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Abstract

This paper present first results from a new survey on bureaucratic structure in Africae Theams
of the survey were to gain quantitative data on incentives and structures of the African bureaucracies and
to ensure comparability of the new data with existing data sets, in particular the data sets provided by
Rauch and Evans (1999) and World Development Report (1997). First we study the evidence on
bureaucratic structure across Africa. We find quite large differences in structure and performance
between country’s in the region and aso between Africa and other regions of the world. Second we
incorporate the African data into the larger sample of developing countries which alows us to estimate
whether meritocratic bureaucracies perform better, have lower corruption and higher efficiency in ther
sarvice delivery and provide better framework for the private sector. We find that the African countries
in generd are not “a case of ther own” but are described reasonably well by the same incentive
Sructures as other countries. Better bureaucratic performance is asociated with greater power and
autonomy of agencies to formulate policies, good career opportunities in the public sector, good pay of
public servants and little shifting between public and private employment.
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I ntroduction

Bureaucratic inditutions have long been seen as important for economic performance? In
particular, there is a long-standing argument that week bureaucratic ingtitutions have contributed to low
economic performance in Sub Saharan Africa* However, studies of bureaucratic performance in Africa
have been largdy limited to case studies, which makes it difficult to test this argument sysematicdly.
This paper presents firg results from a project that attempts to provide comparable data on bureaucratic
Sructure and incentivesin Africa

This study is related to two drands of the literature: The firgt is the literature that relates
indtitutiond and bureaucratic performance to economic growth.  This literature has shown that
inditutions, i.e. rules of the game, matter for explaining differences in growth performance across
countries. High corruption and red tape, inefficient public services, low rdiability of services and in
generd low bureaucratic qudity lower invesment and growth. A theoretica expostion is given by
North (1981, 1986) and empirical estimates of the reationship between bureaucratic quality and
economic performance were conducted by Mauro (1995), Knack and Keefer (1995) , Brunetti,
Kisunko and Weder (1998) and the World Bank (1997). They al show arather consgtent picture of
the negative effects of weak bureaucratic performance on investment and growth.

Having established that differentid bureaucratic performance impacts on economic growth, a
second strand of the literature turns to seeking the indtitutiond characteridtics that are associated with
better bureaucratic performance, lower levels of corruption or red tepe. This literature is interested in
explaning the causes of bureaucraic peformance by exploring the underlying incentives and
organizationd structures of bureaucracies. There are a number of ways in which bureaucratic incentives

and structures are thought to affect bureaucratic performance.® The main argument, developed further in

® see for instance Weber (1968)

* see for instance Hyden (1983); World Bank (1989); Brautigam (1996)

® see for instance Evans (1992, 1995), who developed a set of hypotheses stemming from the original work of Weber,
1968 [1904-1911]



Rauch and Evans (1997) is tha “replacing patronage systems for date officids by a professona
bureaucracy is a necessary (though not sufficient) condition for a ate to be ‘developmentd’. They
outline a number of ways through which bureaucratic structure is thought to affect performance. (i)
Having certain entry requirements and (ii) paying reasonable wages should lead to a pool of talented
officids entering the bureaucracy, and (iii) internd promotion can lead to benefits associated with
gability, particularly the formation of stronger ties (Evans, 1992, 1995). (iv) Interna promoation, if based
on merit, should aso lead to incentives to perform well (Rauch, 1995). Interest in the consequences of
different bureaucratic structures increased after the publication of the "East Adan Miracle' (World Bank
1993), a study that suggested that the ingtitutiona setup of Asian bureaucracies contributed to explaining

their superior performance.

There isagrowing empiricd literature that tests these theses. Rauch and Evans (1999) collected
data on bureaucratic structures in 35 less developed countries and proceeded to test whether
bureaucracies with the main “Weberian” characteristics perform better. Their evidence suggests that
they do; particularly on issues of meritocratic recruitment, but also of internal promotion and career
sability. A related literature attempts to explain reasons for differences in corruption across countries.
For ingance, Van Rijckeghem and Weder (1997) show that relative wages of public servants are
associated with lower corruption. Ades and Di Tdla (1999) invedtigate the role of competition in
lowering rents and corruption. Findly, a broader literature explores the determinants of differences in
the quality of government. La Porta, Lopez de Silanes, Shlafer and Vishny (1998) explain differencesin
the qudity of government mainly usng exising socio-cultura indicators. Brunetti and Weder (1999)

show that open economies tend to have better governments.

The present project builds upon the findings of severa previous studies by collecting data for
African countries and adding it to existing data sets. The issues from the Rauch and Evans survey were
the main building block of the Africa survey. Some specific components from the World Development
Report 1997 provided a second building block.

The paper hastwo ams. First we present evidence of bureaucratic structure across Africa. We



find quite alarge divergity from one country to the other and aso in the comparison with other regions of
the world. Second we incorporate the African data into a larger sample of developing countries which
alows us to estimate whether meritocratic bureaucracies perform better, and have lower corruption and
higher efficiency in their service ddivery. We find that the African countries in genera are not “a case of

their own” but are described reasonably well by the same mechanisms as other countries.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 1 introduces the African Bureaucratic Structure
Survey (ABSS), the survey methodology and the data set. Section 2 presents preliminary results for

African countries. Section 3 shows regression results and section 4 concludes.

1. The African Bureaucratic Structure Survey (ABSS)

Survey Methodol ogy

The idea of this survey was to gain sysematic data on bureaucratic structures in African
countries. However, from the outset it was clear tha not only would comparisons within Africa be
interesting but so would comparisons with other parts of the world. Therefore, rather than *reinventing
the whed”, we based the survey on exigting instruments and tried to ensure as much compatibility as
possble in the data with earlier surveys The main indrument used was a questionnaire desgned by
James Rauch and Peter Evans, which had been implemented in 35 countries (but only 4 African

countries). Thiswas used as abasis for questions 1-20.

The second survey instrument was designed for the World Development Report 1997, WDR.
The WDR survey contained a number of questions relaing to bureaucratic structures that were
incorporated as questions 21-25 in the ABSS. The new questionnaire was pre-tested with African
scholars and civil servants and dightly adapted, mainly by adding questions or by refining the scales
where additiona precison seemed helpful. An important congtraint in adgptation of the questionnaire
was that the new data should be readily comparable with existing data



The questionnaires were filled in by country experts that were identified with the help of the
African Economic Research Consortium (AERC). The experts had to be well known persons, with a
reputation at stake and with long experience in senior positions of the civil service or with a very close

knowledge of it. See Appendix 4 for the guiddines for selecting experts.

Table 1 shows the country coverage and number of experts that were consulted in each country.

Table 1. Country coverage and number of experts (in brackets)

Botswana (5) Mauritius (5) Tanzania (5)
Cameroon (5) Mozambique (4) Togo (4)
Eritrea (4) Namibia (6) Tuniga® (6)
Ghana (4) Niger (4) Uganda (5)
Kenya (4) Nigeria (5) Zambia (4)
Mdawi (4) Senegd (4) Zimbabwe (4)
Mdi (6) South Africa (4)

The survey was conducted in the second haf of 1998 with the explicit instructions that responses
should relate to the period 1970- 1998 and that any mgor changes in this period should be indicated.

One difference between the ABSS and previous studies was in the kind of respondents. Rauch
and Evans used mogtly internationa experts, while we used exclusively loca experts. Both systems have
potentia advantages. Outside experts are probably in a better postion to compare different civil service
systems across countries. “Inside’ experts may be in a better position to answer the questions. Given

the very specific nature of the questions in this study we believe that usng insders provides a more

® Tunisiaisthe only country not belonging to the Sub-Saharan group.



accurdte reflection. Regarding the final section, whereas the WDR was conducted by surveying the
private sector directly, for the African survey we chose only questions from the WDR questionnaire that
could be answered by bureaucracy experts as well as by entrepreneurs.

Structure of the questionnaire

The questionnaire (see Appendix 2) was intended to be easy to answer and involve mostly multiple
choice questions. It covers5 main issues.

1. The relationship between the government and the core economic agencies of the bureaucracy
(Quedtionnaire Part A)

This section looks at (i) Existence of dite economic agencies; (ii) Stability of elite agencies -
impact of changes in government on core agencies (Question 1¢); (iii) Degree of responghilities of core
agencies and insulation from politica pressures (see Question 2 and 3); (iv) Political appointments
(Question 6 -9).

2. The gtructure of the Core Agencies (Questionnaire Part A.1 and A.ll)

The key issues here are: (i) Appointment and advancement kased on meritocracy; (ii) Sdary
scaes equivaent to responghbility; (iii) Adequate wages, (iv) Red career structure; and (v) Transparency
and accountability.

3. Thedructure of the bureaucracy as awhole. (Questionnaire Part B)

The key issues are: (i) Appointment and advancement based on meritocracy; (ii) Sadary scales
equivaent to responghility; (iii) Adequate wages, (iv) Red career structure; and (v) Trangparency and
accountability.

4. Theinteraction between the bureaucracy and the private sector (Part C)

Key questions concern the: (i) Relationship between the private sector and bureaucracy; (i)
Degree of consultation prior to policy shifts (information sharing is a key issue from the East Adan
literature); (iii) Importance of bribery to get things done; (iv) Extent of the culture of bribery; and (v)
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Time that bureaucrats spend in the private sector during or after careers (Question 11 and 12).

5. Indicators of bureaucratic performance

In addition to the questions about relationship with the private sector, there are severa other key
issues covered in different parts of the questionnaire, including: (i) Role of the bureaucracy in policy
formulation (Question 2); (i) Amount corruption adds to wages (Question 15a); and (iii) Efficiency of

service provison (Question 25).

From these questions we congtruct 5 summary indicators, which are described in detail below.
All questions data were coded according to the same codebook used by Rauch and Evans and the
WDR. All indicators were normdized on a scde from 0-10, with 10 indicating the best option,
according to our prior assessment. However, as will be seen below, this could not be established

unambiguoudly for al cases. ’

2. Firs Reaultsfor Africa

Although the survey andysis is dill a a preliminary stage, the findings dready raise a number of
interesting issues related to the literature on the nature and effectiveness of politicd inditutions in Africa.
The section below firgt highlights a few specific points that emerged most dearly from the andyss. It
then outlines a couple of broader implications of the findings.

“Ownership” and Role in Policy Formulation

There has been concern about the level of about aid dependency in Africa and the lack of
ownership of development grategies in the region. Virtuadly dl donors have been emphaszing the
importance of ownership and the concept was enshrined in the OECD paper “ Shaping the 212 Century”

" Theindicator private sector career systematically has a negative sign, indicating that activity of civil servantsin the

private sector reduces bureaucratic quality.



(OECD, 1996). The ABSS investigated the different roles played by core agencies on the continent in
formulation of economic policy. The mog griking finding was that bureaucrats across the continent felt
that economic poalicy is formulated outside the country, particularly by the Bretton Woods Indtitutions
(BWIs). Chart 1 below indicates that 35% of dl the African bureaucrats interviewed agreed with this
proposition. This represents alack of ownership (or certainly a perceived lack of ownership) in terms of
economic palicy formulation.® The implications are worrying for the sustainability of BWI-led reform
packages and more generdly for the long term development prospects of countries in the region.

Chart 1: Policy Formulation in African Bureaucracies
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The lack of ownership is particularly griking in regiona comparison (using the data from the
ABSS and EvangRauch 1997). Chart 2 below indicates that, compared to their Asan and Latin

American counterparts, African bureaucrats do not initiate many new policies. °

& The country findings indicated that Eritrea was the only country characterized by having many new policies
developed in the bureaucracy, whereas Mauritius was an example of the bureaucracy playing afilter role. Particularly
in Uganda, Senegal, Cameroon and Togo, bureaucrats believed policy was formulated outside the country.

% Note that Chart 1 uses the single answers to build averages. Chart 2 however dealt for every country barely with the

median. This strategy is necessary given that we do not have the non-aggregated Rauch and Evans data. Resulting
8
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After independence, semming from the thinness of the private sector and the prevailing
development consensus, the state assumed a centrd role in economic development in many African
countries. This came to be seen as over-centrd by the 1980s and reducing government’s excessive
intervention in the economy was a central tenet of structura adjustment programs. There is now much
more widespread agreement on the role of the private sector as the engine of growth and the need for a
cooperative relaionship between the public and private sectors.

The figures in the survey (see Chart 3 below) indicate that bureaucrats across the region as a
whole fed ther relationship with the private sector has become steadily more cooperative over the last
20 years. This reflects existing evidence that the relationship between the private and the public sector
has improved in the region. The World Bank (1997) found, for example, that over the decade ending in
1997, the proportion of managers in Africa who consider the state helpful did not change (19 percent),
but the share of those who viewed the state as their opponent dropped from 35 to 28 percent.

The data for some specific countries (also shown below) indicate diversity in performance as

well as some interesting results. Mauritius and Zimbabwe (and others) have improved steadily - inmeany

from this change in methodol ogy, outer answers as “many new policies’ get less weight and the percentage val ue of
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cases from a rdaionship characterized by “oppostion”. The dramatic improvement in former-socidist
Tanzania seems particularly noteworthy. However, bureaucrats in Maawi and South Africa believe that
the relaionship with the private sector has become less cooperative. The South African Studion is
particularly worrying given its position as the dominant economy in the region.

Chart 3. Relationship between the Bureaucracy and the Private Sector
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However, despite the perception that the public-private rdaionship is improving in the region,
other indicators in the survey present a more nuanced picture. In particular, in only a very few countries
do bureaucrats discuss major policy changes with the private sector prior to implementation. No
countries “dways’ discussed policy changes and only Mauritius, Botswana and Tanzania out of the
twenty countries “mostly” gave opportunities for the private sector to voice concerns. In addition,

comments by the experts suggest that bureauicrats in some countries till remain suspicious of the private

sector.

this answer fallsfrom 21 percentin Chart 1to 9 percent in Chart 2.



Corruption
The survey for the 1997 World Development Report found that entrepreneurs in Africa

identified corruption as the number one barrier to business. The ABSS survey certainly found thet in
many countries it is common that private firms have to pay some irregular “additiona payments’ (bribes
or tips) to get things done. However, there was a great degree of digparity; ranging from Namibia, where
bribery was fet to be virtudly “non-existent” to Kenya, Nigeria and Togo, where bribery was fdt to be
“mostly” needed to get things done (see Chart below).

Chart 4: Corruption - The Need for Tips and Bribesto Get Things Done
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The ABSS dso investigated the amount tips and bribes add to basic sdaries over the last twenty
years in the twenty African countries. The findings for the Africa sample as a whole as well as some

specific cases are presented in Chart 5 below.

The level of bribery seems to have increased for the Africa sample asawhole and it is a serious
issue in some countries. Bribery has become endemic in Kenya and Nigeria - it now is perceived to
amost double bureaucrats sdaries. On the other hand, however, the prdiminary results indicate thet the
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Studion is less bleak in some countries than many perceive. There are a few countries where bribery
adds very little to sdary - Botswana, Mauritius, Namibia and Tunisa It is dso worth noting that the
gtuation has improved in some previoudy troubled countries, particularly the dramatic improvement in
performance of Eritrea. Thisis an important case for further investigetion.

Chart 5: Bureaucratic Corruption - Amount Tips and Bribes Add to Sdariesin Africa, 1978-1998
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Note: the scale 1 stands for “no tips and bribes’, 2 stands for “ Tips and bribes add to base salaries up to 10
percent”, 3 “... between 10 and 50 percent”, 4 “... between 50 and 100 percent” and 5 means “ Tips and bribes add to

base salaries more than 100 percent”.

Efficdency of Service Provision

Aron (1996) argues that ructura adjustment reforms designed to fiscally and politicaly squeeze
the date in Africa resulted in a fragile state with reduced inditutiond capability to function. Aron
concludes that the state in Africa has come full cirdle to the small government of pre-colonid days, but



with a serioudy depleted and impaired ingtitutiond capacity to deliver socid services and to build
physca and socid infrastructure. The ABSS investigated the efficiency of the sate bureaucracy in
ddivering services over the last 10 years, some of the results are indicated in Chart 6 below. While we
would need to investigate Aron’'s hypothesis further, the survey findings indicate that, overal, service

provision has deteriorated only margindly for the Africa sample asawhole.

Chart 6: Efficiency of Service Provison in Africa, 1988-1998
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It is, however, the increasing variaion and divergent trgectory between countries in the region
that emerge most clearly. The performance, for example, of Kenya, Nigeriaand Maawi have worsened.
On the other hand, Mauritius and Eritrea have improved to become the only “efficient” countries. Eritrea

in particular had apparently made remarkable progress over the last 10 years, prior to current conflict
with Ethiopia, the causes of which stand out for further investigation.

Diversty



There has been a tendency in the literature to generdize about the weakness of political
inditutions in generd in Africa as well as the bureaucracy in particular. Below are two quotes from the
recent book by Chabd and Ddoz (1999) that highlight this tendency:

“Forty years after the first independence, Africa remains bereft of political
institutionalization necessary for the emerging of the modern state” [..]" ... thereisno
such civil service on the continent” (compared to the Weberian ideal). [need to give

paga numbersin direct quotation]

In asmilar tone, Bayart (1993) notes:

“... the politics of the belly” has “ crushed most of the strategies and institutions, in

particular ...thecivil service”

As outlined above, the findings in the ABSS indicate that such sweeping generdizations about the
continent are very mideading. Although the findings do make for some grim reading in some cases, one
clear point is that there is a great degree of diversity in bureaucratic structure and performance across
the region. In particular, the survey highlights that certain countries, such as Mauritius, Botswana,
Namibia and Tunisia, perform well, while others perform much less so. This diversity can be seen from
the evidence regarding the relationship between the private sector and corruption as previoudy depicted

incharts 3 and 5.

Divergent Trgectories

The findings of the survey dso indicate very different trgectories for countriesin the region. The
gtuation there has deteriorated steedily for two of the most troubled countries in the survey - Kenyain
particular, but aso Nigeria However, these counties have recently had potentialy important changes, a
new Presdent in Nigeria and civil service reform in Kenya. 1t would certainly be vauable to carry out
the survey again in the near future to assess whether the Stuation in these, and other countries, is
changing.

The “BWI favorites’ of Uganda and Ghana have improved dightly in some respects, but ill do
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not seem to peform particulaly wel. Botswana in particular, but dso Tunisa and Namibia, have
performed consistently and reasonably well. Mauritius should be considered a“ steady improver.” At the
other end of the spectrum, Eritrea has been a “dramatic improver” in a number of aress in recent years

and this performance warrants further investigation.

This later group dso suggests that improvement in bureaucratic performance is not as
impossible as would be suggested by the tone of much of the literature on Africa. These countries point
to potential sources of lessons from within the region. This is notable because much of the literature has
advocated looking to the high-growth countriesin East Asafor lessons.

3. Egimates for Bureaucratic Structure and Performance

This section firgt discusses the empiricd drategy and then presents results on the impact of

bureaucratic structure variables on bureaucratic performance.

Empirical Strategy

Our am is to explain differences in bureaucratic performance or bureaucraic quality across

countries.

Indicators of Bureaucratic Performance (Dependent Variables)

Rather than using one summary indicator of bureaucratic performance, we prefer to investigate
different agpects of the same phenomenon. Thus we use a number of indicators of bureaucratic quality
that have been widdly usad in the growth literature.  They are dl subjective indicators, thet is they are
based on the perceptions of country experts or on private sector surveys. The indicators are from
different sources which gives us additiona confidence that they would not be biased for ingance by an
extreme view of any given expert.



We usefive different measures.

bureaucratic quality. Thisis a summary measure provided by Knack and Keefer (1995) who
obtained ratings from a commercid risk assessment company, the International Country Risk
Guide (ICRG). High scores indicate “autonomy from political pressure’ and “strength and
expertise to govern without dragtic changes in palicy or interruption in government services’, dso
exigence of an “egablished mechanism for recruiting and training”. It is scored O (lowest quality)
to 6 (highest qudity). The definition shows that this a summary variable which combines eements
of autonomy aswel asinterna organization of the bureaucracy.
consultation, which is congtructed from the WDR survey question 3 and 4 and evaluates
whether private sector is usudly informed about important changes in rules and whether, in the
case of important changes, the bureaucracy takes into account concerns voiced by the private
sector.
corruption, a measure provided by Knack and Keefer (1995) and the International Country
Risk Guide (ICRG): A low score means that ”high government officids are likely to demand
gpecid payments’ and “illegd payments are generdly expected throughout lower levels’ in the
form of “bribes connected with import and export licenses, exchange controls, tax assessment,
policy protection, or loans’. This variable is scored from O (high corruption) to 6 (low
corruption).
efficiency, a variable which comes from a question in the WDR survey: “How would you
generdly rae the efficiency of the government in delivering services?’. Possible responses range
from: very efficient to very inefficient. Scoresare 1 (lowest efficiency) to 6 (highest fficiency).
implementation, from the WDR as well, a variable which measures the qudity of policy
implementation by the civil service. In particular it gauges whether the private sector expects the
government to stick to announced major policies and whether it is frequently surprised by new
laws and regulatio ns that could serioudly affect profitability.
The corrdation between these variables is depicted in the Table in the appendix 3. For the
entire and the non-African sample 10, the correlations between the indicators are dl positive but mostly

1% The non-African sample corresponds to the Rauch and Evans data set without Cote d’ Ivoire, Egypt, Morocco and
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not very high, an indication that these variables are indeed measuring different aspects of bureaucratic

performance In the ABSS sample, the results are much more mixed. The negative Sgn of the corrdation

between corruption and efficiency implies that in these African countries, bribery adds to efficiency.

Summary indicators on bureaucratic structure (Independent Variables)

We congruct five summary indicators of bureaucratic structure. As noted above there are

various theories of how benign incentive sructures can improve performance of civil servants and of the

entire bureaucracy. The main proposition of the meritocracy is that promotion and employment should

be based on merit rather than patronage. We attempt to capture this with the variables career

opportunities and autonomy. Weber's cal for an indtitutionalized and professondized bureaucracy is

described by agency power and relative wage. Findly, we add private sector career asexplanatory

vaiable.

Agency power: This indicator describes the influence the core economic agencies have in
formulating new economic policies. The exact question was how often these agenciesinitiate new
policies.

Autonomy. This indicator rates whether incumbents of top postions in the civil service are likely
to be moved to positions of lesser importance when politica leadership changes.

Career opportunities Thisindicator captures the extent to which meaningful career development
ispossible in the public sector. It is congtructed from five questions. The first assesses the number
of political gppointees at bureaucratic top level, while the second asks how many of these
appointees have worked in the higher civil service before. The third questions asks how many of
the top public employees have made their career in one agency, while the fourth investigates how

many years a higher levd officid typicaly has spent in an agency. The last question is on the

Zaire.
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career expectations as perceived by a new employee.

Private sector career: This indicator refers to the degree in which higher officas in the core
economic agencies spend a substantial proportion of their careers in the private sector,
interspersing private and public sector activity.

Relative Wage: This indicator reflects the sdary in the public sector as opposed to the private
sector by combining, on the one hand, the question on how the income of higher civil servants
compares to private sector managers, and, on the other hand, the question of whether over the

last twenty years this comparison hasimproved in favor of the public sector.

Soecification

We estimate equations using the following form:

Bureaucratic Performance = a0 + al* agency power + a2* autonomy + a3* career

opportunities + a4* private sector career + a5* relative wage

where Bureaucratic Performance is proxied for by the set of 5 indicators described above

(bureaucratic quality, consultation, corruption, efficiency and implementation).

The correlations between the right-hand side variables are rdatively low for the whole sample,
where they range between —0.375 and 0.285. For the non-African sample, the correlationslie between
—0.711 * and 0.343, and for the African set between —0.492 and 0.511. These generdly weak
relationships make it possible to use the five variables in the estimation without measuring the same effect
twice. Appendix Table 3 shows the corrdation matrix for the three data sets.

" This is the correlation between career opportunities and private sector career. The negative relationship indicates,
not very surprisingly, that good career chances in the public sector lower activity in the private sector. The next
weaker correlation in the non-African set is—0.340.
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Bureaucratic Performance might dso be influenced by other factors that are outsde the
bureaucracy. For ingtance it is concelvable that bureaucratic qudity is a “luxury” good and richer
countries have better bureaucracies. Thus, we add the logarithm of the initid GDP as a further right-
hand variable that controls for al “developmentad factors’. The results are discussed below in the section

on “Regresson Results’.

We dso test for other externd controls, proxied by the level of political rights, and findly for
socio-economic factors such as ethnic fractiondization. For the first, we reach a significance level of one
percent in the regressons for bureaucratic quality and consultation, and ten percent significance for
corruption, for the latter a Sgnificance of five percent for consultation and ten percent for
bureaucratic quality.

To check whether “ Africais different”, we run regressons with the non African sample only and
with the entire sample including an African dummy, which turns out not to be generdly important (results
discussed below).

Regresson Results

Table 1 shows results of five regressons that use the entire data Regresson (1), the
bureaucratic quality regresson, shows that agency power and autonomy are sgnificant a the one
and ten percent leve. High influence of the economic core agencies and little risk of being degraded after
a politica change thus seem to enhance bureaucratic quaity. The sign for the private sector career is
negetive athough the variable is not sgnificant. The negative association between private sector career
possibilities and public sector performance is obtained throughout most regressions. It seemsthat a low
proportion of the civil servants careers spent in the private sector is favorable for bureaucratic
performance. This result contradicts our first guess that private sector employment can help inform the
public sector and make bureaucracies more productive. It appearstha, at least on developing countries,
the negative aspects such as “cronyism” prevail over possible advantages.



In the regresson (2), the consultation regression, agency power and relative wage are
ggnificant a the one percent leve, implying that the stronger the economic agencies are and the higher
the relative wages in the public sector, the better the opportunities of private firms to voice concern over

new policies.

Corruption (equation 3) is sgnificantly associated with agency power and autonomy at a
sgnificance level of five percent. This indicates that corruption is lower the higher the economic influence
of the core minidries is and the smdler the risk of being put into a position with less importance after a
shift in political power.

Higher Efficiency (4) is asociated at the ten percent level with agency power and a the five
percent level with the career opportunities and relative wage, suggesting that a strong and attractive

civil service increases performance.

Better Policy Implementation by the bureaucracy (5) is associated with fewer possibilities of a
private sector career and with a higher relative wage. Hence, concentration of the public sector’'s

employees on this one job and a good sdary foster policy implementation.



Table 1 Bureaucratic Quality Estimates

OL SEstimates
Bureaucratic Consultation Corruption Efficiency Implementation
quality
Constant 0.965 2.021*** 1233 1774%** 3.020%**
(1.144) (4537) (1.509) (3.300) (8623)
Agency power 0.191*** 0.076*** 0.120** 0.065* 0.018
(3414) (2.786) (2022) (1.955) (0.854)
Autonomy 0.148* 0.013 0.145** 0.004 0.004
(2.449) (0.407) (2.476) (0.097) (0.167)
Career opportunities 0.040 0.031 0.028 0.156** 0.036
(0.457) (0.646) (0.326) (2.634) (0.932)
Private sector career -0.055 -0.029 0.008 0.047 0.047*
(-0.892) (-0.828) (0.130) (-1.090) (-1.719)
Relative wage 0.049 0.104*** 0.108 0.101** 0.100***
(0.702) (2.806) (1.607) (2.269) (3.435)
Adjusted R2 0.370 0442 0.274 0.462 0.492
Number of 49 31 49 30 31
observations

Note: t-values in parentheses. * indicates significance at the ten percent level, ** at the five and *** at the one

percent level.

Table 2 shows results for the specification that includes GDP per capita as a further control. This
vaiable is ggnificant in regresson (1), (2), (3) and (5). At the same time, agency power loses its
influence in regresson (2) to (4), while private sector career becomes sgnificant in the firs two

estimations.



Table 2 Bureaucratic Quality Estimates, Specification including GDP

OL SEstimates
Bureaucratic Consultation Corruption Efficiency Implementation
quality
Constant -2.957%* -0.161 -3.595%** 0.673 1.855***
(-2.128) (-0.257) (-2.970) (0.703) (3.193)
Agency power 0.131** 0.037 0.035 0.046 -0.003
(2.464) (1.585) (0.752) (1.291) (0123
Autonomy 0.104* 0.012 0.091* 0.003 0.003
(1.880) (0.461) (1.862) (0.076) (0.146)
Career opportunities 0.044 0.010 0.033 0.144** 0.024
(0.559) (0.254) (0.469) (2.456) (0.680)
Private sector career -0.105* -0.053* 0.054 -0.059 -0.060**
(-1.834) (-1.906) (-1.077) (-1.348) (2332
Relative wage 0.031 0.067** 0.086 0.083* 0.080***
(0.497) (2.229) (1.567) (1.802) (2.879)
Initial income 0.643*** 0.377*** 0.797*** 0.190 0.201**
(3.387) (4.178) (4.775) (1.379) (2.405)
Adjusted R2 0435 0596 0.462 0.374 0.488
Number of 49 31 49 30 31
observations

Note: t-values in parentheses. * indicates significance at the ten percent levd, ** at the five and *** at the one

percent level.

Table 3 shows results for the non- African sample only. Here, the results are less clear- cut than in
the entire data set. Bureaucratic quality is influenced by the agency power and the autonomy
vaiadbles a ten and one percent sgnificance respectively. Agency power becomes indggnificant in
regression (2), (3) and (4). Consultation is not explained by the bureaucratic structure variables, while
autonomy is dgnificant a one percent dgnificance for corruption. Hence, paliticaly insulated
employment in the civil service reduces corruption. Efficiency is sgnificantly associated with more
autonomy and a higher relative wage Thisimplies that job security and high rdlative wages insde the

public sector enhance efficiency. |mplementation is associated with ten percent sgnificance on the



relative wage, while private sector career has become inggnificant: a high wage compared to the

private sector enhances policy implementation in the non African set.

Table 3 Bureaucratic Quality Estimates, Excluding Africa

OL SEstimates
Bureaucratic ~ Consultation Corruption Efficiency Implementation

quality
Constant 0.284 3.458*** 1.490 0.763 3.713***

(0.278) (3699) (1.329) (0.792) (5.311)
Agency power 0.142* 0.002 0.011 0.002 -0.051

(1.988) (0.024) (0.144) (0.037) (-1.061)
Autonomy 0.184*** 0.035 0.222% ** 0.129** 0.038

(2.907) (0.702) (3.197) (2.517) (1.015)
Career opportunities 0.153 -0.057 0.059 0.170 -0.026

(1391 (-0617) (0.493) (L.770) (-0.381)
Private sector career -0.006 -0.061 -0.020 0.019 -0.061

(-0.085) (-0.964) (-0.254) (0.296) (-1.288)
Relative wage 0.103 0.039 0.122 0.234** 0.207*

(1.281) (0542 (1.389) (3.165) (2.016)
Adjusted R2 0.567 -0.047 0.345 0.727 0.526
Number of 2 14 2 13 14
observations

Note: t-values in parentheses. * indicates significance at the ten percent levd, ** at the five and *** at the one

percent level.

The last group of regressons we run are on the entire data set enlarged by a dummy for Africa.
With the exception of the bureaucratic quality and implementation equations, where private sector
career is not sgnificant, the findings match the regresson resullts in Table 2, where we included the initia
GDP. The African dummy thus seems to capture very smilar information. It is sgnificant only once, a
the one percent leve, in equation (2). Thus, the only bureaucratic performance indicator for which there

seems to be something specid about Africais consultation.



Table 4 Bureaucratic Quality Esimates, With African Dummy

OL SEstimates
Bureaucratic Consultation Corruption Efficiency Implementation
quality
Constant 159% 3.231x** 1.692 1.974** 2.986***
(1582 (6.702) (1720 (2.683) (6.244)
Agency power 0.155** 0.008 0.084 0.04 0.020
(2.418) (0.291) (1339 (1.260) (0.717)
Autonomy 0.156** 0.035 0.151** 0.007 0.004
(2579 (1.314) (2.554) (0.182) (0.137)
Career opportunities 0.013 -0.045 0.008 0.143** 0.038
(0.138) (-1.015) (0.086) (2.083) (0.862)
Private sector career -0.086 -0.059* -0.015 -0.052 -0.047
(-1.279) (-1.990) (-0.226) (-1.136) (-1.596)
Relative wage 0.036 0.069** 0.099 0.095* 0.101***
(0.515) (2.120) (1.447) (2.002) (3.248)
Africa dummy -0.381 -0.625*** -0.278 -0.104 0.018
(-1.132) (-3.775) (-0.845) (-0.408) (0.107)
Adjusted R2 0.302 0.563 0.184 0.327 0.365
Number of 29 3 49 30 31
observations

Note: t-values in parentheses. * indicates significance at the ten percent level, ** at the five and *** at the one

percent level.

Overdll, the results we obtained for the entire data set are better than the non-African samplein
that bureauicratic structure more often explains performance. We view the combination of this set and the
new ABSS data as a success in confirming the underlying theory of bureaucratic structure and
performance. Additiondly, even though we are not able to perform rdiable regressons in this subset,
due to the low number of observations for Africa, the increase of sgnificance achieved by including this
continent’s data is encouraging. The crucia conclusion from our estimations is that Africa s bureaucracy
isnot “acase of itsown” but is described reasonably well by the recent economic literature which amed

to capture the causes of the “ success stories’ asin East Asa
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4. Conclusions

This paper has presented the first results and analysis from a survey of bureaucratic Sructurein
twenty African countries. We found that bureaucratic structure and performance varies across the
region, with a number of countries scoring well. The good news is tha the reationship between the
public and private sector seems to be improving across the region. More worryingly however,
corruption is increasing and many senior bureaucrats fed they lack “ownerhip” of therr development
drategies.

The data for Africa was integrated into existing global datasets. The andys's indicated certain
dructurd  issues were ggnificantly associated with  cross-country  differences in  bureaucratic
performance. Better bureaucratic performance is associated with greater power and autonomy of
agencies to formulate policies, good career opportunities in the public sector, good pay for public
servants and little shifting between public and private employment.

Future research will include a more thorough investigation of the African sample induding the
comments and remarks that experts volunteered outsde the multiple- choice questionnaire. In the longer
term the UNU isinitiating a mgjor empirical study of governance across countries starting in early 2000.
Theam isto try to develop a practical way of comparing governance across countries in away thet is
not ethnocentric. The data collection would center on an ‘executive survey’ for as many countries as
possble. The survey would concentrate on governance indicators in five main areas - inditutiond

dimensions, Sate legitimacy, economic management, participation and dispute resol ution.
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Appendix 1

Country Rankings of Indicators of Bureaucratic Structure

Agency power Autonomy Career Graduate Private sector Relative wage
opportunities entrance career
Columbia BOTSWA NA BOTSWANA BOTSWANA Dominican Rep Singapore
KENYA GHANA Thailand UGANDA Colombia ZIMBABWE
Singapore Hong Kong Taiwan NIGER Haiti Hong Kong
Ecuador Isredl Spain SOUTH AFRICA  Ecuador MALAWI
South Korea MAURITIUS Sii Lanka KENYA Guatemala NAMIBIA
Brazil SOUTH AFRICA  South Korea MAURITIUS Argentina SOUTH AFRICA
Mexico TANZANIA Singapore NIGERIA Philippines Mexico
Argentina Thailand TUNISIA TUNISIA Uruguay UGANDA
Hong Kong ZIMBABWE Turkey CAMEROON Brazil Haiti
India Argentina GHANA GHANA Chile South Korea
Pakistan ZAIRE MALI MALAWI CostaRica MAURITIUS
Peru TUNISIA COTED’'IVOIRE MALI MOROCCO Taiwan
BOTSWANA EGYPT CAMEROON MOZAMBIQUE MOZAMBIQUE Colombia
Chile Maaysia SENEGAL NAMIBIA NIGER MALI
SOUTHAFRICA  Singapore Malaysia SENEGAL Peru M OROCCO
Taiwan Taiwan India TOGO COTED’'IVOIRE CostaRica
TANZANIA CAMEROON Pakistan TANZANIA Israel India
Thailand Chile MOROCCO ZIMBABWE Portugal BOTSWANA
Turkey COTED'IVOIRE  Uruguay ZAMBIA Thailand GHANA
Greece MALAWI NIGER Turkey Greece
Costa Rica MOROCCO MALAWI CAMEROON Malaysia
COTED'IVOIRE NAMIBIA Israel GHANA TUNISIA
Malaysia SYRIA Mexico Malaysia Portugal
Philippines UGANDA Portugal MALAWI Spain
GHANA Uruguay Greece MALI Guatemala
Guatemaa Si Lanka TOGO MAURITIUS TANZANIA
MALI South Korea TANZANIA NAMIBIA TOGO




MAURITIUS
MOROCCO
MOZAMBIQUE
NAMIBIA
NIGER
NIGERIA
SENEGAL
Spain
TUNISIA
Uruguay
ZAIRE
ZAMBIA
EGYPT
Dominican Rep
Haiti

Sri Lanka
Israel

SYRIA
CAMEROON
MALAWI
Portugal
TOGO
UGANDA
ZIMBABWE

Greece
Colombia
Dominican Rep
KENYA
NIGERIA
SENEGAL
ZAMBIA
Spain
Pakistan
Brazil
Portugal
Mexico
CostaRica
Guatemala
MALI
MOZAMBIQUE
NIGER
TOGO
Turkey
India

Peru

Haiti
Ecuador

Philippines

UGANDA
EGYPT

Hong Kong
MAURITIUS
NIGERIA
MOZAMBIQUE
CostaRica
SOUTH AFRICA
ZIMBABWE
SYRIA

Peru
Philippines
Guatemala
Brazil
KENYA

Chile
Argentina
ZAMBIA
Ecuador

Haiti
NAMIBIA
Colombia

Dominican Rep

NIGERIA
SENEGAL
Spain
TANZANIA
TOGO
TUNISIA
UGANDA
ZAMBIA
ZIMBABWE
Singapore
EGYPT
Pakistan
South Korea
SYRIA
ZAIRE
Greece
Mexico
Taiwan

Sri Lanka
BOTSWANA
Hong Kong
India
KENYA
SOUTH AFRICA

ZAMBIA
EGYPT

Brazil

Chile

Israel

Ecuador

Sri Lanka
SENEGAL
COTED’'IVOIRE
Dominican Rep
Philippines
Peru
CAMEROON
Pakistan
Thailand
Uruguay
Argentina
KENYA
MOZAMBIQUE
NIGER
NIGERIA
SYRIA

Turkey

Note: full data set, highest score ligted first. Countries with identical score have the same

shadow. In capital letters African countries.




Appendix 2. Country Rankings of Indicators of Bureaucratic Quality

Bureaucratic Consultation Corruption Efficiency Implementation
quality

SOUTH AFRICA Hong Kong SOUTH AFRICA Singapore Hong Kong
Singapore Singapore Hong Kong Hong Kong Singapore
NAMIBIA Malaysia CostaRica South Korea SOUTH AFRICA
Israel SOUTH AFRICA Israel Spain MAURITIUS
Spain Turkey Singapore Malaysia Malaysia
BOTSWANA Mexico Portugal NIGERIA MOROCCO
Brazil MAURITIUS Spain TOGO Spain
CAMEROON Spain Malaysia MOROCCO TOGO

Colombia Brezil Greece SOUTH AFRICA Mexico
COTED'IVOIRE India NAMIBIA Thailand COTED'IVOIRE
Hong Kong Colombia Taiwan MALI India

KENYA CostaRica MOZAMBIQUE SENEGAL GHANA
Malaysia ZAMBIA BOTSWANA MALAWI MALAWI
South Korea Ecuador MALAWI COTED’'IVOIRE SENEGAL
Taiwan Portugal Brazil CAMEROON UGANDA
Thailand ZIMBABWE Argentina GHANA MALI

India GHANA NIGER Colombia Portugal
Portugal MALAWI COTED'IVOIRE MAURITIUS CostaRica

Chile Thailand ZIMBABWE Mexico KENYA

Turkey South Korea South Korea KENYA ZIMBABWE
Argentina SENEGAL TANZANIA Turkey South Korea
Dominican Rep MOROCCO Chile CostaRica Turkey

Ecuador UGANDA Ecuador UGANDA NIGERIA
EGYPT KENYA Turkey India Colombia
GHANA TOGO Thailand ZAMBIA Ecuador
MOROCCO MALI Colombia Portugal CAMEROON
MOZAMBIQUE COTED'IVOIRE Dominican Rep MOZAMBIQUE ZAMBIA
NIGER NIGERIA SENEGAL ZIMBABWE Thailand
SENEGAL CAMEROON Sri Lanka TANZANIA Brazil

Sri Lanka TANZANIA TUNISIA Ecuador TANZANIA
TUNISIA MOZAMBIQUE Uruguay MOZAMBIQUE
ZIMBABWE KENYA




CostaRica Mexico
Mexico Peru
Pakistan India
Peru CAMEROON
SYRIA GHANA
MALAWI MOROCCO
NIGERIA SYRIA
TOGO EGYPT
Uruguay UGANDA
ZAIRE ZAMBIA
ZAMBIA Guatemala
Guatemala TOGO
MALI NIGERIA
Philippines Philippines
TANZANIA Pakistan
UGANDA MALI
Haiti Haiti
ZAIRE
MAURITIUS

Note: Highest score listed first. Countries with identical score have the same shadow. In capita
letters African countries.



Appendix 3: Corrdation Matrix for Bureaucratic Structure Indicators

Table 1 Correlations between the left-hand indicators

Whole sample Bureau Consultation Corruption Efficiency I mplementation
Bureau 1 0.596 0.615 0434 0417
Consultation 0.596 1 0.525 0572 0.744
Corruption 0.615 0.525 1 0.355 0480
Efficiency 0434 0.572 0.355 1 0.710
Implementation 0.417 0.744 0.480 0.710 1
Non-African Bureau Consultation Corruption Efficiency Implementation
sample
Bureau 1 0.283 0.569 0.773 0462
Consultation 0.283 1 0.636 0.613 0.8%
Corruption 0.569 0.636 1 0.713 0.779
Efficiency 0.773 0.613 0.713 1 0.752
Implementation 0.462 0.896 0.779 0.752 1
African sample Bureau Consultation Corruption Efficiency Implementation
Bureau 1 0.522 0.570 0.200 0400
Consultation 0.522 1 0.302 0.348 0.723
Corruption 0.570 0.302 1 -0.269 0214
Efficiency 0.200 0.348 -0.269 1 0681
Implementation 0.400 0.723 0.214 0.681 1

Table 2 Correlation between the right- hand indicators

Whole sample

Agency power
Autonomy

Career
opportunities

Private sector

Agency power

Autonomy

Career
opportunities

Private sector

-0.043
-0.375
-0.510

Relative wage




Relative wage -0.04 0.285 0.040 -0.290 1
Non-African sample| Agency power Autonomy Career Private sector  Relative wage
opportunities
Agency power 1 -0.020 0.025 -0.125 0314
Autonomy -0.020 1 0.343 -0.273 0.068
Career 0.025 0.343 1 -0.711 0.119
opportunities
Private sector -0125 -0.273 -0711 1 -0.340
Relative wage 0314 0.068 0.119 -0.340 1
African sample Agency power Autonomy Career Private sector  Relative wage
opportunities
Agency power 1 0014 -0.036 -0.278 -0.390
Autonomy 0014 1 0170 -0.492 0511
Career -0036 0.170 1 -0.048 -0.085
opportunities
Private sector -0.278 -0492 -0.048 1 -0.163
Relative wage -0.390 0511 -0.085 -0.163 1




Appendix 4: Guidelinesfor country coordinators:

The survey

This survey has aready been conducted in 30 developing countries outside of Africa and four
within the region. It was designed to ddiver indicators of bureaucratic cgpacity for many countries.
Through the cooperation of the African Economic Research Consortium and the United Nations
University, we are seeking to expand this research to as many African countries as possble. The new
data will be extremey vauable because it will dlow, for the firg time, a cross-country analys's of
bureaucratic capacity across Africa. It will dso dlow comparisons with other countries. Thiswill lead to
more informed recommendations on the kind of policy reforms that should be undertaken.

Thefull data set will be digtributed to al researchers who participate in this survey.

Role of country coordinator
The country coordinators should be able to perform the following tasks:

(2) Identify 4-5 experts
(2) Conduct interviews and help fill in the questionnaire (about 1 hour each)
(3) Fax a copy of the completed questionnaire to the UNU

()  Identifying the Experts - Profile of experts

This research rdies on a smdl number of expert opinions. Therefore, identifying the right
persons is absolutely crucid. The profile of an idea expert is somebody who can answer questions on
the structure and incentives in the civil service of each country over the past 15-30 years. Such aperson
could be:

- A high ranking civil servant or ex-civil servant (e.g. a the level of Chief Secretary or within the
Civil Service Minidry or equivaent).

- An academic, consultant or policy advisor who has, for example, worked on adminigtrative
reforms

This person should fill in the questionnaire in the presence of the country coordinator. In dl cases
we are aming for a minimum of four experts per country. In some cases the country coordinator may
themsaves be very knowledgeable about the bureaucracy and be able to fill in one additiond
guestionnaire.

()] How to conduct the interview and fill in the questionnaire

You should try to familiarize yoursdf with the questionnaire before the interview. I there are
A



any questions regarding the content of the questionnaire please contact:

Mr. Julius Court - The United Nations University
Te: 81 35467 1289; Fax: 81 3 3406 7346; Email: court@hqg.unu.edu

The questionnaire is multiple choice, which will dlow us to make comparisons across countries.
It isimportant that the experts provide answers to all the multiple-choice questions. Even if the standard
answers do not fit the conditions of your country please choose the option that fits best.

Of course, we are well aware that these slandard answers cannot capture the full complexities of red
bureaucratic structures. Therefore, please record any additiona explanations provided by the experts.
We will take these comments into account when we evauate the multiple- choice answers.

The questionnaire comprises 25 questions and is divided into 3 parts

Part A: dedls only with the core economic agencies, i.e. it refers only to the higher

Officialsin the bureaucracy. Please stressthis point with the experts

Part B: dedswith the civil servicein generd

Part C: dedswith the rdationship between the bureaucracy and the private sector
Time Period

We are interested in the period from 1970 until now. If there have been important changes
within this period please indicate the sub-period to which your answers apply. Please add comments if
there have been mgor changes, the date of the changes and the direction of these changes.

Return and Honorarium

We would be very grateful if you could return the attached reply sheet indicating whether you
arewilling to serve as the country coordinator or rot as soon as possible.

If you accept, UNU will fax to you a contract and subsequently a copy of the questionnaire.

The honorarium of $750.00 would be paid on receipt of the completed questionnaires.



Appendix: Questionnaire for Analyzing the Bureaucracy

This survey is a joint initiative of the African Economic Research Consortium and the United
Nations University. The aim of the study is to gain comparable data on bureaucratic performance for a
large number of African countries, which would then be the basis for informed policy advice in this area.

The questionnaire should be filled in by an expert who can answer questions on the structure and
incentives in the civil service of the respective country over the past 15-30 years. The ided profile of an
expert is either a high civil servant, an ex-civil servant or a person who has had long-term experience with
the bureaucracy.

Such an expert should be able to fill in the questionnaire in a maximum of 1 hour.

Country:

Country coordinator:

Name of Expert:

Present Position of Expert:

Experience of Expert with
the bureaucracy:

If you have any questions please contact:

Mr. Julius Court - The United Nations University
Td: 81 35467 1289; Fax: 81 3 3406 7346; Email: court@hg.unu.edu

* k k k k k k x %

Country coordinators please return al completed questionnaires by fax to:
Africa Survey
The United Nations University
Attention - Julius Court
Fax: 81 3 3406 7346

* k k k k k x x %



Some remarks about the questionnaire:

Background: This survey is a combination of two surveys that have aready been conducted in a large
number of developing countries outside of Africa. The results of these earlier surveys have been published
(Evans and Rauch) and (Brunetti, Kisunko and Weder) and are available on request.

Objectives: The am of the study is to gain comparable data on bureaucratic performance for a large
number of African countries. In order to make meaningful comparisons across countries we have provided
some standard alternative answers to each question. But we are well aware that these standard answers
cannot capture the full complexities of real bureaucratic structures. Therefore, we hope that in addition to
indicating which standard answer comes closest to describing your case, you will offer a complementary,
narrative description of the state bureaucracy in your country with regard to these issues.

Time Period: We are interested in the period from 1970 until now. If there have been important changes
within this period please indicate to which sub-period your answers apply. We would also gppreciate any
commentary you cauld add on changes over time in your narrative responses.

Format: The questionnaire is divided into 3 parts

Part A: deals only with the core economic agencies
Part B: deals with the civil service in genera
Part C: deals with the relationship between the bureaucracy and the private sector

Part A. Core Economic Agencies:

1 Please, list the four most important agencies in the central state bureaucracy in order of their power
to shape overall economic policy. (e.g. Ministry of Finance; Centra Bank; Ministry of Industry and/or
Trade and/or Commerce; Economic Planning Board, Agency or Ministry; Office of the President;
Office of the Prime Minister)?

1. 3.

la Hasthis composition changed significantly over the past 20 years?

@ Yes .
)] No . If you answer is No please skip to question 2




1b. How many times would you estimate has the power shifted from one economic agency to another
over the past 20 years? times




1.c. Which of the following statements best describes the situation within the core economic agencies
when a new government comes to power?
(D) New governments usually completely overturn the existing
structures (both the organization and the personnel). .
() New government usually leave the existing structure intact but create new
agencies which then take control. .
3 New governments usualy only change the top positions
(e.g. deputy minister, department head, division chief). .
2. Which of the following descriptions best fits the role of these core agencies in the formulation of
economic policy.
() many new economic policies originate from within the agencies. .
(2) somenew poalicies originate inside them and they are important
"filters’ for policy ideas that come from political parties, private elites
and the chief executive, often reshaping these ideas in the process. .
(3) they rarely initiate new policies, but are important in turning
policies that originate in the political arenainto programs that can
be implemented. .
(4) they rardy initiate new policies because many of the new economic policies
originate outsde of the country (e.g. with the World Bank, the IMF or
other international donors) and the local economic agencies mainly have the
role of implementing them. .
3. How likely areideas and policies initiated by these core agenciesto prevail?
(1) no more likely than ideas coming out of other parts of
the state bureaucracy. .
(2) quitelikely, even in the face of opposition from other parts of the
bureaucracy, aslong as the chief executive is neutral or supportive. .
(3) very likdy, even in the face of opposition from other parts of the

bureaucracy and sometimes even in the face of opposition from
the chief executive. .




A.l. Recruitment and Careersin the Core Economic Agencies

In answering the following questions, assume that "higher officials", refers to those who hold
roughly the top 500 positions in the country and especially in all the core economic agencies you
have discussed above.

4, Approximately what proportion of the higher officials in the most important economic agencies enter
the civil service viaaforma examination system?

D there are no formal examinations .
2 less than 30% .
(3) 30-60% .
4 60-90% .
5) more than 90% .
5. Of those that do enter via examinations, what proportion have university or post-graduate

degrees?

D less than 30% .
2 30-60% .
3) 60-90% .
4 more than 90% .

6. Roughly how many of the top levels in these agencies are political appointees (e.g. appointed by the
President or Chief Executive)

D none .
2 just agency chiefs (e.g the minister) .
3 agency chiefs and vice-chiefs .
4 al of top 2 or 3levels .

7. Of political appointees to these positions, what proportion are likely to dready ke members of the
higher civil service?

D less than 30% .
2 30-70% .
3 more than 70% .




8. Of those promoted to the top 2 or 3 levels in these agencies (whether or not they are politica
appointees), what proportion come from within the agency itself or (its associated ministry(ies) if the
agency is not itsalf aministry)?

D less than 50% .

2 50-70% .

(3) 70%-90% .

4 more than 90% .

9. Are the incumbents of these top positions likely to be moved to positions of lesser importance when
political leadership changes?

(1) amost aways .

2 usudly .

3 sometimes .

4 rarely .

10. What is roughly the norma number of years spent by a typica higher level officia in one of these
agencies during his career?

D 1-5 years .

2 5-10 years .

3 10-20 years .

4 entire career .

11 What prospects for promotion can someone who enters one of these agencies (e.g. through a higher
civil service examination) early in his’her career reasonably expect?

(Note: Assuming that there are at least a half dozen steps or levels between an entry-level pogtion
and the head of the agency, how would you characterize the possibilities for moving up in the
agency? More than one may apply.)

(1) in most cases, he/she will move up one or two levels but no more. .

2 in most cases, he/she will move up three or four leves,
but unlikely to reach the level just below politica gppointees. .

(©)) if performance is superior, moving up severa levelsto the level
just below poalitical appointeesis not an unreasonable expectation. .

4 in at least afew cases, could expect to move up severad

levels within the civil service and then move up to the
very top of the agency on the basis of politica appointments. .

4



12, How common is it for higher officials in these agencies to spend substantial proportions of their
careers in the private sector, interspersing private and public sector activity?

D normal .
2 frequent but not normal .
(©)) unusual .
4 amost never .

13. How common isit for higher officidsin these agencies to have significant post-retirement careersin

the private sector?
Q) normal .
2 frequent but not normal .
(©)) unusual .
4 amost never .

13a.  Have there been any significant reforms in the career prospects within the core economic agencies

over the past 20 years?
(D Yes .
(20 No . If your answer is No please skip to question 14

If Yes, please briefly state the nature of the reforms, the date it took place

13b.  How did the reforms change career prospects within the core economic agencies?
D They improved significantly .
2 They deteriorated significantly .




A.ll. Salaries

14. How would you estimate the base salaries of higher officials in these agencies relative to those of
private sector managers with roughly comparable age, training and responsibilities?

Public servants salaries

relative to private sector
salariesare:
Now 5 years ago 10 years ago 20 years ago

(1) less than 50% . . . .

2) 50-60% o . . .

(3) 60-70% . . . .

4 70-80% . . . .

(5) 90-100% . . . .

(6) more than 100% . . . .

15. How much do fringe benefits (such as free housing, import privileges, cars etc.) add to basic

salaries?
Amount fringe benefits
add to base sdlaries is:
Now S5yearsago 10yearsago 20 yearsago

D no fringe benefits . . . .

2 upto 10 % . . . .

3 between 10 % and 50 % . . . .

4 between 50 % and 100 % . . . .

5 more than 100 % . . . .

15a. How muchdo tips and bribes add to basic salaries?

Amount tips and bribes
add to base sdlaries is:
Now S5yearsago 10yearsago 20 years ago

(1) no tips and bribes . . . .

2 upto 10 % . . . .

(©)) between 10 % and 50 % . . . .

4 between 50 % and 100 % . . . .

5) more than 100 % . . . .




16.

How much is the difference in base salaries between an entry-level civil servant (for instance a
clerk) and a high civil servant (for instance a division chief)?

High public servants
would earn about ( x ) times
more than entry level staff?

Now 5 years ago 10 yearsago 20 years ago
D about the same . . . .
2 1.5 times more . . . .
(3) 2 times more . . . .
4 3 times more . . . .
5 over 3 times more . . . .
Part B: General Civil Service

These questions refer to the higher Civil Service more broadly, not just to the top 500 officials in the core

agencies.
17. What is the importance of civil service examinations for entry into the bureaucracy?
D There are no civil service exams . (go to question 19)
2 Civil service exams are of trivial importance .
3 Civil service exams are an important entry criterium .
If there are civil service exams:
18. Roughly what proportion of those who take the higher civil service exam pass?
D less than 2% .
2 2-5% .
(3) 6-10% .
4 10%-30% .
(5) 30-50% .
(6) more than 50% .
19. Among graduates of the country's most elite university(ies) and universities aoroad, is a public
sector career considered:
D the best possible career option. .
(2 the best possible option for those whose families are not
already owners of substantial private enterprises. .



3 the best option for those who seek stable employment.
4 definitely a second best option relative to a private sector career.




20. Among members of the educated middle class who are not in a position to attend elite universities, is
apublic sector career considered:

(D) the best possible career option. .
2 the best possible option for those whose families are not

already owners of substantial private enterprises. .
3 the best option for those who seek stable employment. .
(@] definitely a second best option relative to a private sector career. .

Part C. Relationship between the Bureaucracy and the Private Sector

21. How would you characterize the relationship between the bureaucracy and the private sector on a scale
from 1(=cooperation) to 6 (=opponents)?

cooper ation opponents
W@ @ @ @ ©6 @
Now . . . . . .
5 years ago . . . . . .
10 years ago . . . . . .
20 years ago . . . . . .

22. When there are important changes in laws or policies which could affect private firms, does the
bureaucracy give an opportunity to firms and business associations to voice concerns? This is the

case:
(1) dways .
(2) mostly .
(3) frequently .
(4) sometimes .
(5) sddom .
(6) never .

23. How would you rate the following statement for the case of your country: "It is common that private
firms have to pay some irregular "additiona payments' (bribes or tips) to get things done." Thisis the

case:
(D aways .
(2) mostly .
(3) frequently .
(4) sometimes .
(5) sddom .



(6) does not apply because firms never
make additional side payments .

24. How would you rate the following statement for the case of your country: "If an officia acts against
the rules, private firms can usualy go to ancther officid or to his superior and get the proper
treatment". Thisisthe case:

(D) aways .
(2) mostly .
(3) frequently .
(4) sometimes .
(5) seldom .
(6) never .

25. How would you generaly rate the efficiency of the state bureaucracy in delivering
services?

Now 10 years ago
@ very efficient . .
) efficient . .
3 mostly efficient . .
4 mogtly inefficient . .
(5) inefficient . .
(6) very inefficient . .

Thank you very much for sharing your expertise. We would appreciate any thoughts you might like
to add on the relationship between private sector and government, or comments on the questionnaire in
general.
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