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Introduction

Comparable data is essential for public administration reform in Europe. It helps policy makers
understand how much countries spend on public administration, how these costs are distributed
across levels of government, and whether different expenditure structures are linked to
differences in efficiency and effectiveness. This report therefore provides a comparative overview
of public administration costs and performance across the EU Member States. Where data is
available, it also includes further European countries covered by Eurostat through the EEA or
bilateral agreements, such as Norway, Iceland and Switzerland.

Eurostat is used as the main data source for financial figures, because it provides harmonised and
comparable expenditure data based on the Classification of the Functions of Government. The
analysis focuses on different angles of government expenditure. First, it uses compensation of
employees and intermediate consumption as an indicator for the direct staff and operating costs
of government. Second, it considers final consumption of general government, which provides a
broader view of government-financed or government-provided services.

The report also distinguishes between different levels of government: central government, state
government and local government. This is important because countries organise public
administration and service delivery in different ways. Federal countries report expenditure at
state-government level, while in other countries comparable functions are often allocated to
central or local government. Looking at the different levels of government therefore helps to
identify structural differences in administration, decentralisation and service provision.

The aim is to make data available in a form that allows countries to be compared and differences
in structures, costs, service delivery, efficiency and effectiveness to become visible. At the same
time, the figures should be understood as a starting point for analysis, not as final conclusions.
Detailed country-specific assessments require additional information on institutional
responsibilities, accounting practices, service standards, reform histories and the quality of
outcomes.

1 Cost of Public Administration

A fair comparison of public administration costs needs to consider both efficiency and
effectiveness. Higher expenditure does not automatically mean inefficiency, because higher
costs may also be linked to better services, stronger administrative capacity or higher government
effectiveness. At the same time, lower costs do not necessarily mean better performance if they
are associated with weak service quality or limited administrative capacity.

This chapter therefore combines three perspectives.

¢ First, it looks at the efficiency side by using Eurostat expenditure data to compare the costs
of public administration across countries.

¢ Second, it considers the effectiveness side by using the World Bank Government
Effectiveness indicators, which captures aspects such as the quality of public services, policy
implementation and the credibility of government action.
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¢ Third, it compares costs and effectiveness in order to identify whether countries achieve
strong administrative performance with relatively high or low expenditure.

1.1 Efficiency and Costs of Core Public Administration

A first approach to comparing the efficiency of public administration is to look at how much
countries spend on the core functions of government. For this purpose, the analysis uses Eurostat
data on government expenditure by function. The focus is on COFOG 1 “General Public Services”,
because this is the expenditure function with the strongest link to the general administrative
machinery of the state. To make the figures comparable across countries of different size, the data
is calculated per capita.

COFOG, the Classification of the Functions of Government, is the international framework used
by Eurostat to classify public expenditure according to its purpose. COFOG 1 “General Public
Services” covers central government functions such as executive and legislative bodies, financial
and fiscal affairs, general administrative services, external affairs, public debt transactions and
transfers between levels of government. It therefore provides a useful approximation of the costs
of core public administration.

For this analysis not all expenditure under COFOG 1 is included. The focus is limited to two
operating-cost categories: compensation of employees and intermediate consumption.
Compensation of employees covers salaries, wages and employers’ social contributions.
Intermediate consumption covers the goods and services needed to run public administration,
such as IT, office costs, consultancy, utilities and other current inputs. Together, these two
categories are used as a proxy for the direct staff and operating costs of core public
administration.

This indicator does not measure the full cost of government, nor the broader cost of public
services such as education, health care, social protection, public order, defense, environment or
infrastructure. These are recorded under other COFOG functions. The indicator should therefore
be understood as a focused measure of the resources used to operate the general government
machinery, not as a measure of total public-sector spending.
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Figure 1: Cost of Core Public Administration in Europe
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The analysis shows strong differences in the Cost of Core Public Administration per capita across
Europe. The highest values are found in high-income and smaller Western/Northern European
countries, led by Luxembourg (€ 3,572 per capita) and Switzerland (€ 2,442). Countries such as
Germany (€ 1,571), Denmark (€ 1,508), Austria (€ 1,548) and Belgium (€ 1,606) are also clearly
above the European average.

By contrast, the lowest values are found in parts of Eastern and South-Eastern Europe, including
Bulgaria (€ 257), Romania (€ 348), Latvia (€ 356) and Poland (€ 462). Overall, the average level
across the countries shown is around € 1,000 per capita, with a clear West-East gap: Western and
Northern Europe generally record much higher administrative operating costs than Eastern and
South-Eastern Europe.

1.2 Government Effectiveness Index

While expenditure data captures the financial resources available to public administration, it
does not indicate how well these resources are used. The second figure therefore presents the
Worldbank Government Effectiveness Index for 2024. The indicator captures key aspects of
administrative performance, including the quality of public services, the quality and
independence of the civil service, the quality of policy formulation and implementation, and the

European Public Administration Report — Efficiency and Effectiveness of Government in the EU 6



=

credibility of government action. It ranges from -2.5 for weak governance performance to +2.5 for
very strong performance.

Figure 2: Government Effectiveness Index 2024

Government Effectiveness Index 2024
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Figure 2 shows substantial differences in government effectiveness across Europe. Even within
the European Union, the spread is wide, ranging from +0.04 in Bulgaria to +2.04 in Luxembourg.
High levels of effectiveness are concentrated in Northern and Western Europe, with countries
such as Denmark, Finland, Sweden and the Netherlands achieving values well above 1.5. Lower
scores are more common in Eastern and Southeast Europe.

1.3 Costs and Effectiveness of Public Administration

The third figure shows the relationship between the dimensions “Cost of Core Public
Administration per capita” on the expenditure side and the “Government Effectiveness Index”
on the performance side. In other words, it asks whether countries that spend more on staff and
operating inputs in general public services also achieve higher administrative effectiveness. The
figure shows a general positive relationship and suggests that higher spending is often
associated with higher government effectiveness, but the relationship is not automatic.
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Figure 3: Cost and Effectiveness of Public Administration
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Source: Eurostat: Compensation of employees and intermediate consumption of general government
(COFOG 1- General Public Services), 2024; Worldbank Governance Indicators, 2024

Luxembourg stands out clearly with the highest per capita expenditure and the strongest
government effectiveness score. Switzerland, Iceland and the Nordic countries also exhibit high
values on both dimensions. These countries benefit from strong fiscal capacity and long-
established administrative systems with substantial investment in both personnel and
operational tools.

At the other end countries such as Bulgaria and Romania record low spending and weaker
effectiveness outcomes. Greece also fits this pattern, but when compared to other countries in
its expenditure range it shows a significantly lower effectiveness. Greece spends 653€ per capita
and has an effectiveness of 0,19 whereas Ireland spends 620€ per capita and has an effectiveness
of 1,61. This indicates that institutional quality, management capacity and how resources are used
matter strongly.

An important additional finding is that higher expenditure does not automatically lead to higher
government effectiveness. Several countries achieve better effectiveness results with lower costs
than countries spending more. For example, Sweden reaches a Government Effectiveness score
of 1.77 with expenditure of €934 per capita, while Austria spends substantially more at€1,548 per
capita but records a lower effectiveness score of 1.51. A similar pattern can be seen for the
Netherlands, which achieves a high effectiveness score of 1.75 with expenditure of €970 per
capita.

These examples show that the relationship between expenditure and effectiveness is positive
overall, but not deterministic. Institutional quality, administrative capacity, management
practices, digitalisation, coordination mechanisms and the way resources are used appear to be
decisive factors. Countries that combine comparatively moderate expenditure with high
government effectiveness demonstrate that strong administrative performance can also be
achieved without very high spending levels.
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2 Costs of Public Services

The previous chapter focused on core public administration, using compensation of employees
and intermediate consumption under COFOG 1 - General Public Services. This gives a narrow
view of the direct staff and operating costs needed to run the general government machinery.

This chapter broadens the perspective from administration to public services. It uses the indicator
final consumption expenditure of general government, which measures the value of goods and
services that government provides or finances for citizens and society. This includes services
produced directly by public institutions, but also publicly financed services delivered through
other providers, for example in health, care, education, transport or other service areas.

This service-oriented perspective is important because countries organise public services
differently. In some countries, many services are delivered directly by public employees and
public institutions. In others, government finances services that are delivered by public
companies, non-profit organisations or private providers. Final consumption therefore helps to
capture the broader public-service footprint of government, beyond direct administrative costs.

Figure 4: Final Consumption of Government versus Administration Costs

Final Consumption of General Government
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Source: Eurostat: Final consumption of general government; Compensation of employees and
intermediate consumption of general government (total — all COFOG functions), 2024

For the EU-27, total compensation of employees and intermediate consumption of general
government' amount to 16.3% of GDP, while final consumption reaches 21.4%. In countries such
as Denmark and Finland, both indicators are close together: Denmark records 22.6% compared

"While the previous chapter “Cost of Public Administration” focuses on Core Public Administration in the
COFOG function 1 “General Public Services” in this chapter the total COFOG functions (e.g. health,
education) for general government expenditure for compensation of employees and intermediate
consumption are covered.
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with 23.0%, and Finland 25.1% compared with 26.1%. This points to a strong role of direct public
production.

In other countries, the gap is much larger. The Netherlands records 15.4% for compensation and
intermediate consumption, but 25.8% for final consumption. Large differences are also visible in
Germany with 14.8% compared with 22.0%, and Belgium with 16.8% compared with 23.8%.
These gaps indicate that a larger part of publicly financed services is not reflected in direct staff
and operating costs alone.

2.1 Costs and Effectiveness of Public Services

Eurostat provides the final consumption expenditure for general government for EU Member
States and, where available, for further European countries, including the Western Balkans. The
data is expressed in Purchasing Power Standards per capita, which adjusts for price-level
differences and therefore better reflects the real volume of services that can be provided. Here all
COFOG functions are included.

Figure 5: Costs of Government Effectiveness
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Figure 5 confirms the findings from the comparison of core public administration costs. There is
a visible relationship between expenditure and government effectiveness. Countries with higher
public-service expenditure per capita tend to achieve higher Government Effectiveness scores.
This relationship becomes even clearer when using final consumption expenditure of general
government, because this indicator captures the broader service dimension of government, not
only the narrow costs of core administration.

At the same time, Figure 5 helps to qualify some findings from the core administration
comparison. Countries such as the Netherlands and Sweden show comparatively moderate
costs for core public administration, but much higher values when final consumption is
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considered. Their high effectiveness is therefore not achieved with low overall public expenditure,
but with higher broader public-service spending.

The figure also shows clear regional patterns. Western and Northern European countries
generally combine higher final consumption expenditure with stronger government
effectiveness, while several Southeast European and Western Balkan countries are located at
lower levels of both expenditure and effectiveness. This suggests that administrations operate
under different fiscal and institutional conditions. For lower-spending countries, the challenge is
therefore not only to increase resources, but also to improve how resources are managed and
translated into effective public services.

2.2 Diverging Developments in Costs and Effectiveness

Between 2020 and 2024, public service costs increased in almost all European countries?, while
improvements in government effectiveness were generally much more limited. Figure 4 compares
the percentage change in final consumption expenditure per capita in PPS with the percentage
change in the Government Effectiveness Index, ranking countries by their effectiveness results. It
shows that, while costs frequently increased by between 10% and 40%, improvements in
effectiveness were often modest and in several cases absent or negative. Countries such as
Serbia and Bulgaria stand out for strong expenditure growth without corresponding governance
gains, while Latvia, Turkiye, and North Macedonia even experienced negative or near-zero
effectiveness changes despite rising costs.

The figure also shows that some of the strongest improvements in government effectiveness were
recorded in Southeast Europe. Romania achieved the highest increase, with +28.1%, followed by
Bosnia and Herzegovina with +22.4%, Albania with +19.1%, and Montenegro with +15.7%. This is
noteworthy because three of these four countries are EU accession countries. The data therefore
suggests that several Southeast European countries, especially in the accession context,
combined increases in public administration spending with comparatively strong improvements
in government effectiveness.

2 Expenditure changes are based on nominal per-capita PPS figures and are not adjusted for inflation,
changes in GDP, wage developments or other price effects.
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Figure 6: Development of Cost and Effectiveness of Public Administration 2020-2024

Development of Cost and Effectiveness of Public
Administration 2020-2024
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The chart underlines that higher cost growth did not reliably produce higher effectiveness growth.
Forthe EU countries, the main pattern between 2020 and 2024 is a broad-based increase in public
administration costs. This increase may reflect not only structural spending needs, but also, at
least in part, the fiscal effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and other crisis-related measures. By
contrast, improvements in government effectiveness remained limited and highly uneven. This
suggests that, during this period, higher expenditure was a common development across the EU,
but it did not lead to a similarly consistent improvement in administrative effectiveness.

3 Number of inhabitants for Bosnia and Hercegovina available for 2019
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Table 1: Costs and Effectiveness of Government
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Final Consumption of General Government Government Effectiveness Index
(Purchase Power Standards) PPS per capita
Country 2020 2024 2020 - 2024 2020 2024 2020 - 2024
% change % change

Belgium 8701 11138 +28,0% 1,12 1,19 +1,9%
Bulgaria 3367 5198 +54,4% -0,07 0,04 +4,5%
Czechia 6143 7223 +17,6% 0,96 1,18 +6,4%
Denmark 9930 11689 +17,7% 1,89 1,91 +0,5%
Germany 8357 10206 +22,1% 1,36 1,55 +4,9%
Estonia 5359 6638 +23,9% 1,34 1,3 -1,0%
Ireland 7889 10745 +36,2% 1,48 1,61 +3,3%
Greece 4292 5152 +20,0% 0,44 0,19 -8,5%
Spain 5468 7064 +29,2% 0,89 1,11 +6,5%
France 8025 9494 +18,3% 1,25 1,2 -1,3%
Croatia 4998 7169 +43,4% 0,44 0,71 +9,2%
Italy 5865 7060 +20,4% 0,4 0,79 +13,5%
Cyprus 5257 7326 +39,4% 0,88 0,87 -0,3%
Latvia 4370 5944 +36,0% 0,88 0,74 -4,1%
Lithuania 4842 6581 +35,9% 1,06 1,2 +3,9%
Luxembourg 14 470 18787 +29,8% 1,84 2,04 +4,6%
Hungary 4808 6244 +29,9% 0,58 0,5 -2,6%
Malta 6294 7477 +18,8% 1,04 0,62 -11,9%
Netherlands 10293 13 844 +34,5% 1,85 1,75 -2,3%
Austria 7981 10286 +28,9% 1,66 1,51 -3,6%
Poland 4411 6681 +51,5% 0,38 0,67 +10,1%
Portugal 4306 5578 +29,6% 1,02 0,95 -2,0%
Romania 4109 5694 +38,6% -0,22 0,42 +28,1%
Slovenia 5545 7374 +33,0% 1,17 1,09 -2,2%
Slovakia 4795 6334 +32,1% 0,54 0,66 +4,0%
Finland 8327 10693 +28,4% 1,95 1,82 -2,9%
Sweden 9779 11890 +21,6% 1,72 1,77 +1,2%
Iceland 10265 13693 +33,4% 1,52 1,56 +1,0%
Norway 11323 14674 +29,6% 1,94 1,84 -2,3%
Montenegro 3143 3768 +19,9% -0,02 0,37 +15,7%
I':I‘;rct: donia 1908 2630 +37,8% 0,14 -0,03 -6,4%
Albania 1263 2068 +63,7% -0,14 0,31 +19,1%
Serbia 2592 3592 +38,6% 0,03 0,1 +2,8%
Turkiye 2813 4145 +47,4% -0,04 -0,07 1,2%
Elc;:;ag:‘::a 2050 2860 +39,5% -0,98 -0,64 +22,4%

Source: Eurostat, Worldbank, own calculations*

4 Number of inhabitants for Bosnia and Hercegovina available for 2019
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3 Core Administration Costs in Relation to Total
Government Costs

This chapter compares the costs of core public administration with the broader costs of
government activity. Core public administration is measured through General Public Services,
COFOG 1, while total government costs include all COFOG functions, such as education, health,
social protection, public order and other service areas. Both are measured as compensation of
employees and intermediate consumption in percent of GDP.

The purpose of this comparison is to show whether countries with high overall government costs
also have high costs for the core administrative machinery, or whether high expenditure is mainly
linked to broader public-service delivery. This distinction is important because countries can be
“expensive” in different ways: some spend more on running the central functions of government,

while others spend more because many services are delivered or organised through the public
sector.

For the EU-27, Total Government Functions amount to 16.3% of GDP, while General Public
Services account for 2.3%. This means that core public administration represents around 14% of
wider government staff and operating costs.

Figure 7: Cost of Public Administration

Costs of Public Administration
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Source: Eurostat; Compensation of Employees and Intermediate Consumption of Government for Total
Government Functions (COFOG) and General Public Services (COFOG 1) in percentage of GDP 2024

The highest overall values for General Public Services are found in Finland at 3.3%, Germany at
3.1%, and Belgium and Hungary at 3.0%, showing comparatively high staff and operating costs
for core administrative functions. At the lower end, Lithuania records the lowest value at 1.5%,
followed by Bulgaria, Croatia, Latvia and the Netherlands at 1.6%.
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However, the relationship between core administration costs and total government costs differs
across countries. Finland, Denmark and Sweden have high total costs (25.1%, 22.6% and 20.9%
of GDP (but their General Public Services costs are much lower, at 3.3%, 2.3% and 1.8%. This
suggests that their high total costs are mainly driven by broader public-service delivery, especially
at local level, rather than by exceptionally high core administration costs. By contrast, Germany
has a low total value of 14.8% of GDP, but a high General Public Services value of 3.1%. Belgium
and Hungary also show high core administration costs at 3.0%, while Greece and Luxembourg
reach 2.8%, indicating a relatively stronger weight of core administrative functions within overall
staff and operating costs.

4  Public Employment

human Across the European Union, 35.272 million people work in public employment, making
government a central part of the labour market. The figures in this chapter are based on the OECD
Government at a Glance database. They cover public employment in central, regional and local
government, as well as in social security funds and in publicly organised service areas such as
education, healthcare, public safety, social services and administration.

The chapter looks at three perspectives: the absolute number of public employees, public
employment per 1,000 inhabitants, and public employment as a share of total employment.
Comparing public employment across countries therefore shows not only the size of government,
but also the economic weight of the public sector and the extent to which services are produced
through public institutions.

The figures must be interpreted with caution. Public employment patterns differ because of
governance models, welfare-state traditions, population size and administrative structures. In
addition, employees in hospitals, public transport or other service organisations may not be
counted as public employees if these organisations operate outside the public sector, for example
because more than half of their income comes from own revenues or market-based activities.
Differences in counting methods, especially whether employment is reported as headcount or
full-time equivalents, may also affect cross-country comparisons.

4.1 Persons in Public Employment

The following map illustrates the absolute number of people employed in the public sector across
Europe in 2023. Altogether, 35,272 million people work in public employment across the
European Union®.

® Data for EU without Malta and Cyprus. Together with Norway, Switzerland and UK, which are covered by
the OECD database, the total number accounts to 42,413 million people.
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Figure 8: Persons in Public Employment (in thousands), 2023
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The largest numbers of public employees are found in France, the United Kingdom, and Germany,
while the Baltic states, Slovenia, and Croatia record comparatively low figures. However, these
absolute numbers should be interpreted carefully, as they are largely influenced by population
size: countries with more residents naturally require more public employees. Therefore, the map
says more about the demographic scale of countries than about the relative size or performance
of their public sectors. For more meaningful comparisons, the indicators “public employment per
capita” and “public employment as a share of total employment” are presented.

4.2 Public Employment per Capita

The map shows the number of persons in public employment per 1,000 inhabitants in Europe in
2023. Across the European Union, the average stands at 94.1 public employees per 1,000
inhabitants. At the same time, the variation between countries is considerable. Within the EU,
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Italy records the lowest value with 60.3 public employees per 1,000 inhabitants, while Denmark
reaches the highest level with 147.2.

Figure 9: Persons in Public Employment per 1000 inhabitants, 2023
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The figure shows a clear size pattern in public employment. Large countries such as Germany,
Italy and Spain report comparatively low levels, ranging from 60.3 public employees per 1,000
inhabitants in Italy to 67.9 in Spain and 63.8 in Germany. France is the main exception, with a
higher value of 92.4, reflecting a stronger role of public employment in service delivery.

Smaller countries, especially the Baltic states and Croatia, show much higher figures: Estonia,
Latvia and Lithuania are all above 100, and Croatia reaches 100.8 public employees per 1,000
inhabitants. This may point to more limited economies of scale in smaller administrations.
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The Scandinavian countries stand out as a distinct model, with very high public employment
levels: Norway 162.4, Denmark 147.2, Sweden 146.1 and Finland 126.2, consistent with a strong
welfare-state model and extensive direct public service provision

4.3 Public Employment as a Share of Total Employment

Public employment as a share of total employment adds an important labour-market perspective
to the analysis and shows how important the public sector is within the national economy. It
indicates whether government is a major employer in the labour market or whether public
services are organised with a smaller directly employed public workforce.

Across the EU, public employment accounts for 18.8% of total employment. The range between
countries is wide, from 11.5% in Germany to 28.2% in Sweden. This confirms the strong variation
already visible in the public-employment-per-capita figures. The Nordic countries again stand
out: Sweden, Denmark and Finland combine high public employment per capita with high shares
of public employment in total employment.

Figure 10: Public Employment as a Share of Total Employment, 2023
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Using the additional expenditure and performance data from Annex Table 3, the indicator also
confirms that Germany has the lowest public-employment share in the table, at 11.5%, and only
around 64 public employees per 1,000 inhabitants. At the same time, Germany records relatively
high final consumption, at 22.0% of GDP. Germany should therefore not simply be interpreted as
a low-cost or low-service country. Rather, this combination may point to scale effects of a large
country, different institutional structures and service provision outside directly counted public
employment. The overall result is moderate: Germany’s Government Effectiveness Indicator of
1.55 out of 2.5 places it in the middle group.

A similar pattern is visible in the Netherlands. It has very high final consumption, at 25.8% of GDP,
but a low public-employment share of 12.3% and only 70.9 public employees per 1,000
inhabitants. This suggests that a significant part of publicly financed services may be delivered
outside direct public employment, for example through semi-public, non-profit or private
providers. The overall result is good: the Netherlands’ Government Effectiveness Indicator of 1.75
out of 2.5 places itin the top group.

Denmark illustrates the opposite pattern. With final consumption of 23.0% of GDP, close to
Germany’s level, and compensation of employees plus intermediate consumption of 22.6% of
GDP, Denmark records 147 public employees per 1,000 inhabitants and a very high public-
employment share. Compared with Austria, which has final consumption of 21.6%,
compensation of employees and intermediate consumption of 18.3%, and 86.6 public employees
per 1,000 inhabitants, Denmark reaches much higher public-employment intensity at a similar
overall level of public consumption. This reflects the economic capacity to finance a large public
workforce. The overall result is very good: Denmark’s Government Effectiveness Indicator of 1.91
out of 2.5 places itin the top group (Austria is in the middle group with 1,51).

By contrast, several Baltic and Eastern European countries show comparatively high public-
employment intensity despite more moderate expenditure levels. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania
all record more than 100 public employees per 1,000 inhabitants, and their public-employment
shares are also above the EU average. Croatia also belongs to this group, with 100.8 public
employees per 1,000 inhabitants and a public-employment share above the EU average. This may
partly reflect their smaller population size and therefore more limited economies of scale,
alongside lower labour costs. Nevertheless, the overall performance remains relatively weak: with
Government Effectiveness Indicator values ranging from 0.7 to 1.3 out of 2.5, these countries fall
into the lower group.

Overall, the map and Annex Table 3 show that there is a moderate relationship between public
expenditure and public employment, but not a direct one. Similar levels of public final
consumption can be associated with very different employment models. Some countries, such
as Denmark and Sweden, rely strongly on directly employed public staff. Others, such as
Germany and the Netherlands, finance significant public services with a comparatively smaller
directly counted public workforce.
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5 Public Administration Costs of Levels of Government

Public administration costs do not only differ in their overall volume, but also in where they occur
within the state structure. This chapter therefore looks at the distribution of costs across the main
levels of government: central government, state government and local government. In federal
countries, such as Belgium, Germany, Austria and Spain, a substantial part of expenditure is
recorded at state-government level, while in other countries comparable responsibilities may be
allocated to central or local government.

Table 2 compares compensation of employees and intermediate consumption by level of
government. It covers both General Public Services, which reflect the costs of core public
administration, and Total Government Functions, which include staff and operating costs across
all policy fields. This provides an overview of whether administrative and service-delivery costs
are mainly located at central, state or local level.

The following subchapters analyse local, subnational and central governmentin more detail. They
compare administration costs, total expenditure and the share of administration costs in total
expenditure, showing how responsibilities and costs are distributed across different government
structures.

Table 2: Cost of Public Administration in Percentage of GDP 2024

% ;;;DP General Public Services (COFOG 1) Total Government Functions (COFOG)
Country Central State Local General Central State Local General
Governm. | Governm. | Governm. | Governm.® | Governm. | Governm. | Governm. | Governm.’
EU 27 0,9 0,3 1,0 2,3 6,1 2,7 6,4 16,3
Belgium 0,7 1,2 1,2 3,0 3,2 7,9 5,2 16,8
Bulgaria 0,9 0,7 1,6 9,6 6,3 16,0
Czechia 0,9 1,0 1,9 7,1 8,2 15,4
Denmark 1,4 0,8 2,3 7,0 15,5 22,6
Germany 0,7 1,1 1,1 3,1 3,0 6,0 4,8 14,8
Estonia 1,5 0,6 2,0 10,5 7,9 18,5
Ireland 0,4 0,1 0,6 8,5 1,1 9,6
Greece 2,1 0,7 2,8 12,5 2,4 15,7
Spain 0,5 0,4 0,8 1,8 2,8 9,4 3,9 16,4
France 0,9 1,2 2,1 8,3 5,4 17,9
Croatia 1,0 0,6 1,6 11,8 8,5 20,6
Italy 0,9 1,2 2,2 6,8 7,7 14,8
Cyprus 1,9 0,2 2,1 14,1 1,2 15,4
Latvia 1,1 0,5 1,6 11,0 8,2 19,3
Lithuania 0,9 0,5 1,5 8,3 7,4 16,0
Luxembourg 1,7 0,9 2,8 10,6 3,2 15,7
Hungary 2,2 0,8 3,0 14,8 4,0 18,7

8 General Government consolidates central, state and local government as well as social security funds
and is therefore not exactly the sum of the figures in this table.
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Malta 2,0 0,2 2,2 16,8 0,3 17,0
Netherlands 1,0 0,5 1,6 6,2 8,7 15,4
Austria 1,0 0,7 1,1 2,9 7,3 5,1 5,0 18,3
Poland 0,8 1,1 2,0 8,1 10,0 18,5
Portugal 0,8 1,6 2,4 11,5 3,9 15,7
Romania 1,0 0,9 1,8 10,5 5,5 17,4
Slovenia 1,4 0,5 1,9 11,7 6,0 17,8
Slovakia 1,6 1,2 2,6 10,6 6,1 17,1
Finland 1,5 1,7 3,3 6,7 17,5 25,1
Sweden 1,3 0,4 1,8 5,6 15,3 20,9

Source: Eurostat; Compensation of Employees and Intermediate Consumption of Government for General
Public Services (COFOG 1) in percentage of GDP 2024

5.1 Administration Costs of Local Governments

Local government administration costs are compared with total local government expenditure,
including the share of administration costs in total local spending. Administration costs are
measured as compensation of employees and intermediate consumption in percent of GDP.

Local government administration costs differ widely across countries. They range from below 2%
of GDP in Malta, Ireland and Cyprus to more than 15% of GDP in the Nordic countries, especially
Finland, Denmark and Sweden. The EU-27 value is 6.4% of GDP. Countries such as Poland, the
Netherlands, Croatia, Czechia and Latvia are also clearly above this level.

Total local government expenditure shows an even wider range. It extends from below 3% of GDP
in Malta, Cyprus and Ireland to above 20% of GDP in Finland, Sweden and Denmark, with
Denmark reaching the highest value. The EU-27 value is 10.5% of GDP. Other countries with
comparatively high total local expenditure include Poland, Italy and the Netherlands.
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Figure 11: Administration Costs of Local Governments
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Source: Eurostat: Compensation of employees and intermediate consumption of Local Government/Total
Expenditure of Local Government, in percentage of GDP, 2024

The share of administration costs in total local government expenditure also varies strongly. It
ranges from around 46% in Ireland to around 77% in Bulgaria, with the EU-27 at 61%. High shares
are also visible in Slovakia, Estonia, Malta, Lithuania, Finland, Latvia, Belgium and Croatia, where
administration costs account for around three quarters of total local expenditure. Lower shares
are found in France, Denmark, Germany, Austria and ltaly, where administration costs account for
around half of total local expenditure.

5.2 Administration Costs of Subnational Governments

Subnational government combines the local government level and, where it exists, the state-
government level. This is especially relevant for the four federal countries Belgium, Germany,
Austria and Spain. They naturally show higher subnational figures than in a local-government-only
view, as state-level expenditure is added to local expenditure.

The federal countries therefore appear clearly above the EU-27 value for subnational
administration costs in several cases: Spain, Belgium, Germany and Austria all record values
above the EU-27 level of 9.1% of GDP. However, the highest subnational administration costs are
not found in federal countries, butin the Nordic countries: Finland, Denmark and Sweden all show
values above 15% of GDP. This indicates that high subnational costs are not only a result of federal
structures, but can also reflect strong decentralisation to local governments.

The same pattern is visible for total subnational government expenditure. The federal countries
show high values because expenditure is distributed across both state and local levels.
Nevertheless, non-federal countries such as Denmark, Sweden and Finland also record high
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subnational expenditure. This shows that the degree of decentralised service delivery can be as
important as the formal constitutional structure of a country.

Figure 12: Administration Costs of Subnational Governments
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Source: Eurostat: Compensation of employees and intermediate consumption of Subnational
Government/Total Expenditure of Subnational Government, in percentage of GDP, 2024

Interestingly, federal countries do not generally show higher administration-cost shares within
total subnational expenditure. Germany, Belgium and Austria are below the EU-27 share of 55.5%,
while Spain is only slightly above it. By contrast, higher shares are found in several non-federal
countries, including Bulgaria, Slovakia, Estonia, Lithuania, Finland, Latvia and Croatia, where
administration costs account for around 70% or more of total subnational expenditure.

5.3 Administration Costs of Central Government

Compared with the subnational level, central governments usually show much higher total
expenditure, but a lower share of administration costs. For the EU-27, central administration
costs amount to 6.1% of GDP, while total central government expenditure reaches 25.1% of GDP.
This means that administration costs represent 24.3% of total central expenditure. At subnational
level, by contrast, the administration-cost share is much higher, at 55.5%.

Central government administration costs range from below 4% of GDP in Spain, Germany and
Belgium to above 14% of GDP in Cyprus, Hungary and Malta. Total central government
expenditure ranges from below 20% of GDP in Germany and Ireland to above 37% of GDP in
Estonia, Hungary and Malta. This shows that high total central expenditure does not automatically
mean a high administration-cost share.

European Public Administration Report — Efficiency and Effectiveness of Government in the EU 23



The share of administration costs in total central government expenditure varies strongly across
countries. It ranges from around 12% in Belgium and Spain to around 45% in Ireland, Cyprus and
Malta. Countries such as Germany, the Netherlands, Finland, Denmark, Italy, Austria and Czechia
are below or close to the EU-27 level, with administration costs accounting for around one fifth of
total central expenditure.

Higher shares are found in Hungary, Slovenia, Latvia, Portugal, France, Croatia and Greece, where
administration costs account for more than one third of total central expenditure. This means that
a comparatively larger part of central government spending is used for staff and operating costs.

Figure 13: Administration Costs of Central Government
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Overall, the chapter shows that central governments generally have broader expenditure
responsibilities than subnational governments, including transfers, social spending, debt-related
expenditure, subsidies and other national functions. Therefore, administration costs make up a
smaller share of total expenditure at central level than at subnational level.
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6 Conclusions

6.1 The Public Administration Typology Matrix

The Public Administration Typology Matrix combines the following dimensions: public
administration costs, final consumption of general government, and government effectiveness.
Final consumption on the horizontal axis reflects the broader public-service footprint, while the
vertical axis shows direct staff and operating costs. Bubble size indicates subnational government
expenditure, colour shows Government Effectiveness, and the outline reflects public
employment intensity. Detailed information is provided in table 3 in the annex.

The figure shows that there is no single model of effective public administration. Higher
expenditure can support stronger governance, but results depend strongly on how services are
organised, either through directly employed public staff or through publicly financed services
delivered by other providers.

Figure 14: Public Administration Typology
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The first pattern is the Direct Public-Service Model, most clearly represented by the Nordic
countries. Denmark, Finland and Sweden combine high levels of government final
consumption, extensive direct public employment and high Government Effectiveness.
Denmark records final consumption of 23.0% of GDP, 147.2 public employees per 1,000
inhabitants, a public-employment share of 27.3%, and a Government Effectiveness score of
1.91. Finland combines final consumption of 26.1% of GDP, 126.2 public employees per 1,000
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inhabitants, a public-employment share of 25.2%, and Government Effectiveness of 1.82.
Sweden shows a similar profile, with final consumption of 26.4% of GDP, 146.1 public
employees per 1,000 inhabitants, a public-employment share of 28.2%, and Government
Effectiveness of 1.77. Positioned in the upper-right part of the matrix, these countries combine a
large public-service footprint with extensive direct service provision through publicly employed
staff.

The second pattern is the Publicly Financed Service Model, in which governments finance a
large share of public services but do not necessarily provide all of them through directly
employed public staff. The Netherlands and Germany are the clearest examples. The
Netherlands combines final consumption of 25.8% of GDP with 70.9 public employees per
1,000 inhabitants and a public-employment share of 12.3%, while Germany records final
consumption of 22.0% of GDP, 63.8 public employees per 1,000 inhabitants and the lowest
public-employment share in the dataset at 11.5%. Both countries therefore combine
comparatively low levels of direct public employment with high levels of public-service
financing. This pattern suggests that a substantial share of publicly financed services is
delivered through semi-public organisations, non-profit institutions, private providers or other
separately organised arrangements.

The analysis also identifies a Small-Country High-Employment Model, visible in countries
such as Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Croatia. These countries exhibit relatively high public-
employment intensity, with 118.2, 113.2, 109.6 and 100.8 public employees per 1,000
inhabitants respectively. Their Government Effectiveness scores range from 0.71 in Croatia and
0.74 in Latvia to 1.20 in Lithuania and 1.30 in Estonia. One possible explanation is the limited
economies of scale faced by smaller countries, which must maintain a full range of
administrative and service functions despite serving smaller populations. However, the
relationship between country size, public employment and governance outcomes is not
uniform. Luxembourg, for example, also has a high public-employment intensity of 114.3
employees per 1,000 inhabitants, while recording the highest Government Effectiveness score
in the dataset at 2.04.

Finally, the matrix reveals a Low-Cost weaker-Effectiveness Model, including countries such
as Bulgaria, Romania, Greece, Italy and Portugal. These countries tend to combine lower or
moderate levels of government final consumption with comparatively lower Government
Effectiveness scores. Their position in the matrix indicates that differences in governance
outcomes are not solely associated with the level of public expenditure or public employment.

6.2 General Conclusions

Public administration performance in Europe cannot be explained by expenditure levels alone.
There is a clear positive relationship between the resources available to government and the
Government Effectiveness Index, but this relationship is not automatic. Based on the 2024 data,
final consumption expenditure of general government in PPS per capita is strongly associated
with Government Effectiveness. High-spending countries such as Luxembourg with 18,787 PPS
per capita and a Government Effectiveness score of 2.04, Norway (non EU) with 14,674 PPS and
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1.84, Denmark with 11,689 PPS and 1.91, and Finland with 10,693 PPS and 1.82 are among the
strongest performers. At the lower end, countries such as Bulgaria with 5,198 PPS and 0.04,
Serbia with 3,592 PPS and 0.10, North Macedonia with 2,630 PPS and -0.03, and Bosnia and
Herzegovina with 2,860 PPS and -0.64 combine lower expenditure with weaker effectiveness
outcomes. This confirms that fiscal capacity matters, but it does not by itself determine
administrative performance.

The same conclusion emerges when examining the narrower indicator of core public
administration costs, measured as compensation of employees and intermediate consumption
under COFOG 1 (General Public Services). A clear West-East gap is visible. The highest per-
capita costs are found in Luxembourg (€3,572), Belgium (€1,606), Germany (€1,571), Austria
(€1,548) and Denmark (€1,508), while much lower values are recorded in Bulgaria (€257),
Romania (€348), Latvia (€356) and Poland (€462). At the same time, similar levels of
administrative spending are associated with very different governance outcomes. Ireland
spends €620 per capita on core public administration and records a Government Effectiveness
score of 1.61, while Greece spends a comparable €653 but reaches only 0.19. Likewise, Sweden
achieves a score of 1.77 with €934 per capita, whereas Austria spends €1,548 and records 1.51.
These examples indicate that the relationship between administrative expenditure and
Government Effectiveness is not linear and that spending levels alone do not explain differences
in governance outcomes.

A particularly important finding is the divergence between cost growth and effectiveness growth
between 2020 and 2024. Final consumption expenditure of general government in PPS per
capita increased in all countries covered. Across the full group of countries, the average
increase was approximately +32.3%, with a median of +29.9%. The lowest increase was
recorded by Czechia with +17.6%, while the highest increase was recorded by Albania with
+63.7%. By contrast, Government Effectiveness improved only modestly. In index-point terms,
the average improvement was about +0.07 points, with a median of +0.05 points. The
relationship between expenditure growth and effectiveness improvement was therefore weak to
moderate. This means that rising public-service expenditure was a general European trend, but
it did not systematically translate into stronger government effectiveness.

The 2020-2024 period shows two contrasting dynamics. Several South-East European and
accession-context countries recorded noticeable improvements, often from relatively low
starting points. Romania increased from -0.22 to 0.42, Albania from -0.14 to 0.31, Montenegro
from -0.02 to 0.37, Bosnia and Herzegovina from -0.98 to -0.64, while Croatia and Poland also
improved. These developments point to a degree of catching-up in governance performance. At
the same time, a number of established and higher-income administrations recorded declines.
Malta fell from 1.04 to 0.62, Greece from 0.44 to 0.19, Austria from 1.66 to 1.51, Finland from
1.95to 1.82, and the Netherlands from 1.85 to 1.75. Overall, the period was therefore
characterised by both catching-up and declining effectiveness, rather than a simple pattern of
convergence.

The report also shows that countries can be “expensive” in different ways. Core public

administration costs account for only a small share of overall government staff and operating
costs. Across the EU-27, General Public Services represent 2.3% of GDP, compared to 16.3% of
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GDP for total government compensation of employees and intermediate consumption. This
distinction matters because high public expenditure is often driven by service delivery in areas
such as education, health and social services rather than by the administrative machinery itself.
For example, Finland, Denmark and Sweden have high overall staff and operating costs (25.1%,
22.6% and 20.9% of GDP respectively), while their General Public Services costs remain
comparatively modest (3.3%, 2.3% and 1.8%). Germany shows the opposite pattern, with
relatively low total staff and operating costs (14.8% of GDP) but comparatively high General
Public Services costs (3.1%). This illustrates that expenditure structures vary considerably
across countries and need to be analysed by function rather than through aggregate spending
levels alone.

The level-of-government analysis confirms that administrative structures differ strongly across
Europe. Federal countries such as Belgium, Germany, Austria and Spain naturally record
expenditure at state-government level, while in non-federal countries comparable
responsibilities may be allocated to central or local government. For this reason, the
subnational view, combining local and state government, is particularly useful. For the EU-27,
subnational administration costs amount to 9.1% of GDP, total subnational expenditure to
16.4% of GDP, and the administration-cost share to 55.5%. Federal countries record high
subnational expenditure: Belgium reaches 27.4% of GDP, Germany 23.8%, Spain 22.9%, and
Austria 20.1%. However, the highest subnational administration-cost values are not found in
federal countries, but in the Nordic countries: Finland records 17.5% of GDP, Denmark 15.5%,
and Sweden 15.3%. High subnational costs are therefore not only a result of federalism. They
can also reflect strong decentralised service delivery.

The share of administration costs in total subnational expenditure also shows that federalism
does not automatically mean higher administrative intensity. Germany has a subnational
administration-cost share of 45.4%, Belgium 47.8%, and Austria 50.2%, all below the EU-27
value of 55.5%. Spain, at 58.1%, is only slightly above the EU value. By contrast, several non-
federal countries show much higher subnational administration-cost shares: Bulgaria 76.8%,
Slovakia 76.3%, Estonia 76.0%, Lithuania 74.7%, Finland 73.8%, Latvia 72.6%, and Croatia
72.0%. These high shares should not automatically be interpreted as administrative overhead.
Since the indicator includes compensation of employees and intermediate consumption, it may
also reflect the direct production of labour-intensive public services, limited transfer or
investment roles, or accounting differences between countries.

Local government differences are similarly large. Local administration costs range from only
0.3% of GDP in Malta, 1.1% in Ireland, and 1.2% in Cyprus to 15.3% in Sweden, 15.5% in
Denmark, and 17.5% in Finland. Total local government expenditure ranges from 0.4% of GDP in
Malta to 31.2% in Denmark. The share of administration costs in total local expenditure ranges
from 45.8% in Ireland to 76.8% in Bulgaria, with the EU-27 at 61.0%. This shows that local
governments differ not only in size, but also in function. Some local governments are major
direct service producers. Others have stronger financing, transfer, planning or investment roles.

Central governments show a different pattern. For the EU-27, central administration costs

amount to 6.1% of GDP, while total central government expenditure reaches 25.1% of GDP.
Administration costs therefore represent 24.3% of central expenditure, far below the
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corresponding subnational share. This reflects the broader role of central governments in
transfers, social spending, debt-related expenditure, subsidies and national functions.
However, country differences are large. Central administration-cost shares range from 11.5% in
Belgium and 12.5% in Spain to 45.0% in Ireland, 45.2% in Malta, and 45.8% in Cyprus.

In general, the findings suggest that public administration reform should not focus only on
reducing or increasing expenditure. The central reform question is how resources are converted
into effective public services and credible government action. High expenditure can support
strong performance where it is combined with capable institutions, skilled personnel, good
coordination, digital tools, clear responsibilities and effective implementation. Low expenditure
may reflect efficiency, but it may also indicate under-capacity. Likewise, high staff and
operating costs may indicate administrative burden, but they may also reflect direct provision of
education, health, care, safety or other labour-intensive public services. Reform debates
therefore need to distinguish clearly between core administration, broader staff and operating
costs, final consumption, public employment, and the distribution of responsibilities across
levels of government.

Finally, the analysis also shows the need for better harmonised comparative data. More
detailed Eurostat data would improve the interpretation of public administration costs,
especially if expenditure in PPS per capita could be broken down by COFOG function and by
sector of government, including central, state and local government. Better harmonisation of
the state and regional government sector would also help to allocate regional expenditure more
consistently across countries. The current data already provide a useful comparative basis, but
country-specific interpretation still requires additional information on institutional
responsibilities, accounting rules, service-delivery models, reform histories and outcome
quality.
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Table 3: Final Consumption of Government, Administration Costs and Public Employees

Total Government Functions (COFOG) — e Frr e Worldbank
General Government 2023 Governance
% of GDP 2024 Indicators
Compensation
Consumption
EU 27 16,3 21,4 1,09
Belgium 16,8 23,8 79,5 18,3 1,19
Bulgaria 16,0 19,8 90,4 16,8 0,04
Czechia 15,4 20,0 88,5 17,8 1,18
Denmark 22,6 23,0 147,2 27,3 1,91
Germany 14,8 22,0 63,8 11,5 1,55
Estonia 18,5 21,0 118,2 23,4 1,3
Ireland 9,6 12,3 102,6 20,2 1,61
Greece 15,7 18,6 75,1 15,5 0,19
Spain 16,4 19,3 67,9 15,3 1,11
France 17,9 24,2 92,4 20,7 1,2
Croatia 20,6 23,0 100,8 22,8 0,71
Italy 14,8 18,1 60,3 13,7 0,79
Cyprus 15,4 18,4 0,87
Latvia 19,3 21,9 113,2 23,6 0,74
Lithuania 16,0 18,8 109,6 21,2 1,2
Luxembourg 15,7 19,0 114,3 14,7 2,04
Hungary 18,7 20,6 93,9 18,9 0,5
Malta 17,0 16,9 0,62
Netherlands 15,4 25,8 70,9 12,3 1,75
Austria 18,3 21,6 86,6 16,7 1,51
Poland 18,5 20,8 79,5 16,7 0,67
Portugal 15,7 16,8 74,1 15 0,95
Romania 17,4 18,5 77,2 17,4 0,42
Slovenia 17,8 20,4 87,1 16,8 1,09
Slovakia 17,1 21,1 86,4 19,3 0,66
Finland 25,1 26,1 126,2 25,2 1,82
Sweden 20,9 26,4 146,1 28,2 1,77
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Table 4: Public Administration Typology

el

NUO>=

Subnational
Final
Country Country size | Governance | Public employment Cost of PA nat Government
Consumption Expenditure
i dium (16.4%
EU 27 EU aggregate | low (1.09) (9;"’13?1'”0%0) medium (16.3%) | medium (21.4%) | MeCum (16:4%)
di high (27.4%
Belgium large low (1.19) (7:;1'”0?0) medium (16.8%) | high (23.8%) igh (27.4%)
di low (8.2%
Bulgaria medium | very low (0.04) (9?2/1'”0”;0) medium (16.0%) | medium (19.80%) | OV (&:2%)
di dium (12.1%
Czechia large low (1.18) (821;1'”0”30) low (15.4%) | medium (20.0%) | Meaum (12:1%)
. very high very high . 0 . o high (31.2%)
Denmark medium (1.91) (147.2/1,000) high (22.6%) high (23.0%)
di high (23.8%
Germany very large m: 5':;“ low (63.8/1,000) low (14.8%) high (22.0%) igh (23.8%)
Estonia small low (1.30) high (118.2/1,000) high (18.5%) medium (21.0%) | medium (10.4%)
Ireland medium high (1.61) high (102.6/1,000) low (9.6%) low (12.3%) low (2.4%)
Greece large very low (0.19) |  low (75.1/1,000) low (15.7%) low (18.6%) low (4.0%)
Spain very large low (1.11) low (67.9/1,000) medium (16.4%) | medium (19.3%) | high (22.9%)
di dium (11.3%
France very large low (1.20) (9;"2/1'”0”;0) medium (17.9%) | high (24.206 | mecium (11:3%)
Croatia small very low (0.71) | high (100.8/1,000) high (20.6%) high (23.0%) | Medium (11.8%)
Italy very large | verylow (0.79) | low (60.3/1,000) low (14.8%) low (18.1%) | medium (14.3%)
Cyprus small very low (0.87) n.a. low (15.4%) low (18.4%) low (1.7%)
Latvia small very low (0.74) | high (113.2/1,000) high (19.3%) high (21.9%) | medium (11.3%)
Lithuania small low (1.20) high (109.6/1,000) | medium (16.0%) low (18.8%) low (9.9%)
high low (5.5%
Luxembourg small VT;VO"‘*;; high (114.3/1,000) low (15.7%) | medium (19.006) | OV (5:5%)
i low (5.9%
Hungary large very low (0.50) (9?;71'”530) high (18.7%) | medium (20.6%) | O (5:9%)
Malta small very low (0.62) n.a. medium (17.0%) low (16.9%) low (0.4%)
Netherlands large high (1.75) low (70.9/1,000) low (15.4%) high (25.8%) | Medium (13.2%)
] medium medium ] , high (20.1%)
0, 0
Austria large (1.51) (86.6/1,000) high (18.3%) high (21.6%)
di dium (14.6%
Poland verylarge | very low (0.67) (7;12/1”0”;0) high (18.5%) | medium (20.8%) | meCum (14.6%)
Portugal large very low (0.95) low (74.1/1,000) low (15.7%) low (16.8%) low (6.6%)
i low (9.5%
Romania large very low (0.42) (7;1:7,;1;30) medium (17.4%) low (18.5%) ow( 0
i low (8.8%
Slovenia small low (1.09) (8;"1371'”530) medium (17.8%) | medium (20.4%) |  °W (8:8%)
i low (8.0%
Slovakia medium | very low (0.66) (82”271'”020) medium (17.1%) | medium (21.1%) | W (8:0%)
. . very high very high . 0 . o high (23.7%)
Finland medium (1.82) (126.2/1,000) high (25.1%) high (26.1%)
. very high . 0 . 0 high (25.8%)
Sweden large high (1.77) (146.1/1,000) high (20.9%) high (26.4%)

Source: KDZ own calculations
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Table 5: Legend and classification thresholds of Public Administration Typology

Dimension Category Threshold / underlying figure

Country size small up to 4.5 million residents

Country size medium more than 4.5 millionand upto 8
million residents

Country size large more than 8 million and up to 25
million residents

Country size very large more than 25 million residents

Governance / Government very low Government Effectiveness Indicator

Effectiveness below 1.0

Governance / Government low 1.0to below 1.4

Effectiveness

Governance / Government medium 1.4 to below 1.6

Effectiveness

Governance / Government high 1.6 to below 1.8

Effectiveness

Governance / Government very high 1.8t02.5

Effectiveness

Public employment low below 75 public employees per 1,000
inhabitants

Public employment medium 75 to below 100 public employees per
1,000 inhabitants

Public employment high 100 to below 125 public employees
per 1,000 inhabitants

Public employment very high 125 or more public employees per
1,000 inhabitants

Cost of PA low below 16% of GDP for compensation
of employees and intermediate
consumption

Cost of PA medium 16% to 18% of GDP

Cost of PA high more than 18% of GDP

Final consumption low below 19% of GDP

Final consumption medium 19% to 21.5% of GDP

Final consumption high more than 21.5% of GDP

Subnational government expenditure low below 10% of GDP for total
subnational government expenditure

Subnational government expenditure medium 10% to 20% of GDP

Subnational government expenditure high more than 20% of GDP

Missing data n.a. not available in the OECD public-

employment data used in the report
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Table 6: Local Governments - Administration Costs

% of GDP Local Government Total Local Government Share of Admin. Costs on
2024 Administration Costs Expenditure Total Expenditure
Malta 0,3 0,4 75,0
Ireland 1,1 2,4 45,8
Cyprus 1,2 1,7 70,6
Greece 2,4 4,0 60,0
Luxembourg 3,2 5,5 58,2
Spain 3,9 6,1 63,9
Portugal 3,9 6,6 59,1
Hungary 4 5,9 67,8
Germany 4,8 9,5 50,5
Austria 5 9,5 52,6
Belgium 5,2 7,2 72,2
France 5,4 11,3 47,8
Romania 5,5 9,5 57,9
Slovenia 6 8,8 68,2
Slovakia 6,1 8,0 76,3
Bulgaria 6,3 8,2 76,8
EU 27 6,4 10,5 61,0
Lithuania 7,4 9,9 74,7
Italy 7,7 14,3 53,8
Estonia 7,9 10,4 76,0
Czechia 8,2 12,1 67,8
Latvia 8,2 11,3 72,6
Croatia 8,5 11,8 72,0
Netherlands 8,7 13,2 65,9
Poland 10 14,6 68,5
Sweden 15,3 25,8 59,3
Denmark 15,5 31,2 49,7
Finland 17,5 23,7 73,8
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Table 7: Subnational Governments - Administration Costs

Subnational

% of GDP Government Total Subnational Share of Admin. Costs on
2024 Administration Costs Government Expenditure Total Expenditure
Malta 0,3 0,4 75,0
Ireland 1,1 2,4 45,8
Cyprus 1,2 1,7 70,6
Greece 2,4 4, 60,0
Luxembourg 3,2 5,5 58,2
Portugal 3,9 6,6 59,1
Hungary 4 5,9 67,8
France 5,4 11,3 47,8
Romania 5,5 9,5 57,9
Slovenia 6 8,8 68,2
Slovakia 6,1 8, 76,3
Bulgaria 6,3 8,2 76,8
Lithuania 7,4 9,9 74,7
Italy 7,7 14,3 53,8
Estonia 7,9 10,4 76,0
Czechia 8,2 12,1 67,8
Latvia 8,2 11,3 72,6
Croatia 8,5 11,8 72,0
Netherlands 8,7 13,2 65,9
EU 27 9,1 16,4 55,5
Poland 10 14,6 68,5
Austria 10,1 20,1 50,2
Germany 10,8 23,8 45,4
Belgium 13,1 27,4 47,8
Spain 13,3 22,9 58,1
Sweden 15,3 25,8 59,3
Denmark 15,5 31,2 49,7
Finland 17,5 23,7 73,8
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Table 8: Central Governments - Administration Costs

% of GDP Central Government | Total Central Government | Share of Admin. Costs on
2024 Administration Costs Expenditure Total Expenditure
Spain 2,8 22,4 12,5
Germany 3 14,8 20,3
Belgium 3,2 27,8 11,5
Sweden 5,6 31,4 17,8
E:"'irgr':ea" 6,1 25,1 24,3
Netherlands 6,2 30,2 20,5
Finland 6,7 33,7 19,9
Italy 6,8 32,5 20,9
Denmark 7 34,7 20,2
Czechia 7,1 36,0 19,7
Austria 7,3 35,6 20,5
Poland 8,1 29,6 27,4
France 8,3 23,0 36,1
Lithuania 8,3 29,8 27,9
Ireland 8,5 18,9 45,0
Bulgaria 9,6 29,2 32,9
Estonia 10,5 38,6 27,2
Romania 10,5 31,1 33,8
Luxembourg 10,6 33,7 31,5
Slovakia 10,6 32,3 32,8
Latvia 1 28,7 38,3
Portugal 11,5 31,1 37,0
Slovenia 1,7 30,4 38,5
Croatia 11,8 32,9 35,9
Greece 12,5 35,6 35,1
Cyprus 14,1 30,8 45,8
Hungary 14,8 37,1 39,9
Malta 16,8 37,2 45,2
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