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CPM Example: Indonesian Municipalities

 Municipalities in Indonesia sorted by city size

e Performance indicators formulated using readily available
data generated by the municipalities themselves

e Performance of municipalities compared, within subsets of
cities with similar characteristics
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FIGURE 17.

TOTAL LOCAL REVENUE PER CAPITA FOR
LARGE CITIES: FISCAL YEAR 1990/91
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_ FIGURE 20:
REVENUE GENE_RAT’ION IN LARGE CITIES:
SURABAYA VERSUS BANDUNG

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR  SURABAYA BANDUNG
(Pop. 2.5 m) (Pop. 2.1 m)

1)|Local Revenue/Cap. 1) Rp 20,248 1) Rp 13,509 |

*Property Tax/Cap. 3,816 2,567
x| : D 6255 5 616
[-Other Local/Cap. 10,176 5,23¢ |
2) Local/Total Rev. 2) 66.2% 2) 40.4%
*Prop.Tax/Total R. 12.5% 7.7%

x| oc Tax/Total R 20.4% 16.89
| *Other L./Total R. 33.3% 15.9%

All Figures for FY 1980/91, in Current Prices.
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- FIGURE 20:
REVENUE GENERATION IN LARGE CITIES:
SURABAYA VERSUS BANDUNG (continued)

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SURABAYA BANDUNG
3)[Expenditures/Cap. 3) Rp 30,202 3) Rp 23,551 |
*Routine Exp./Cap. 13,291 12,
|*Dev. Exp./Cap. 16,911 10,640
4)| Employees/000 Pop. 4) 1.6 4) 2.7 |
xcl. Teachers)

5] Local Rev./Employ. ~ 5) Rp 12,365 5) Rp 5,059 |

All Figures for FY 1990/31, in Currant Prices.



CPM Example: International Comparison (1)

Figure 1. Total public sector performance (PSP) indicator

Opportunity indicators Standard “Musgravian” indicators
Income share of
Corruption Distribution |€— 40% poorest
households
Stability of GDP
Red tape growth (coeff. of
variation)
—| Adminis- Stability |4
trative
Quality of Inflation (10 years
judiciary average)
Shadow GDP per capita
economy (PPP)
Secondary Economic GDP growth (10
school performance < years average)
enrolment
— [ Education }———
Education Unemployment
achievement (10 years average)

Infant mortality -—

>
Life expectancy
Quality comm- Public
unication & 7 »| Infrastruc
transport infrast. -ture
Total public
sector
performance

Source: Antonio Afonso, Ldger Schuknecht, Vito Tanzi, Public Sector Efficiency: An International Comparison, Working Paper No. 242 (Frankfurt: European Central Bank, July 2003).



International Comparison (2)

Annex Table A - Opportunity imdicators
Comuption 1/ Red ape 1/ Crueality of Shadow Economy 2/ School Education Infant mortality  Life expectancy  Public Commumic.
judiciary 1/ enrolment 3/ achievement and iransporis
quality
1990 2001 1990 2001 1920 2001 1989090 199972000 1990 1993 1995 2000 1999 2000 1930 20000 19R0-E0  1990-05
Australia ' i , X I 3 ] i X i L s 3. /K. . 33 A
Austria 5.24 .92 4 Bi 412 733 004 ;.9 9.8 21.1 82 514 T8 4.8 779 782 i3
Belgium 5.52 5.22 376 2TE G.1E 5.70 19.3 2232 B7.7 E3.0 550 508 7.9 53 TE.0 T8.2 28 27
Canada 7.50 T.78 4.59 463 B4 549 128 16.0 BE_7 3.7 521 532 TS 52 T9.0 78.9 | 1.5
Demmark 16 5.03 4.74 504 B42 .59 10.8 18.0 BB 9.5 497 1.5 4.3 3.9 6.4 £ | 1.1
Finland T7.79 053 5446 638 B42 B.70 114 1E.] Q310 n4.8 540 5.6 42 773 775
France 6,03 4.22 409 .76 620 5.83 9.0 15.2 B5.8 042 507 73 4.4 TE.5 78.9 28 1.0
Germany 7.58 (.91 41 187 B.17 3121 11L.E 16,0 ETE 487 7.0 4.5 T7.0 774 34 1.0
Cireaca 282 3.0 1.50 234 500 G013 126 287 827 B4 4460 0.7 54 779 7.9 2 24
Iceland 5.03 .28 .28 854 5 5.9 1.1 792 9.5
Ireland .93 5.54 530 564 BODD 1.57 1.0 15.9 799 T77.0 514 8.2 59 T6.1 6.3 28 1.0
Italy 2.56 1.53 276 127 116 156 12K 271 E53 491 473 B2 53 T3 78.7 23 25
Japan 546 427 532 262 776 625 28 11.2 RG_8 086 581 543 4.6 18 B.G 207 i5 13
Luxembourg 5.52 737 376 411 618 747 676 436 73 5.0 76.9 77.0
Metherlands B3 .97 542 469 B3 518 1.9 13.1 B30 026 520 7.1 4.9 T71.7 7.9 34 1.3
Mew Zealand E.43 B.TH 6,27 434 TED .26 2 12.8 B5.0 903 501 531 83 59 7.4 T8.2
Morway 7.35 BO7 4100 iy B0 8.0 148 19.1 B7.7 0.4 51 6.9 i9 TES 8.6 iz 28
Portugal 4 5] 189 132 22 B3 270 159 27 B7.6 456 109 55 754 756 20 2
Spain 1.78 5.57 118 197 2E9 443 6.1 227 016 48T 1.6 19 779 78.2 23 16
Sweden 7.63 .61 463 558 T.06 B.52 15.8 1%.2 B33 9.5 513 6.0 14 9.3 T9.6 33 13
Switrerland 7.89 T.16 611 53 BTD 2.0z .7 B T9E E3.1 5 6.8 i7 706 79.7 306 1.7
United Kingdom  E.00 .83 597 4 751 740 0. 12.7 791 3.7 408 528 7.9 5.6 77.2 7.3 2 1.0
United States .53 .55 531 173 7.6l T.07 .7 27 B5.E o0z 4492 450 0.4 7.1 6.9 7.1 18 1.3
Average G4 .7 4.5 4.0 7.1 7.2 12.7 16.7 B5.7 B33 5202 5182 1.5 4.8 76.2 78.1 30 3o

1/ Scale 1-10.
2/ In percentage of GIDP.
3/ Ratio of the numbser of children of official school age enrolled in school, to the population of the comesponding official school age.

Source: Antonio Afonso, Ldger Schuknecht, Vito Tanzi, Public Sector Efficiency: An International Comparison, Working Paper No. 242 (Frankfurt: European Central Bank, July 2003).



International Comparison (3)

Annex Table B — Standard “Musgravian™ indicators

Incomee distribution 1/ Coefficient of Average inflation Per capita income 2/ Averaps ecomomic Averaps
wanation of prowth LUnemployment
growth
[980= 3/ 190%0s 3/ 19805 1990 19305 1 %5 | S5 2000 1980s 1950 1 B80S | 955
Ausiralia 3 . 2 ) : 23 3 2 ) A . }
Austria 25.20 l.& 213 38 2.4 | 5710 24690 2.4 24 13 52
Belgium 21.60 2410 1.3 1.6 4.9 2.1 15530 24910 2.0 22 Q.5 37
Canada 1B8.95 [.1 1.3 6.5 2.2 | 7400 27320 29 29 0.4 0.5
Denmark 17.40 24 50 0.8 1.5 6.9 2.1 15820 27070 l.& 23 7.1 T4
Finland 18.40 24 20 21 0.5 7.2 2.2 | 5220 23200 il 2.1 4.9 119
France 1860 2.2 1.4 T4 1.9 | 5970 21980 2.5 1.9 Q.0 11.2
Germany 20,10 1.2 1.3 29 2.6 17000 23630 22 1.9 6.8 7.7
Greece 19,90 0.3 1.3 1.5 11.1 Eai0 15250 0.7 23 .6 0.5
Iceland 0.9 0.5 ag.2 4.3 16210 27070 2.8 2.7 0.3 33
Ireland 18.30 1.5 2.1 5.3 23 [ 040 26610 16 73 14.2 12.0
Italy 18.80 22.70 21 1.4 1.2 4.2 | 5180 22890 23 1.6 k4 10.7
Japan 21.90 24 R EN | 1.0 2.5 1.2 | 62350 24920 4.1 1.5 25 3.0
Luxembourg .4 1.9 4.8 2.2 22320 43110 5.0 54 .4 2.5
Metherlands 20.65 1.2 2.8 29 2.4 15350 26310 2.3 29 E0 5.8
MNew Zealand 15.90 12.70 1.0 1.2 [1.9 2.1 12360 13740 1.9 2.8 4.3 79
MNorway 19.00 24 1.2 2.9 23 2.4 16220 307 30 24 3.6 2.3 4.8
Poriugal 1520 [.1 1.3 17.6 6.0 9120 16390 3.3 2.8 1.7 5.6
Spain 21.05 1.5 l.& 10.2 42 11320 13230 2.9 2.7 17.5 196
Swisden 21.20 24 10 1.7 1.0 2.0 3.5 16320 22940 22 23 25 6.2
Switzerland 16.90 15 & 1.2 0.7 33 23 | 9670 23360 2.1 0.9 0.7 34
United Kingdom 16.35 .4 1.3 T4 3.7 | 4360 23290 2.7 23 9.6 79
Umnited States 15.70 15.70 .4 2.2 5.6 3.0 21340 35030 32 3.2 7.3 5.8
Average 184 206 .4 l.& .1 3.2 | 5438 25143 2.7 2.8 6.6 T.8

|/ Share of 40%: poorest.2) GDP at current market prices per head of population (in 1000 PPS).
2/ GDP at market prices per head of population {in 1 000PPS).
3/ Or nearest available yvear. Precise year varies and depends on data availability.

Source: Antonio Afonso, Ldger Schuknecht, Vito Tanzi, Public Sector Efficiency: An International Comparison, Working Paper No. 242 (Frankfurt: European Central Bank, July 2003).
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International Comparison

Table 1. Public sector performance (PSP) indicators (2000)

Opportunity indicators Standard “Musgravian” Total public
indicators sector
Adminis- Education Health Infra- Distribu- Stability Economic performance
Country tration structure  tion perform. (equal
weights 1/)
Austrana T 10 092 T-00 0.87 31 1_5{_%&_

Austria 1.21 1.00 0.98 1.10 1.22 1.28 1.01 1.12
Belgium 0.73 1.00 0.94 0.91 1.17 1.10 0.83 0.95
Canada 1.11 1.05 0.95 1.16 0.92 1.00 0.92 1.02
Denmark 1.16 1.00 1.03 1.03 1.19 1.10 0.91 1.06
Finland 1.26 1.07 1.04 1.18 0.75 0.73 1.01
France 0.72 1.03 1.03 1.01 0.90 1.12 0.70 0.93
Germany 1.02 0.98 1.01 1.01 0.98 0.91 0.81 0.96
Greece 0.60 0.94 0.93 0.81 0.97 0.55 0.69 0.78
Iceland 1.02 0.98 1.25 0.59 1.29 1.03
Ireland 1.06 0.94 0.88 1.00 0.89 1.22 1.40 1.05
Italy 0.52 0.96 0.93 0.84 1.10 0.76 0.69 0.83
Japan 0.87 1.09 1.12 1.09 1.20 1.40 1.18 1.14
Luxembourg 1.05 0.81 0.95 1.22 2.04 1.21
Netherlands 1.16 1.04 0.97 1.09 1.00 1.42 1.06 1.11
New Zealand 1.18 1.03 0.89 0.62 0.99 0.84 0.93
Norway 0.97 1.04 1.09 0.94 1.17 1.45 1.26 1.13
Portugal 0.54 0.94 0.90 0.75 0.92 0.64 0.92 0.80
Spain 0.77 1.00 1.10 0.86 1.02 0.82 0.67 0.89
Sweden 1.16 1.07 1.19 1.10 1.17 0.69 0.91 1.04
Switzerland 1.32 0.97 1.14 1.23 0.95 0.79 1.09 1.07
United Kingdom 1.00 1.05 0.91 0.99 0.79 0.78 0.84 0.91
United States 1.15 1.00 0.82 1.08 0.76 1.14 1.20 1.02
Average 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Small govs 2/ 1.11 1.01 0.98 1.08 0.94 1.17 1.17 1.07
Medium govs 0.93 0.98 1.00 0.93 0.92 0.89 1.03 0.97
Big govs 0.99 1.02 1.01 1.01 1.12 1.03 0.85 1.01
EU 15 3/ 0.88 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.93 0.80 0.94
Euro area 3/ 0.84 0.99 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96 0.78 0.93

1/ Each sub-indicator contributes 1/7 to total indicator.

2/ Small governments: public spending <40% of GDP in 2000. Big governments: public spending

>50% of GDP in 2000. Medium governments: 40%< public spending <50% of GDP in 2000.
3/ Weighted averages according to the share of each country GDP in the relevant group.

Source: Antonio Afonso, Ldger Schuknecht, Vito Tanzi, Public Sector Efficiency: An International Comparison, Working Paper No. 242 (Frankfurt: European Central Bank, July 2003).
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