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Abstract 
 
One of the more surprising facts about official statistics is that most countries have rather poor statistics 
on employment in the public sector, and about the characteristics of public sector employees.  
Consequently it is also very difficult to find statistics on public sector employment which are 
reasonably comparable between countries.  This paper reviews some of the quality issues involved: e.g. 
scope, definitions and descriptive variables; timeliness and frequency; comparability with other 
statistics and costs of production of statistics, as well as possible sources for such statistics.  It also 
relates these various quality concerns to three types of issues for which such statistics may be desired: 
describing the direct impact on public sector employment of variations in public budgets; analyzing the 
productivity of the public sector; and describing the impact on the affected workers of privatization or 
sub-contracting of activities which previously have been carried out by (the staff of) public sector units. 
 A key factor to ensure statistics that are adequate for the description and analysis of these issues is that 
they cover all person employed, regardless of contractual situation.  The hope is that this review can 
contribute to a better understanding of such issues and eventually also to an improvement of the current 
situation. 
 
 
Introduction1 
 
In 1994 the OECD published Statistical Sources on Public Sector Employment, prepared 
jointly by its (then) Public Management Service Unit (PUMA) and the ILO Bureau of 
Statistics  (see OECD & ILO, 1994).  This publication tried to document the situation in the 
then 24 OECD member countries2 with respect to available statistics on public sector 
employment (SPSE), and concluded that “in many countries public employment statistics 
suffer from being collected by more than one institution without proper coordination”; and 
that “strict adherence to international standard definitions is the exception rather than the 
rule”.  Thus it is not surprising that “comparing national concepts of the public sector is 
intrinsically difficult, especially in respect of public enterprises and certain forms of public 
services” and that “ .. differences in definition and terminology constitute the main difficulty”. 
 The number of sources described ranged from only one to seven, and four of the countries 
with only one source indicated that this was the Labour Force Survey.  More detailed 
information was presented for its 25 member countries in OECD, 1997b.  This refers to years 
in the first half of the 1990s. 
 
In 1998 the ILO received SPSE from 84 countries3, having requested on a trial basis such 
statistics for 1985, 1990, 1995 (or years close to these) as well as for the latest year for which 
statistics were available.  To establish whether these statistics could be provided by countries 
on a regular basis the trial was repeated in 1999 and in 2001, expanding to 128 the total 
number of countries and territories for which some statistics of this type is available at the 

                                                 
1   The original version of this note was presented at the 11th Statistical Days: A New Millennium –New 
Phenomena: Have Statisticians Been Able to Understand and Measure Them, in Radenci, Slovenia 26-28 
November 2001. This slightly revised version was prepared in June 2002.  Comments from Adriana Mata 
Greenwood, Anne Harrison, Robert Pember and Sylvester Young have improved earlier drafts, but remaining 
errors as well as the views and opinions expressed are those of the author, and are not necessarily shared by the 
ILO or its Bureau of Statistics. Comments and suggestions for improvements are welcome.    
2   Mexico was not included in the review as it joined OECD as its 25th member only in May 1994. 
3   Of the 24 countries that gave methodological information to the OECD/ILO inquiry in 1993 only 13 provided 
statistics in 1998.  Following the 2001 updating this number has increased to 17. 
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ILO4.  Results have been presented in Hammouya, 1999 and BIT, 2001.  The sources indicated 
for the statistics provided were labour force surveys, establishment surveys, administrative 
records and ‘combination of different sources’ in almost equal measure, but with the last 
‘source’ indicated slightly more frequently than the others, and administrative records slightly 
less frequently.  The statistics that OECD has collected from its member countries have also 
included statistics on public sector pay (see e.g. OECD, 1997a as well as OECD, 1999 and 
2001a). 
 
 
General observations on quality issues for statistics on public sector employment 
 
The quality of official statistics normally are discussed with reference to the following 
dimensions, see e.g. the article by Platek & Särndal in the March 2001 issue of the Journal of 
Official Statistics and the comments there by Bailar, Fellegi and Norbotten: 
 - population coverage; 
 - units of observation; 
 - timeliness and frequency; 
 - geographic resolution; 
 - consistency with other statistics and over time; 
 - main and descriptive variables, in terms of 
  - validity and consistency of definitions; 
  - resolution and validity of value sets; 

- reliability of measurements; 
 - costs of production and dissemination. 
 
Delineation of ‘public sector employment’ 
For a discussion of the quality of SPSE the issue of the validity and consistency of the 
definition of the main variable, i.e. employment in the public sector, will be equivalent to the 
issue of population coverage, as the main issues of concern will be (a) how to draw the 
distinction between ‘the public sector’ and the rest of the economy, and (b) how to define 
“employment”.  For issue (a) we may use as reference the definitions provided by the 
international guidelines in the System of National Accounts (see United Nations et al, 1993), 
where it is said that the Public Sector (PS) should consist of “all institutional unit that can be 
said to be (i) units of central, state or local government; (ii) all social security funds at each 
level of government; (iii) all non-market non-profit institutions that are controlled and mainly 
financed by government; and (iv) corporations and quasi-corporations that are controlled by 
governments, where units of type (i)-(iii) are called ‘general government’ and units of type 
(iv) are called ‘public corporations’ (see chapter IV of United Nations et al, 1993).  All 
persons employed by the PS therefore have to be employees of such units.5 
 
                                                 
4   For two countries, France and Saudi Arabia, the information had not yet been entered into the database when 
this paper was drafted, and they are therefore not included in the list of countries in the annex. 
5   For a definition of “employees”, issue (b), see e.g. chapter VII of United Nations et al, 1993, which is 
consistent with the definition of ‘paid employment’ in the International Classification of Status in Employment 
(ICSE-93), see e.g. ILO, 2000.  However, this is a definition which is surprisingly difficult to implement 
precisely, as discussed in this paper and is illustrated in the diagrammatic presentation of ICSE-93 in annex 2, 
prepared by Adriana Mata Greenwood. 
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While the most useful definitions for national users of SPSE need not necessarily be the same 
as the international ones the issue will always be whether (i) the statistics produced will cover 
and identify separately those units which correspond to the relevant (for the user) definition of 
PS, and (ii) whether the statistics will include all persons who are to be considered 
‘employees’ of these units.  To understand why these requirements are surprisingly difficult to 
satisfy in practice it is necessary to examine the three main types of sources for SPSE:  
administrative records, surveys of PS units and surveys of households. 
 
Direct use of administrative records on the public sector units (DUAR/PSUs) would seem to 
be the most obvious and promising source for SPSE:  PSUs are formal units that have to keep 
records to account for how they spend the funds which they are given or earn, and for most of 
them the payment of wages and salaries will be the main type of expenditure.  These 
expenditures are (supposed to be) recorded according to standard regulations and subject to 
careful auditing.  However, in practice the following factors may tend to undermine 
DUAR/PSU as a source for SPSE:  (i) There may be no central compilation based on the 
administrative records for all relevant units; and (ii) if there is a central compilation this may 
be a purely financial one without any information about the type of expenditures or the 
number of employees involved.6  In some countries there will be a central register of 
government employees, e.g. to manage a health insurance or pension scheme or for personnel 
management more generally.  However, such registers will often be limited to employees with 
the types of contracts which qualify them for such benefits, or exclude certain types of units or 
staff, depending on the relevant legislation.  An additional, often related, complication is that 
even units which are covered by the relevant legislation may have the possibility of hiring 
workers on contracts which makes it seem, from a budgetary and therefore also from an 
accounting perspective, that these workers are not hired for salaries, but receive payment for 
the delivery of services.  Such workers may therefore not appear in the relevant records as 
‘government employees’, even though the terms of their contracts otherwise correspond to 
those of ‘employees’, e.g. in terms of working hours, basis for payment, the extent to which 
they are subject to instruction and supervision etc. Thus DUAR/PSUs for the production of 
SPSE will (i) be a realistic option only in countries where the necessary institutional 
infrastructure has been established and is functioning well; and (ii) be subject to the same 
quality concerns as DUAR are for other types of statistics, see e.g. Hoffmann, 1995 and 
ILO/EASMAT, 1997 for further discussions.7 
 
Surveys and censuses of ‘public sector’ units, e.g. as part of more general establishment 
surveys or censuses, will be a possible source for SPSE provided (i) there exists a satisfactory 

                                                 
6   It is quite common that (some) government units will have both a financial budget and a ‘staff budget’, where 
the latter is a specified total number of ‘posts’ of different types which they are allowed or supposed to fill.  
However, the number of such ‘posts’ will not necessarily correspond to the number of ‘employees’, either 
because some are unfilled or because persons can be engaged on different forms of contracts depending on 
whether the ‘wage’ funds or funds for the purchase of goods and services are being used for their payment.  
When using the latter funds the contracts will usually be for a limited period only, but they may be subject to 
several renewals.  An additional problem is that ‘staff budgets’ will normally not specify any personal 
characteristics of the employees (except when there are quotas for certain types of employees, e.g. by rank or 
type of pay scale). 
7   Note that registers of all employees or all employed persons in a country, kept e.g. for national social 
insurance schemes or by tax authorities, may also be a possible source, provided public sector units can be 
separately identified among the employers. 
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register for such units; and (ii) the units keep records which will make it relatively easy for 
their administrations to provide the type of information needed for all persons hired as 
‘employees’, in the sense required for the statistical descriptions and analysis and not only 
according to the rules and regulations of financial control and staff management referred to 
above.  It may be necessary to carry out such surveys and censuses by visiting the sites of the 
PSUs in countries and situations where there is reason to suspect that the records kept by 
some PSUs will include a significant number of “ghost-workers”, i.e. ‘persons’ to whom 
salaries are being paid although they do not exist or at least do not do any work for the PSU in 
question. 
 
Surveys and censuses of households will be a possible source provided the employed persons 
can be asked questions about their work contract and their place of work with response 
alternatives which make it possible to determine (i) whether or not they are ‘employees’; and 
(ii) whether or not their employer is a ‘public sector’ unit.  Neither of these provisions is 
trivial, i.e. easy to implement, see e.g. Gilbert, 2001.  The most difficult units to classify 
correctly are probably those non-profit institutions that are controlled and/or mainly financed 
by governments.  Whether this is the case for the unit employing them may not be evident to 
their employees, especially if formal ownership rests with a private organization.  The most 
difficult contractual situations to establish correctly are again those where the persons are not 
hired as regular ‘public employees’, e.g. for budgetary reasons, but as some form of 
‘outworker’ as mentioned above (see also e.g. paragraphs 7.26-7.30 in United Nations et al, 
1993). 
 
  

Timeliness 
The timeliness of statistics based on the three types of sources mentioned above will depend 
on a number of factors:  For statistics based on DUAR the timeliness will generally depend on 
(i) the reporting frequency to the central register(s); (ii) the delays in sending the reports; and 
(iii) the time needed by the administrative system to process the reports it receives and to 
make them available for the production of statistics.  The reporting for public sector 
employees (PSE) will be either a continuous reporting of hirings and separations , or the 
reporting at set intervals about the movements of staff during a defined period and/or the 
number of staff at the end of that period.  For the former type of reporting factor (i) will not be 
relevant, but the other two factors may influence the timeliness to a significant degree.  The 
timeliness of survey results depends on the objectives and the resulting designs for the surveys 
and the capacity of the survey organisation.   
 
Frequency 
For statistics based on DUAR the possible frequency will again depend on the type of 
reporting system used.  With continuous reporting of hirings and separations one can in 
principle imagine a very high frequency for the statistics, e.g. that new statistics could be 
produced every week or every month.  For periodic reporting systems the possible frequency 
will be determined by the reporting periods.  Statistics based on surveys of SPSU or on 
households can only be produced with the frequency with which these surveys are undertaken 
(or, in the case of continuous surveys, by which the results are being prepared). 
 
Geographic resolution 
Two factors will determine the degree to which SPSE based on DUAR or SPSU can be 
produced for local labour markets:  The first is the geographic detailing provided by and for 
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the reporting (employing) units and the second is the limitations set by any confidentiality 
requirements.  The latter may be as relevant for public sector units (PSUs) as they are for 
private establishments, as some PSUs operate in markets and others have e.g. tasks linked to 
national security or intelligence that are so sensitive that even their scale, as indicated by their 
total employment, must be kept confidential.  The former factor depends on how the records 
of the PSUs are organised and their content:  A multi-site operation like the Postal Services 
may have centralised the personnel management functions to a few locations, and this may 
mean that from the reports submitted it may seem that these are the only locations where the 
Postal Services have employees.8  For statistics based on surveys of PSU or households the 
main determinant for geographic specifications will (also) be the limits imposed by the size 
and design of the sample.  It should also be noted that while statistics based on DUAR and 
SPSU normally will give statistics according to the location of the place of work, the statistics 
based on a LFS normally will be according to the employees’ place of residence. 
 
Consistency over time 
For statistics based on DUAR/PSU consistency over time may be undermined by (i) changes 
to the type of institutions which are included in the reporting system; and (ii) changes to the 
rules about the type of staff (employment contracts) which should be included in the reporting. 
 Particularly vulnerable to such changes are the reporting of those employees who are to be 
included as a function of particular types of contracts and/or membership in specific insurance 
or pensions schemes.  Changes to the coverage of such rules and schemes may happen quite 
frequently, and the new groups to be included or the groups to be excluded may frequently be 
large enough to create serious inconsistencies in the time series, unless great care is taken to 
ensure that consistent results are presented.9   
 
Consistency with other statistics 
SPSE frequently need to be consistent with statistics on other aspects of public sector 
activities, e.g. total expenditure by purpose, as well as with statistics on other forms of 
employment.  The former because labour and human capital are the most important inputs 
used by these activities, and the latter because the PS is employing a (very) large proportion of 
the most important national resource, its labour force.  It seems clear that it will be a 
significant advantage for the combined use of statistics on public sector employment and 
expenditures, e.g. for preparing estimates for the national accounts, if the basic data for both 
sets of statistics can be extracted from (consistent) records of the same units.  However, for 
the description and analysis of PSE as a part of total employment it will be better if those 
employed in the PS can be identified separately in statistics which cover all employed persons. 
 Otherwise the issues of how to best combine (labour) statistics from different sources will 
become urgent, see e.g. Hoffmann, 2000.   
 
Main and descriptive variables 
Statistics on employment always involve as a key variable a count or estimate of the ‘number 
of persons’ who are members of the group of interest.  This means that the unit of 
measurement for this variable is ‘one person’.  However, because of the different degree to 
which the persons are being employed during the reference period, expressed e.g. by the 
                                                 
8   This example has been taken from the experience with an actual reporting system.  The situation was 
corrected..  
9   Not acceptable is just a listing of changes that have taken place, with the comment that ”these changes must 
be remembered when using statistics for different years”.   
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‘number of hours actually worked’, it is often considered as relevant to measure this variable10 

as well or instead of the total number of persons employed.  Information on ‘actual working 
hours’ is normally easier to obtain with a labour force survey than with the other data 
collection instruments, as the latter normally only provide approximations from information 
about whether the employees have a full time or a part time contract, or on the total number of 
time units paid for, some of which may represent absences (e.g. vacation or sick leave) or 
bonuses.  In most countries the issue of distinguishing between a ‘head count’ employment 
variable and a variable reflecting the amount of work performed during the reference period is 
even more important with respect to SPSE than with respect to other statistics on 
employment, because the public sector tends to be more ‘flexible’ in the working time 
arrangements than other employers.  The above mentioned ‘groups of interest’ among the 
PSEs are obviously those which can be described by demographic variables and ‘educational 
attainment’, as well as those describing the type of work being done, i.e. ‘occupation’, and the 
type of activity, i.e. ‘industry’.  The need for a good description of the contractual situation 
has already been mentioned. 
 
Costs of production and dissemination 
As observed e.g. in Hoffmann, 1995 the costs to the statistical agency of producing statistics is 
to a large extent a direct function of the number of informants which have to be contacted to 
get the primary data.  This is a main reason why DUAR often represents the most cost-
effective way of producing official statistics where such sources are available to the statistical 
agency.  As indicated above one would expect this to be the case also with SPSE, but the 
methodological problems outlined above will mean that to obtain the type of SPSE needed 
will entail significant costs in processing the available administrative records.  Because of this 
it may be more cost effective to design general statistical data collection instruments for 
statistics on employment to make possible the separate identification of those employed by the 
public sector, and to include the capture of information needed to identify separately different 
categories of such workers.  In this connection it is significant that following the 2001 
updating of the ILO Public Sector Employment Database (PSEDB) the statistics presented 
there are based on results from Labour Force Surveys and Population Censuses for 37 percent 
of the countries.  For 23 percent of the countries the statistics have been based on surveys of 
public sector units or establishment surveys.  Only 17 percent of the countries reported that 
the statistics were based on DUAR/PSU only. 
 
Quality issues for statistics needed to describe direct employment impact of variations in 
public sector budgets 
 
One of the major functions of the public sector’s expenditures is to regulate the total activity 
in the economy.  The actual impact on the total activity of the economy in general and on the 
total, local and sectoral distribution of employment in particular are among the main questions 
which are frequently discussed in connection with a government’s budget proposals.  Most 
macro-economic models will have been designed to provide projections of the total and 
sectoral economic impact of such changes.  Some of these models have modules for 
projecting the impacts on total and sectoral employment.  These will reflect but not identify 

                                                 
10   Note that e.g. “full time equivalents”, “full work-weeks” or “work-years” are just less precise representations 
of this variable.  Both Mata-Greenwood, 2001 and chapter 4 of OECD, 2001b discuss issues related to the 
estimation of total hours actually worked during a reference period. 
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separately the direct impacts that come through the hiring (or retrenchments) of government 
employees as well as the indirect effects through changes in consumption because of the 
resulting increase (reduction) in income among government employees as well as among 
those producing services and goods purchased by the government.  However, much of the 
discussion of concrete budget proposals is linked to the direct impact on employment in local 
labour markets, and the statistics available to discuss these are often less than adequate for the 
task.  Similarly the fact that empirical studies which separate the direct from the indirect 
employment effects are so difficult to find may be a reflection of the inadequacy of SPSE 
which can describe such direct impacts.   
For such direct impacts to be described the SPSE must not only be available for relevant 
reference periods as well as for regional and institutional breakdowns that can be related to the 
changes in budget allocations, they must also make it possible to cover all those who are 
‘public sector employees’ according to a relevant analytical definition.  This means that it 
should be possible to identify separately all those who have ‘non-regular’ employment 
contracts with public sector units from those who have ‘regular’ ones.  From the comments 
above about the possible sources for SPSE it seems warranted to conclude that none of them 
on their own are particularly well suited to produce statistics which satisfy these requirements. 
 The direct changes to public sector employment as a consequence of budget changes are not 
likely to be large enough to be measured reliably by Labour Force Surveys, and sources which 
rely on the financial records of PSUs and/or regular administrative registrations used to 
manage e.g. pension systems, are not likely to be able to capture those employed on ‘non-
regular’ contracts.  Thus for studies of the direct employment effects of variations in public 
sector budgets it would seem necessary to make use of surveys of PSUs which are specially 
designed to cover all ‘paid employees’, regardless of their type of contract. 
 
 
Quality issues for employment statistics needed to describe productivity in the public 
sector 
 
Discussions about how to measure productivity in the public sector tend to focus on all the 
difficulties which exist in finding a meaningful and complete set of measures of relevant 
outputs.11  Mostly ignored has been the fact that in order to arrive at estimates of the 
productivity with which these outputs are being produced it is also necessary to have reliable 
and relevant estimates of the productive factors used to provide these outputs.  As employed 
persons represent the most important of these productive factors in most public sector 
activities it is clear that reliable and relevant measurements of this factor are essential for all 
productivity estimates, whether it is labour productivity or total factor productivity that is 
being estimated. 
 
Although OECD, 2001b includes chapters on both the measurement of labour input (chapter 
4) and the treatment of intermediate inputs (chapter 6) for productivity estimates there is no 
discussion of the issue mentioned above concerning the purchase of labour input services 
under other forms of contract than ‘regular’ contracts for employees; nor of any possible 
consequences for the most appropriate way of measuring labour inputs for estimates of 
productivity, as well as for measured changes over time and/or productivity differences 
between sectors.  Such discussions would seem highly relevant, in particular when estimating 
                                                 
11  Farrell, 1957 is often quoted as an important contribution.   
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productivity and discussing productivity changes in sectors where sub-contracting and 
different forms of contracts are frequent and changing, such as in construction and different 
parts of the public sector.  In order to be able to carry out such studies it will be necessary to 
get statistics on those who are employed on regular contracts as well as those who are engaged 
on other contracts to carry out very similar tasks as the staff who have (or had) regular 
contracts. 
 
Improved efficiency or productivity and reduced overall costs are the usual arguments for 
privatizing the provision of services which are being provided to (parts of) the population by 
public sector units, or for ‘outsourcing’, i.e. sub-contracting certain functions related to the 
provision of such services (security, cleaning and catering being mentioned most frequently).  
To investigate whether such effects have in fact resulted from these reforms it will be 
necessary to have consistent statistics on production and value added as well as on 
employment.  Only with such statistics it will be possible to study total productivity 
developments for the economy as well as productivity development in the various sectors, 
including their publicly owned parts. 
 
 
Quality issues for statistics needed to describe the impact of privatization and outsourcing 
on total as well as public sector employment, and on the situation of public sector 
employees 
 
The direct net employment effects of privatization of existing public sector units, e.g. in 
telecommunications, postal services or water supply, should in principle be reflected in the 
total employment in the relevant industry groups and its distribution between public and 
private sector units.  This is why the ILO Database on Public Sector Employment (DBPSE) 
did request SPSE by industry, i.e. the tabulation categories of ISIC, rev. 3 and NACE, rev. 1.  
However, as indicated in the annex, only half of the countries reporting some SPSE could 
provide such statistics for industry categories. 
 
Statistics which can describe the total net employment effects of outsourcing or 
subcontracting are much more difficult to obtain, both in principle and in practice.  This is 
because it will be necessary to observe the employment effects on the “outsourcing” units and 
industry groups as well as on the units and industry groups which are being contracted to do 
the work being “outsourced”.  E.g. the outsourcing of cleaning and catering services from 
public sector hospitals and educational institutions will in principle reduce the public sector 
employment in ISIC Division 80 (education) and 8511 (hospital activities) and increase 
private sector employment in ISIC classes 5520 (restaurants, bars, canteens), 7493 (building 
cleaning activities) and 9301 (washing and (dry-)cleaning of textile and fur products).  Even 
taking into account the possibilities of analyzing establishment based statistics on the extent to 
which certain forms of services are being purchased, i.e. by using the Central Products 
Classification (CPC) codes 63230 (catering services), 85330/40 (cleaning services 
general/special) and 97130 (laundry services), it is difficult to see that regularly produced 
statistics, or the input/output tables produced from them, are likely to provide the degree of 
detail and precision in measurements which will be needed for these types of studies. 
 
The workers affected, the social partners and the policy makers are not only interested in net 
employment effects.  They are also likely to request studies with statistics that can throw light 
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on the effects on those who were working in the activities which were privatized or 
outsourced, as well as on workers for which the re-organization of these activities would 
represent new opportunities.  This will normally mean that it will be necessary to design 
carefully “tracer-studies” to can track effects on the workers directly affected as well as effects 
on the contracting units and establishments which are contracted to provide the out-sourced 
services.  Obviously such surveys will need to cover both employment and variables 
describing conditions of work, e.g. wages and hours of work. 
 
 
Concluding remarks 
 
Quality dimensions such as timeliness and frequency; geographic resolution; consistency with 
other statistics and over time; validity and consistency of definitions; resolution and validity 
of value sets; reliability of measurements; and the costs of production and dissemination of 
the statistics will be important for SPSE in almost all contexts.  However, the above 
comments on the statistical requirements for the three analytical issues have focussed mostly 
on issues related to the need to, and difficulties of, getting statistics for all relevant forms of 
employment relationships which individuals may have to the PSUs in the latter’s capacity as 
employers as well as purchasers of services.  This to signal that here is an area on which those 
producing SPSE will need to focus in order to obtain better statistics.  It is clear, however, this 
area is important not only for SPSE: changes to the contractual relationships between 
‘employers’ and those workers who provide productive services to them have for a long time 
been said to be important for improving the ‘flexibility’ of labour markets in economically 
advanced countries, to make easier, i.e. less costly, ‘necessary’ adjustments to changes caused 
e.g. by new technologies and new international trading patterns.12  Thus ‘new’ contractual 
forms between ‘employers’ and workers can be expected to (have) become important 
throughout the economies that experience such changes.  This (will) have important 
consequences for the capacity of the traditional data sources to provide statistics that will 
validly and reliably measure levels and changes in employment, wages and productivity in 
different types of economic activities (sectors).  Potentially there also seems to be important 
implications for validity of the SNA’s distinction between ‘compensation of employees’ and 
‘operating surplus and mixed income’ in the distribution of primary income.13  Given the 
increasing (re-)recognition of the importance of human capital acquired through education, 
trainings and experience as a factor of production and a source of economic growth, it may, 
however, be entirely appropriate to regard an increasing proportion of the primary income that 
accrues to private households as representing a reward for the services provided by its human 
capital as well by any physical capital it owns.  If this is the case, then the usefulness of a pure 
“compensation of employees” concept may prove to be very limited.       
 
 
 

                                                 
12   See e.g. the OECD’s ‘jobs study’, OECD,1994.  It may be relevant to observe that to ‘flexibility‘ and lower 
costs of adjustments for employers may mean higher costs for workers and the society at large, in the form of 
having to carry a higher share of the economic risks and costs of such adjustment.   
13   See chapter VII in United Nations et al, 1993 .  In sectors and countries with less well developed standard 
employment contracts than those assumed by the SNA this distinction have always been rather difficult to apply 
with any degree of precision. 
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Annex 1:  ILO Public Sector Employment Database: List of countries indicating first and last year for which different statistics are available. 

Country or territory Total Type of institution Industry

Total Women Total Women Total Women

First Last First Last First Last First Last First Last First Last

year year year year year year year year year year year year

Albanie 1993 2000 1993 1999 1993 1999 1993 1999 1995 2000 1995 1999

Argentina 1996 2000 1996 2000 … … … … 1996 2000 1996 2000

Armenia 1985 2000 1985 2000 … … … … … … … …

Australia 1985 2000 1995 1996 1985 2000 … … 1995 2000 1995 1995

Austria … ... … ... 1985 1999 … … … … … …

Azerbaijan 1985 2000 1985 2000 … … … … … … … …

Bahamas 1986 2000 1986 2000 … … … … … … … …

Bahrain 1981 1991 1991 1991 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Barbados 1991 2000 1991 2000 … … … … … … … …

Belarus 1995 1999 … … … … … … … … … ….

Belgique 1985 2000 1995 1999 1985 2000 … … 1995 1999 1995 1999

Belize 1995 1997 1995 1997 … … … … … … … …

Bénin 1995 1997 1995 1997 1995 1997 1995 1997 ... ... ... ...

Bermuda 1995 1999 1995 1999 … … … … 1995 1999 1995 1999

Bolivia 1995 2000 … … ... ... … … 1995 2000 … …

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1985 1990 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Botswana 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999 1997 1999 1997 1999

Brasil 1992 1996 1996 1996 ... ... ... ... 1996 1996 ... ...

Brunei Darussalam ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1995 1999 ... ...

Bulgaria 1996 1999 1996 1999 ... ... ... ... 1996 1999 1996 1999

Burkina Faso ... 1997 ... 1997 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Canada 1985 1997 ... ... ... ... ... ... 1997 1997 ... ...

Cayman Islands 1991 1996 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Chile 1996 2000 1996 2000 ... ... ... ... 1996 2000 1996 2000

China 1985 1996 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Colombia 1991 2000 1991 2000 ... ... ... ... 1991 2000 1991 2000

Congo 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Costa Rica 1987 2000 1987 2000 1987 2000 1987 2000 1995 2000 1995 2000

Croatia 1985 2000 1985 2000 ... ... ... ... 1985 2000 1996 2000

Cyprus 1985 1999 ... ... 1985 1999 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Czech Republic 1990 2000 ... ... 1997 2000 ... ... 1997 2000 ... ...

Denmark 1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000
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Annex 1:  ILO Public Sector Employment Database: List of countries indicating first and last year for which different statistics are available. 

Country or territory Total Type of institution Industy

Total Women Total Women Total Women

First Last First Last First Last First Last First Last First Last

year year year year year year year year year year year year

Dominica 1997 1997 1997 1997 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Ecuador 1990 1997 ... ... ... ... ... ... 1997 1997 ... ...

Egypt 1985 1998 1985 1998 ... ... ... ... 1995 1998 1996 1998

El Salvador 1989 1999 1995 1999 ... ... ... ... 1995 1999 1995 1999

España 1987 2000 1987 2000 1987 2000 1987 2000 1995 2000 1995 2000

Estonia 1995 2000 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... 1995 2000 1995 2000

Ethiopia 1999 1999 1999 1999 1995 2000 1995 2000 1994 1994 ... ...

Falkland Is. (Malvinas) 1996 1999 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Fiji 1985 1996 1996 1996 ... ... ... ... 1996 1996 ... ...

Finland 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999 1995 1999 1995 1999

Gabon 1995 1999 ... ... 1995 1999 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Gambia 1998 1998 1998 1998 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Georgia 1995 2000 1998 2000 1995 1999 1998 1999 1998 2000 1998 2000

Germany 1995 2000 ... ... 1995 2000 1995 2000 ... ... ... ...

Gibraltar 1985 1998 1990 1998 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Grèce 1987 2000 1987 2000 ... ... ... ... 1995 2000 1995 2000

Greenland 1996 1996 ... ... 1996 1996 1996 1996 ... ... ... ...

Guadeloupe ... ... ... ... 1995 1995 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Guatemala 1985 1996 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Hong Kong, China 1995 2000 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... 1995 2000 1995 2000

Hungary 1992 1999 1992 1999 1992 1999 1992 1999 1995 1999 1995 1999

India 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999 1995 1999 1995 1999

Indonesia ... ... ... ... 1995 1995 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Iran, Islamic Rep. of 1986 1996 1986 1996 ... ... ... ... 1986 1996 1996 1996

Ireland 1990 1996 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Isle of Man 1996 1996 1996 1996 ... ... ... ... 1996 1996 1996 1996

Italie 1988 2000 1988 2000 1988 2000 1988 2000 ... ... ... ...

Japan 1986 1996 1986 1996 1986 1996 1986 1996 1986 1996 1986 1996

Jordan 1995 1998 1995 1998 ... ... ... ... 1995 1998 1995 1998

Kazakstan 1994 1998 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Kenya 1985 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... 1995 2000 ... ...

Korea, Republic of ... ... ... ... 1995 1996 ... ... ... ... ... ...
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Annex 1:  ILO Public Sector Employment Database: List of countries indicating first and last year for which different statistics are available.

Country or territory Total Type of institution Industry

Total Women Total Women Total Women

First Last First Last First Last First Last First Last First Last

year year year year year year year year Year year year year

Kyrgyzstan 1995 1999 ... ... ... ... ... ... 1995 1999 ... ...

Latvia 1997 1999 1997 1999 1997 1999 1997 1999 1997 1999 1997 1999

Lithuania 1995 1999 1995 1999 ... ... ... ... 1995 1999 1995 1999

Luxembourg 1997 2000 1997 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Macau, China 1985 2000 1985 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Macedonia, TFYR 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Madagascar 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Malawi 1985 1995 1995 1995 ... ... ... ... 1995 1995 ... ...

Malaysia 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000 ... ... ... ...

Malaysia: Sabah 1999 2000 1999 2000 1999 2000 1999 2000 ... ... ... ...

Malaysia: Sarawak 1999 2000 1999 2000 1999 2000 1999 2000 ... ... ... ...

Maldives 1995 2000 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... 1995 2000 1995 2000

Malta 1995 1998 1998 1998 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Maroc 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Martinique ... ... ... ... 1995 1995 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Mauritius 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000 1995 2000 1995 2000

México 1988 1996 ... ... ... ... ... ... 1996 1996 ... ...

Moldova, Rep. of 1985 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... 1996 2000 ... ...

Myanmar 1996 1996 1996 1996 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Namibia 1999 1999 1999 1999 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Netherlands 1995 1997 1995 1997 1995 1997 1995 1997 ... ... ... ...

New Zealand 1985 1997 1997 1997 ... ... ... ... 1997 1997 ... ...

Nicaragua 1995 1998 ... ... 1995 1998 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Norway 1985 1999 ... ... 1985 2000 1985 1997 1985 1999 ... ...

Oman 1997 1997 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Panamá 1985 2000 1985 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Paraguay 1995 1999 1995 1999 ... ... ... ... 1995 1999 1995 1999

Philippines 1985 1999 ... ... 1995 1999 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Poland 1990 1996 ... ... ... ... ... ... 1996 1996 ... ...

Puerto Rico 1985 2000 1985 1988 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000 1997 2000

Qatar 1997 1997 1997 1997 ... ... ... ... 1997 1997 1997 1997

Rép. arabe syrienne ... ... ... ... 1995 1997 1995 1997 ... ... ... ...
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Annex:  ILO Public Sector Employment Database: List of countries indicating first and last year for which different statistics are available.

Pays ou territoire Total Type of institution Industry

Total Women Total Women Total Women

First Last First Last First Last First Last First Last First Last

year year year year year year year year year year year year

República Dominicana 1995 2000 ... ... 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Réunion 1995 1999 ... ... 1995 1999 1995 1999 ... ... ... ...

Roumanie 1985 2000 1985 2000 ... ... ... ... 1995 2000 1995 2000

Russian Federation 1990 1995 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Saint-Marin 1985 1999 1985 1999 ... ... ... ... 1995 1999 1999 1999

Sénégal 1985 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Seychelles 1990 1995 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Singapore ... ... ... ... 1995 1999 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Slovakia 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Slovenia 1995 2000 1995 2000 1995 2000 1995 2000 1995 2000 1995 2000

South Africa 1994 2000 ... ... 1994 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Sri Lanka 1994 1994 1994 1994 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

St. Helena 1995 2000 1996 1996 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Suisse 1995 1998 1995 1998 1995 1998 1995 1998 1995 1998 1995 1998

Suriname 1985 1999 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Sweden 1987 1999 1995 1999 1990 1999 1995 1999 ... ... ... ...

Tanzania, United Rep. of 1984 1991 1991 1991 ... ... ... ... 1991 1991 ... ...

Tchad ... ... ... ... 1998 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Thailand 1985 2000 1985 2000 ... ... ... ... 1985 2000 1985 2000

Togo 1986 1996 1986 1996 ... ... ... ... 1986 1996 1996 1996

Trinidad and Tobago 1987 1997 ... 1997 ... ... ... ... 1997 1997 ... ...

Turkey 1995 2000 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... 1995 2000 1995 2000

Uganda 1995 1999 1995 1999 ... ... ... ... 1997 1999 1997 1999

Ukraine 1997 1997 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

United Kingdom 1985 2000 ... ... 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... ... ...

United States 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000

Uruguay 1995 2000 1995 2000 ... ... ... ... 1995 2000 1995 2000

Venezuela 1995 1999 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Yemen ... ... ... ... 1998 1998 ... ... ... ... ... ...

Zimbabwe 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999 1985 1999

18 October 2001
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Annex 2: Framework for the identification of status in employment categories  
 

Determining economic risk Area of authority 

Status in 
employment 
categories Object of 

transaction  

Basis for 
remunera-

tion 

Works on a 
continuous 

basis (1) 

Responsi-
bility for 

labour and 
social 

protection 

Client 

Place of 
work and 
working 
schedule 

determined 
by 

Instructions/
supervision 

Important 
work inputs 
owned by (3) 

Labour 
contract 

 with 

Engages 
employees 

on a 
continuous 

basis (1) 

Takes 
operational 
decisions 

Core (regular) 
employee employer 

Employee with 
stable contract 

yes employer No 
at 

employer’s 
discretion  

Owner manager 
of incorporated 

enterprises 
employer - employer - Yes 

Work gang 
members employer 

In
 p

ai
d 

em
pl

oy
m

en
t 

Temporary work 
agency employee 

labour 

for time 
worked or 
work done - 

- 

employer A employer B employer A 

No 
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Determining economic risk Area of authority 

Status in 
employment 
categories Object of 

transaction  

Basis for 
remunera-

tion 

Works on a 
continuous 

basis (1) 

Responsi-
bility for 

labour and 
social 

protection 

Client 

Place of 
work and 
working 
schedule 

determined 
by 

Instructions/
supervision 

Important 
work inputs 
owned by (3) 

Labour 
contract 

 with 

Engages 
employees 

on a 
continuous 

basis (1) 

Takes 
operational 
decisions 

 

Apprentices and 
trainees 

 for time 
worked or 
work done 
partly in 
training 

 

Employer No 

Workers in 
precarious 

employment (2) 
- no 

 

Workers in 
employment 
promotion 
schemes 

labour 

for 
participating 

in the 
scheme 

- self 

- 

Outworkers for work 
done 

one or more 
employers self employers - restricted 

Contractors 

- 
for time 

worked or 
work done 

employer - restricted In
 b

or
de

rl
in

e 
si

tu
at

io
ns

 

Franchisees goods or 
services 

for profit 
form goods 

- 

self 

one or more 
buyers 

self (or 
client) 

owners of 
work inputs others owners of 

work inputs - Restricted 
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Determining economic risk Area of authority 

Status in 
employment 
categories Object of 

transaction  

Basis for 
remunera-

tion 

Works on a 
continuous 

basis (1) 

Responsi-
bility for 

labour and 
social 

protection 

Client 

Place of 
work and 
working 
schedule 

determined 
by 

Instructions/
supervision 

Important 
work inputs 
owned by (3) 

Labour 
contract 

 with 

Engages 
employees 

on a 
continuous 

basis (1) 

Takes 
operational 
decisions 

Contributing 
family workers labour 

and services 
sold - family member managing the establishment no no 

Subsistence 
workers goods Own 

consumption self no yes 

Members of 
producers 

cooperatives 
all members of cooperative on equal footing - as member 

Sharecroppers self others - restricted 

Communal 
resource 
exploiters 

- - community self - yes 

Core employer yes In
 s

el
f-

em
pl

oy
m

en
t 

Core own 
account worker 

goods or 
services 

for profit 
from goods 
and services 

sold 

 

 
self 

one or more 
buyers 

self (or client) self self (or 
client) 

no yes 

Notes: 
- not relevant for defining the group 
(1) A period of employment which is longer than a specified minimum determined according to national circumstances. 
(2) Include (a) casual workers: with contracts of short duration; (b) workers in short-term employment: with longer contracts than casual workers but shorter than 

regular workers; (c) workers in seasonal employment: whose (short) period of employment is influenced by seasonal factors. 
(3) Refers to owners of most means of production, operational licenses or suppliers of credit. 


