decisions
in central government

Variables, weights and scoring

The performance assessment index encompasses the following variables and weights.

Table A.1. Extent of the use of performance assessments in HR decisions in central government

Survey question (SHRM SEA 20182)

Scoring and Weight

042 [049]

Q43 [Q50]

044 [051]

Q44 [Q54]

Is formalised performance assessment mandatory for all
government employees?

Which tools are used for regular performance assessment and
how often are they applied?

Meeting w/ immediate superior
Written feedback from superior
360 feedback (usually written)

What are the current performance criteria explicitly used in most
organisations?

Outputs / achievement of objectives

Improvement of competencies

Values, discipline and inputs

Interpersonal/management skills

How important, according to legal criteria, is having a good
performance assessment with regard to:

Career advancement

Remuneration (bonuses; the grade does not necessarily change)
Contract renewal in the civil service/ remaining in the civil service
Employment contract renewal in the public service

Yes, for all or almost all: 1.000

No, only for some: 0.500

Not, not used at all: 0.000

Each sub-question (1-4) was scored as follows:

a) every 6 months: 1/3

b) every year: 0.200

c) every two years: 0.100

d) Not used: 0.000

The final score for this question is a sum of the scores for 43-1

to 43-3. If there is more than one answer, score is the average of
answers provided.

This is a multiple choice question and respondents were to select all
items that applied. Each item selected receives a score of 0.250 and
the final score for this question is the sum of all items selected.

Each sub-question (1-4) was scored as follows:
High: 0.250

Medium: 0.125

Low and Not applicable: 0.000

The final score for this question is a sum of the scores for
44-1-44-4.

25%

25%

25%

25%

Extent to which performance-related pay is used in central government

Variables, Weights and Scoring

weights:

The following variables have been used in the construction of this index, and were given equal

Table A.2. Scores assigned to country responses to questions comprising the performance
related pay index

Survey question (SHRM SEA 20183)

Scoring and weight

Q90 [Q116]

090a [Q116a]

Q90b [Q116b]

090c [Q116¢]

Is performance related pay in use in your country’s central
government?
If yes, for who does performance related pay applies?

Do organisations mostly use:
a) One-off performance bonuses
b) Performance-based permanent pay increments

What is the maximum proportion of basic pay that PRP can
represent?

Yes: 1.000; No : 0.000

Response considers the following options:

For most government employees: 1.000

For senior managers only: 2/3

Only fora few central/national/federal government organizations: 1/3
Other: 1/3

Each item selected receives a score of 0.500 and the final score for
this question is the sum of the item(s) selected.

a) 1-5%: 0.2; b) 6-10%: 0.4; ¢) 11-20%: 0.6; d) 21-40%: 0.8;
e) higher: 1

25%

25%

25%

25%
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Extent to which the use separate human resources management practices for senior
civil servants in central government

Table A.3. Scores assigned to country responses to questions comprising the senior civil servants index

Variables, Weights and Scoring

The following items and weights have been used in the construction of this index.

Survey question (SHRM SEA 2018%)

Scoring and weight

059 [Q74]

062 [Q77]

Q66 [Q82]

069 [Q85]

Is there a defined group of staff in central/national/ a) Yes: 1.000; b) No = 0.000 20%
federal government who are widely understood to

be the “senior management”?

Are there policies in place to identify potential
senior managers early on in their careers?

Is there a centrally defined skills profile for senior

managers?

How different is the employment framework of
senior managers from that of regular staff?

a) Yes, they are recruited as part of group selected at entry in the public service or a 20%
few years after entry: 1.000; b) Yes, potential leadership is systematically identified in
performance assessments and staff career are managed accordingly: 1.000; ¢) No: 0.000

a) Yes: 1.000; b) Yes, but it only applies to some organisations: 0.500; ¢) No 20%

This is a multiple choice question and respondents were to select all items that applied. 40%
Each item selected from the list below receives a score (the values of which are shown
below) and the final score is a sum of all items selected.

69a. Recruited with a more centralised process: 0.125

69b. More attention is paid to the management of their careers: 0.250

69d. More emphasis on the management of their performance: 0.500

69e. More emphasis on avoiding conflicts of interest: 0.125

69f. Pay that is not basic salary and not PRP is higher than for regular staff

(ex. Guaranteed benefits): 0.250

69¢. The part of their pay that is performance-related is higher: 0.500

69i. Appointment is shorter than for regular staff: 0.250

Recruitment systems in central government

Variables, Weights and Scoring

The following items and weights have been used in the construction of this index.

Table A.4. Scores assigned to country responses to questions comprising the type of recruitment
system used in central government index

Survey question (SHRM SEA 20185) Scoring and Weight
Q33 [Q33] How does one become a civil servant?  Each sub-question was scored as follows: 20%
a) Through a competitive examination that provides for entry into a specific group of the public service: 0
b) Through direct application to a specific post and interview: 1
c) It varies depending on the post: 0.5
d) Any combination of these 3 possible responses: 0.5
Q35 [Q35] How is merit-based recruitment at the ~ This is a multiple choice question and respondents were to select all items that applied. Each item selected ~ 20%
entry-level guaranteed in the selection  receives a score of 0.125 and the final score is the sum of all the items selected
process?
Q34 [034] How does one individual get a specific ~ Each sub-question was scored as follows: 20%
position/post? a) All posts are open to int. and ext. Recruitment: 1
b) Most posts are open to int. and ext. recruitment: 0.666
c) Some posts are open to int. and ext. recruitment: 0.333
d) No posts are open to ext. Recruitment 0
Q39 [041] For each of these groups, have actions  For each of the 5 groups (senior management, Middle management, Professionals, Secretarial positions and  20%
been taken in the last five years to Technical support, respondents were to select:
intentionally enhance or reduce the use  a) More external recruitment: 0.2
of external recruitment (outside of the ) | ess external recruitment: 0
public service) ¢) No specific measures: 0.1
The final score was the sum of the scores per group.
Q61 [Q76] Irrespective of the existence of an Each sub-question was scored as follows: 20%

official “Senior Management”, how are
senior managers identified?

a) Originally selected by competitive examination early on in their careers and managed as a group: 0
b) Through career progression within the public service only: 0

c) All senior management positions are open to external recruitment: 1

d) A good proportion of management positions are open to external recruitment: 0.5

The final score is the average of answers provided
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Collection of administrative human resources data in central government
Variables, weights and scoring

The following items and weights have been used in constructing this index.

Table A.5. Scores assigned to country responses to questions comprising the collection
and availability of administrative HR data index

Survey question (SHRM SEA 20185) Scoring and weight
Q17 [Q17] For each of the following categories, please indicate whether Responses to individual variables consider the following 100%
standardized administrative data records exist at the Central/ ~ options:
federal level? Yes, standardised data records are available and are centralised
a. Number of employees for the whole or most of the national/federal civil service: 1.000
b. Level (e.g. grade, junior/senior, etc.) Yes, however standardised data records only exist at line
¢. Function (e.g. profession) ministry level (not aggregated centrally): 0.500
d. Age No, currently no standardised administrative data record exists:
e. Gender 0.000
f. Disabilities

g. Other minority status

h. Level of education

i. Length of service

j. Languages spoken

k. Type of contract (e.g. Civil Servant vs. Other)

I. Union membership

m. Part time

n. Other flexible working arrangements
o. Total Sick days used

p. Training days used

q. Special leave used

r. Mobility within the civil service
s. Total exit (turnover) data

t. Retirements

u. Resignations

v. Dismissals

Notes

1. Numbers in square brackets refer to the question number in the 2016 OECD Strategic Human Resources
Management (SHRM) Survey.

2. Numbers in square brackets refer to the question number in the 2016 Strategic Human Resources Management
(SHRM) Survey.

3. Numbers in square brackets refer to the question number in the 2016 Strategic Human Resources Management
(SHRM) Survey.

4. Numbers in square brackets refer to the question number in the 2016 Strategic Human Resources Management
(SHRM) Survey.

5. Numbers in square brackets refer to the question number in the 2016 SHRM survey

6. Numbers in square brackets refer to the question number in the 2016 Strategic Human Resources Management
(SHRM) Survey.
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OECD methodology for constructing the OURdata Index

This annex provides further information on the process and methodology of the OECD 2017
Open-Useful-Reusable Government Data Index (OURdata Index). It also presents in more details the
performance of the South East Asian countries regarding the three different pillars of the OURdata
Index 2017.

The OECD OURdata Index 2017 aims to measure government efforts in line with the three main
stages of the data value chain. That is, the Index assesses governments’ progress towards 1) higher
data availability, 2) efficient data accessibility and 3) greater support for data reuse. In measuring
these three different elements, the Index considers the availability of different formal requirements
(either applicable for all ministries and agencies or just in some agencies), implementation gaps and
the presence of oversight mechanisms.

Data used to construct the composite index are from the OECD Open Government Data Survey
3.0. The survey is composed of 80 questions representing 170 data points (with some data points
corresponding to sub-questions). The survey was designed to monitor the implementation of
the International Open Data Charter (IODC) adopted in October 2015. The IODC corresponds to a
comprehensive international instrument that provides a set of principles on open government data
(OGD). The IODC adds to the OECD Recommendation for enhanced access and more effective use of
Public Sector Information (OECD, 2008b). Additionally, the survey and the composite index are also
based on the OECDs expertise in the field of OGD and on a roadmap developed in 2013 (Ubaldi, 2013).

The Index construction follows the guidelines from the OECD/EU Handbook on Constructing
Composite Indicators (2008) that are necessary for meaningful construction of composite or synthetic
indexes. This approach is particularly useful for addressing the common problems associated with
composite indexes and is thus the most effective solution to summarise the discrete, qualitative
information on key aspects of OGD.

Thus, four main types of analyses were conducted with the data to ensure the highest standards
of indicator reliability and validity (OECD-EU, 2008):

@ correlation analysis

e confirmatory Principal-Component Factor analysis
@ Cronbach alpha testing (scale reliability coefficient)
@ sensitivity testing (Monte Carlo Simulation)

The OURdata Index is based on 140 data points (meaning that a total number of 30 data points
were dropped). Each pillar of the Index (data availability, data accessibility, and government support
for data reuse) has three sub-pillars. The score for each pillar corresponds to an unweighted simple
average of each sub-pillar. For the sub-pillar level, implicit weighting was avoided since three sub-pillars
were systematically retained under each main pillar.

122 GOVERNMENT AT A GLANCE SOUTHEAST ASIA 2019 © OECD, ADB 2019



ANNEX B

Additionally, each sub-pillar has parameters (factors) identified via expert judgement and factor
analysis. The score of each sub-pillar is computed as the unweighted simple average of each parameter.
There are nine parameters in Pillar 1, eight parameters in Pillar 2 and seven parameters in Pillar 3.

Data collection for Southeast Asian countries was conducted from February 2017 to June 2018.
Respondents were high-level government officials (in many cases the national Chief Information
Officer). It was completed by all SEA countries except Lao PDR and Myanmar. OECD average is based
on 32 OECD countries (data are not available for Hungary, Iceland and Luxembourg). Data refer only
to central/federal governments and exclude practices at the state/local levels.

The figures for country scores on the Overall index (OUR data) and Pillar 1 (data availability) are

shown under the indicator Open Government Data, whereas the other pillars of the index are provided
in B.1 and B.2.

Figure B.1. OURdata Index: Data accessibility (Pillar 2), 2018

[ Content of the unrestricted access to data policy [ Stakeholder engagement for data quality and completeness
I Implementation
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Source: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Open Government Data Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2017) Open Government Data
Survey.
StatLink =P https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841748

Figure B.2. OURdata Index: Government support for data reuse (Pillar 3), 2018
[ Data promotion initiatives and partnerships [ Data literacy programmes in government
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Source: For SEA countries, OECD (2018) Open Government Data Survey. For OECD countries, OECD (2017) Open Government Data
Survey.
StatLink =iz https://doi.org/10.1787/888933841767
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Contextual factors

This section provides data on administrative and institutional features of each country, including:
the regime type; the composition and electoral system of the legislature; the structure of the executive
branch; the division of power between one central and several regional or local governments; and key
characteristics of the judicial system. It also provides basic data on population and gross domestic
product (GDP) for 2018 and data on the number of municipalities, provinces, states and/or regions.

Political and institutional frameworks influence those who formulate and implement policy
responses to the challenges faced by governments. For example, the type of electoral system employed
has a number of potential consequences on the nature and tenure of government, including the diversity
of views represented and the ability of the legislature to create and amend laws. Major differences in
legislative institutions can affect the way a country’s bureaucratic system works. The extent that power
is shared between the legislative and executive branches, exemplified by the system of executive power
(parliamentary, presidential or dual executive), the frequency of elections and term limits, the ease of
constitutional amendments, and the ability of the judiciary to review the constitutionality of laws and
actions, set the constraints within which policies and reforms can be enacted and implemented. The
way that governments are structured, including the division of responsibilities vertically (across levels
of governments) and horizontally (between departments or ministries), is a key factor underlying the
organisational capacity of government. Different structures and responsibilities require different sets
of competencies, including oversight, monitoring and evaluation and co-ordination.

While many contextual factors are products of a country’s historical development and cannot
be easily changed by policy makers, they can be used to identify countries with similar political and
administrative structures for comparison and benchmarking purposes. In addition, for countries
considering different policies and reforms, the indicators can illustrate structural differences that may
affect their passage and implementation.

Methodology and definitions
GDP data are from the IMF World Economic Outlook Database.

Federal states have a constitutionally delineated division of political authority between one central
and several regional or state autonomous governments. While unitary states often include multiple
levels of government (such as local and provincial or regional), these administrative divisions are not
constitutionally defined.

Under the parliamentary form of executive power, the executive is usually the head of the dominant
party in the legislature and appoints members of that party or coalition parties to serve as ministers.
The executive is accountable to parliament, who can end the executive’s term through a vote of no
confidence. Several countries with parliamentary systems also have a president, whose powers are
predominantly ceremonial in nature. Under the presidential system, the executive and members of
the legislature seek election independently of one another. Ministers are not elected members of the
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legislature but are nominated by the president and may be approved by the members of the legislature.
The dual executive system combines a powerful president with an executive responsible to the
legislature, with both responsible for the day-to-day activities of the state. It differs from the presidential
system in that the cabinet (although named by the president) is responsible to the legislature, which
may force the cabinet to resign through a motion of no confidence.

Data on the frequency of governments cover the period between 1 January 1998 and 31 August
2018. The number of governments is determined by the number of terms served by the head of the
executive branch (where a term is either defined by a change in the executive or an election that
renewed support for the current government).

A ministry is an organisation in the executive branch that is responsible for a sector of public
administration. Common examples include ministries of health, education and finance. While sub-
national governments may also be organised into ministries, the data only refer to central government.
Ministers advise the executive and are in charge of either one or more ministries, or a portfolio of
government duties. In most parliamentary systems, ministers are drawn from the legislature and keep
their seats. In most presidential systems, ministers are not elected officials and are appointed by the
president. The data refer to the number of ministers that comprise the cabinet at the central level of
government and exclude deputy ministers.

Bicameral legislatures have two chambers (usually an upper house and a lower house), whereas
unicameral legislatures are composed of only a lower house. Electoral systems are usually characterised
as single member (first-past-the-post or Preferential and two-round) or multi member (proportional
representation or semi-proportional representation). The types of electoral systems are defined as
follows:

Under first-past-the-post, the winner is the candidate with the most votes but not necessarily an
absolute majority of votes.

Under preferential and two-round, the winner is the candidate who receives an absolute majority
(i.e. over 50%) of votes. If no candidate receives over 50% of votes during the first round of voting, the
preferential system makes use of voters’ second preferences while the two-round system uses a second
round of voting to produce a winner.

Proportional representation (PR) systems allocate parliamentary seats based on a party’s share
of national votes.
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Brunei Cambodia Indonesia Lao PDR Malaysia Myanmar Philippines Singapore Thailand Viet Nam
Darussalam
Population 2016 0.423 15.80 261.1 6.8 31.20 52.9 103.30 5.60 68.90 94.60
WB estimate (in
millions)
GDP in 1988 (PPP 52743 577 2338 1002 5642 No data 2342 18194 3238 811
in USD bhillion at
current prices)
GDP in 2018 (PPP 79726 4322 13162 7932 30858 6802 8893 98014 18944 7463
in USD bhillion at
current prices)
Change in GDP 34% 87% 82% 87% 82% No data 74% 81% 83% 89%
PPP 1988-2018
Member of the No No No No No No No No No No
0ECD
State structure Unitary Unitary Unitary Unitary Federal Unitary Unitary Unitary Unitary Unitary
Number of tiers of government
State/regional Not applicable 24 34 Not applicable 13 14 81 Not applicable 76 63
Intermediate Not applicable 185 Not applicable 16 Not applicable Not applicable 1594 Not applicable Not applicable 710
Local Not applicable 1621 508 Not applicable 149 Not applicable 42028 Not applicable Not applicable 11145
System of Constitutional ~ Parliamentary  Presidential One-party Parliamentary  Parliamentary ~ Presidential ~ Parliamentary Constitutional ~ One-party
executive power monarchy constitutional republic socialist constitutional republic republic republic monarchy socialist
monarchy republic monarchy / Milita- republic
ry-affiliated
government
since 2014
Head of state Sultan Monarch President President Monarch President President President Monarch President
Head of Sultan Prime Minister President ~ Prime Minister Prime Minister State President ~ Prime Minister Prime Prime Minister
government Counsellor Minister
Separation of No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
powers
Term limit for None None 10 None 5 5 6 6 None 10
heads of state
(years)

Governments at the central level between 1998 and 2018

Total number of 1 5 6 3 5 6 4 5 7 2
governments
Number of 13 27 34 23 28 24 20 19 27 27

Ministers at the

central level of

government

(2018)

Number of 13 25 34 16 26 24 20 16 20 22
Ministries or

Departments at

the central level

of government

(2018)

Upper House (central government)

Existence No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No
Membership Not applicable Partially Yes Not applicable Partially No No Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
based on regional

considerations?

Frequency of Not applicable 6 5 Not applicable 3 5 6 Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
elections or

appointments (in

years)

Size - number of  Not applicable 62 132 Not applicable 70 224 24 Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
seats
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Brunei Cambodia Indonesia Lao PDR Malaysia Myanmar Philippines Singapore Thailand Viet Nam
Darussalam
Lower House (central government)
Electoral system  Not applicable Proportional Proportional  First-past-the- First-past-the- 330 seats by 238 seats by 88 seats by Junta Absolute
representation  representation post post first-past- first-past-the-  First Past the  appointed majority vote
the-post; post; 59 by Post; 9 seats  at time of with a second
110 seats party-list PR nominated by publication;  round if
appointed by parliamentary  Elections needed
military selection announced
committee for February
and the 2019
President; 3
non-consti-
tuency
seats from
opposition
parties
Frequency of Appointments 5 B 5 5 5 3 5 5 5
elections (in by the Sultan
years)
Size - number of 33 125 560 149 222 440 297 100 250 500
seats
Judicial system  Mixed legal ~ Mixed legal Civil law Civil law Mixed legal Mixed legal Mixed legal English Civil law Civil law
system: system: civil system, system, system: system: system: civil, common law  system with  system
English law; customary influenced by similar to the  English English common; system common law
common law law; Communist customary French system common law; common Islamic, and influences
and Islamic  legal theory, and law Islamic law, law and customary
law common law and customary customary law
law law
Existence of Judicial Judicial review  Judicial review Judicial review Judicial review Limited Judicial review Judicial review Judicial Limited
system of judicial review (dual judicial review review judicial review
review of the system of
constitutionality ~ secular and
of laws and Sharia courts)
actions

Notes: EIU: Economist Intelligence Unit; PR: proportional representation; WB: World Bank.
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