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THE COMPOSITION AND STRUCTURE OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS,

AUDIQO-VISUAL, INSURANCE AND COMPUTER SERVICES INDUSTRIES
IN VOORBURG GROUP MEMBER COUNTRIES

1. At the 1992 Voorburg Group Meeting, Australia agreed
tce revise the statistics produced for the computer
services industry in its 1992 paper. It also agreed to
summarise available data cn the telecommunications,
audio-visual and insurance industries. This paper maets
that commitment.

Methodelogy

2. Each member country was asked to review and revise
the computer services industry data it provided for the
1952 paper. 1If data for the computer services had not
previously been supplied they were asked to complete a
proforma on the size of the industry, a commodity
dissection of revenue and a breakdown of expense items.
In addition they were asked to provide summary data on .
the size of the other industries along similar lines =o
the computer services industry proforma.

3. 1t was decided to only collect summary data about the
telecommunications, audio-visual and insurance industries
as it was felt that few, if any. countries would be able
to provide a sufficiently detailed breakdown of revenue
and expenses for them. The computer services revenue and
expense breakdowns were retained as the model survey for

this industry has been developed further than those for
the other industries,

Response

4. At the time of writing, responses have been received
from Australia, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland,
France, Great Britain, Japan, Nerway, Sweden and the
United States. Countries who supplied data for the
computer services paper last yvear and have been included
irn the computer services tables are New Zealand, Mexico,
Germany and the Netherlands, Statistics from these
responses are summarised in the attached tables.

5, It was expected that not all countries would be able
to provide data, and in some cases conly partial responses
could be made. This is because of the different stages

of development of the industry surveys in member
countries.

6. Those countries that have data which could be used to
supplement the information in the attached tables are
asked to supply it at the Osloc meeting.



Regults
General Comments

7. Employment was asked to be split into numbers of beth
full and part time employees. As only Zour countries
were able to provide this employmernt split, and in zhose
responses the incidence of part time employment was only

small, it was decided to not include those figures on zhe
tables.

8. An examination of the statistics in the attached
tables leads one to the conclusion that there is likely
te be some definiticonal, scope and coverage differences
between countries. For example some countries include
both incorperated and unincorporated businesses in their
figures whereas others will only include incorporated
businesses. It iz also not certain that all countries
included government enterprises in their figures. The
non-ineclusion of such enterprises could cause a
significant understating of employment and revenue,
particularly in some indusiries.

9. The possibility of different scope and coverage
practices across countries makes it difficule to be
certain that the difference in the statistics fcr

countries is a true reflection of real differences.

10. This leads one to the cenclusion that there is a
need for moere comprenensive guidelines for the conduct of
surveys of businesses within these industries. This
would improve the comparability of that data which is
available and may provide the impetus for more cocillection
activity around the world.

Telecommunications Induscry (Table 1)

11. There was a lot of data available on the
relecommunications industry in the countries which
respended. Most countries were able to supply the
percentage shares of number of businesses, emplcyment and
revenue. Norway could not supply business numbers, tha
United States and Japan revenue share.

12. The countries are ordered based on the percentage
share of employment of the industry across the tozal
economy. The Czech Republic, Finland and the United
States all reported a percentage share of greater “han
1.4% of total employment. All countries reported that
the percentage share of employment was significantl
larger than the figure for number of businesses,
particularly in the Czech Republic where 1t is only the
one business that provides all the 1.6% of employment.

13. 1n all countries, the percentage share of number of
businesses is very small, ranging from virtually 0.0% in



the Czech Republic, Australia and Finland te 0.3% in ths
United States. The percentage share of number of
businesses in the United States was more than twice as
great as the other countries.

14. Converseiy, as menticned previsously, the percentage
shares of employment and also revenue are relatively
large, 0.5 te 1.6, and 0.4 tc 1.6 respectively. Apart
from Japan and United States, all countries reported the
percentage share of revenue for this industry across the
economy, althougnh the United States did provide revenue
generated by the industry. All revenues repcriad were
above 1.0% except for Great Britain.

15. In every country which responded, of the four
industries, the telecommunicaticns industiry has the
smallest percentage share of numbers of businesses. Yet,
of all cocuntries, except the Czech Republic arnd
Australia, it has the largest percentage share of
revenue, and in all but three countries {(United States,
Canada and Japan), the highest percentage of employment.

16. The fact that in many countries the
telecommunications industry is gquite often dominated by
government organisations may account for the low
incidence of businesses and the high level of employment
and generated revenue reported. However the major
difficulty with analysing the data in this table 1s
likely to be in the scope., coverage and definitional
differences in the data reported.

Audio-visual Induscry {(Table 2)

17. There was less data provided for the audio-visual
industry. Australia was able to provide no data at all,
while Nerway could only supply revenue figures.

18. The figures reported in the audic-visual industry
show that this industry is smaller in size than the other
industries being examined. The largest percentage share
of employment was in Great Britain, Canada and Finland,
which reported 0.6% of total employment in this industry.
This figure is equivalent to the lowest figure reported
in the telecommunications industry.

19, Revenue figures supplied ranged from 0.03% <f total
revenue in Norway toe 0.7% in Canada. All the percentages

reported were beliow those for the telecommunicatiocons
industry.

20. The table also shows that although the audio-vigual
industry in Great Britain shows the greatest percentage
share of businesses and employment, the industry's
percentage share of revenue is one of the lowest.

2;. Australia was unable to provide data for the audio-
visual industry because under itg industry



classification, the audio-visual industry {ISIC 2211-
9213} was included with figures for Recreation, Personal
and Other Services. Under ANZSIC, the new Australian and
New Zealand industry classification, the audico-visual
industry is classified separately which will facilitate
the provisicn of figures for thie industry in the future.

Tnsurance Induscry {Table 3}

25 .  alchough most countries could supply figures on
employment and number of husinesses in this industry.
only four countries were able to report the revenue
generated. Only France were unable to provide any cata
on any segment of the industry. Countries are again
ordered based on the employment share of the induscry.
The United States reported significantly larger
percentage shares for both number of businesses and
employment numbers, even though Japan, Canada, Finland
and Australia all reported employment percentages ovVer
1.0%,

53, fThere were further variations in the percentage
shares of and between number of businesses and
employment. Employment numbers ranged from 0.5% in Great
Bricain to 2.3% in the United States, while the numper of
pusinesses ranged from 0.0% (29 businesses) in the Czech
Republic, and 0.l% in Canada, Sweden and Finland up to
2.5% in the United States. While the percentage share cf
number of businesses was greater than that of employment
in the United States, the opposite was the case in all
other countries. The percentage share for employment for
the other countries being significantly higher, up to 14
times in Canada, than for number of businesses.

24. Five countries, United States, Japan, Finland,
Denmark Great Britain and France were unable to provide
revenue figures for this industry. 0Of these countries,
four were among the largest six in thelr percentage share
of eamployment. The revenue figures wiich were reported
ranged from 0.6 in Sweden to 1.6 in Australia.

Computer Services Industry (Table 4)

35, This shows the size of the computer services
industry in fourteen different countries. Those
countries that answered the proforma for last year's
Voorburg paper have had their figures repeated here.
Again the percentage share of employment is the basis of
the ordering on the table.

26. Japan and Finland have the largest percentage share
of employment, the industry in baeth countries being over
1.1% of total employment. On the other hand, the

computer services industry in Mexico only provided 0.05%
of total employment.



27. There are large variations in the wvarious measures
used to gauge the size of the industry. The percentage
share of businesses, range from 0.02% in Mexico to 2.2%
in Great Britain. The range of the employment

percentages was also relatively large, 0£.05% in Mexicec to
1.3% in Japan.

28. On the cther hand, the percentage share of revenue
was fairly similar across countries, ranging frcm 0.2% in
Great Britain to 1.3% in the Czech Republic and Sweden.
It is werth polnting ocut that in Great Britain, although
containing 2.2% of all business, the computer services
industry cnly generates 0.2% of revenue. 1If the Great
Britain revenue figure is not included the range is then
0.4% to 1.0%. :

29. The figures for Japan and Great Britain make an
interesting compariscn., In Japan the percentage of
businesses in the computer services industry 1is enly
0.3%, compared to in Great Britain, 2.2%. Yet the 0.3%
of businesses in Japan provides employment for 1.3% of
the ecoriomy's total employment, whereas in Great Britain
2.2% of businesses provides employment for only (0.5%,

30. Loocking at the type and size of the variaticons in
the reported data, it would appear that either the
industry is very different in Great Britain compared to
other countries, or that their data is compiied
differently,

Computer services - commodity items (Table 5)

11. There was limited data available for the breakdown
of revenue by commodity item in the computer serviczes
industry. Only those countries which have tested the
mcdel survey have been able to complete the takle. Of
the fourteen countries reporting summary data for the
incdustry eonly eight could supply any figures on the
revenue breakdown. Of these eight only Canada, Finland,
France, New Zealand and Sweden could provide figures for
the majority of CPC items aleng the lines of the model
survey. As readers will be aware from the previcus
meetings, these countries have also used differing
classifications in groupings of goods and services.

32. Canada was able to separately identify revenue for
the majority of commodity items. However in the Canadian
figures they have combined systems and user tools
software and application software, and not ccllected

separate data for systems malntenance and other computer
services.

33. Finland, France and New Zealand can all furnish
separate data for the majerity of CPC categories.
Finland do not collect individual data fer other
professional computer services and other computing
processing services, and France for programming services,



while New Zealand combine other computer services with
revenues from other services.

14. 1In their survey of the computer services industry,
Sweden collect a different commedity dissection tTo the
one outlined ir the model survey. However, since last
year's meetling they have modified the resulzs they gained
in a way that corresponds more closely with those in the
model survey.

35. Both Japan and the United States, while collecting
certain commodity breakdowns, collect cata from
categceries more suitable to their own demestic
situations. The United States combine systems and user
tools software, application software, custom sSoftware
development and programming services, while also
collecting separate data on computer integrated systems
design and computer rental and leasing. Japan combine
all the professional computer services intc one category.

36. Australia was unable to supply the requested
breakdown. When last surveyed in 1987-88 the model
survey had not yet been develcoped and, as such, an
extensive commodity breakdown was not used. Australia
will be surveying the computer services industry again in
1992-93 and will be able to provide a greater commcdity
dissection after that.

37. From the data that was gained it appears that in
most countries, Canada being the exception, data
processing and tabulation services 1s the most Llmportant
commodity. Custom software development is significant in
most countries and applications scoftware 1s also
reasonabply important. In the United States computer
repair and malntenance and systems maintenance are
significant as is computer integrated design. 3Systems
and technical consulting is especially significant in
France. There is a significant amoun:t included under

revenue from other sources for each country except the
Uniced States.

Expense litems {Table 6)

38. This shows the percentage share of total expenses
for each expense item. Again percentages were thought to
be the best way of showing the data.

19. This table shows that it was more difficult to
compile these statistics than those in Tabie 5. Only
Canada can supply figures for the majority of expense
items included in the model survey. Most cther countries
collect only limited data on expense items, with many of
the expense items in the model survey combined into
single items. For example, Mexicc could only separate
wages and salaries, while Japan could separate wages and
salaries and rental and leasing of machinery expenses.



-

The information provided by the cther countries was
similarly brief.

40. For those countries that have been able to provide
data, there does appear to bhe some significant
differences. For example the share of wages and saiaries
in Mexico, and to a lesser extent New Zealand and Japan,
are much smaller than most other ccuntries.

41. It is obvious that this part of the model survey
naeeds to be the subject of more deve.opment work.

Conclusions

42. There are obvious differences in the data repcrted
by participating countries. These differences are so
marked that it seems reasconable to hypcthesise that the
differences must be at least partially due to
methodoleogical differences.

43. To identify real differences will regquire greater
consistency of ccllection practices. This in turn
implies the need for these practices toc be documented and
agreed upon. This would seem to relate particularly to
scope, coverage and industry delineation issues.

44. Not enly would this documentation lead to a set of
more compatible internaticnal statistics, it wouwld aelp
those less statistically advanced countries to more
quickly cbtain compatible data.

45. Australia will be continuing its service industries
surveys program for the next few years. For 1992-93 and
1492-94 it will concentrate on the prefessional and
business services secter, including a fairly complete
coverage of the informaticn technology industry. It is
willing to c¢ontinue the analysis of participating
countries data in these areas, hopefully leading tc a
more compatible set of international data.

46, Australia is also prepared to participate in the
develcpment of a set of guidelines for the conduct cf
surveys in these areas and weould encourage cther
countries to do likewise, There must be a significant
amount of knowledge on these topics in participating
countries sgo the task should not be too daunting.
Eurostat, in particular, has a set of statistical manuals

which would preovide an adequate starting point fer the
work.

September 1993



TABLE 1: STZE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY

Share of Total Economy (%)

country No of buminassee total employment g:::::::a Ho of bus Employment Revenué
(000} {millions)
Czech Republic 1 83 ¥c 8,750 0.0 1.6 1.2
Finland 70 19 FIM 8715 0.n 1.5 1.4
United States 33,099 1274 5217,034 0.5 1.4 n.a
Australia ] R4 sall,500 0.0 | 1.1 1.4
Great Britain 1,354 231 £15,089 0.07 1.0 0.4
Canada 47 125 $C 13,501 .04 1.0 1.4
Sweden 120 42 SEK 312700 0.02 G6.9 l.&
Norway n.a 20 17534 kr n.a 0.9 1.3
Denmark 486 23 DKR18, 331 0.2 0.8 1.2
Japan 4,479 262 n.a 0.1 0.6 n.a

France 284 1e7 ft130,121 n.a n.a n.a



TABLE 2: SIZE OF AUDIO-VISUAL INDUSTRY

ghara of Total Economy (%)

Country No of busineases Total enployment g::::::ed No of bus Employment Revenue
(*000) {"000) (millicns)
Great Britain 18 126 £9,102 1.1 0.6 0.2
Canada 4 74 5C 6,984 0.4 0.¢ 0.7
Finland 0.5 7 FIM 3419 ‘ 0.3 0.6 0.4
United Statas 15 410 $41,055 .6 0.5 n.a
Japan 3 109 n.a 0.1 0.3 n.a
Sweden 0.6 9 SEK 6100 0.1 0.3 0.3
Denmark 0.5 4 DKRLS579 n.2 0.1 0.1
Czech Republic 0.5 } Ke 1,174 0.1 0.1 0.0
Norway n.a I,a 470 kr n.a n.a 0.03%
France . 4 47 tt H6.064 n.a n.a f.a
n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a

Australia n.a



TABLE 3:

SIZE OF INSURANCE INDUSTRY

Share of Total Bconomy(%)

Country Mo of buainsssea Total amployment g::::::ad No of bus Eaploymant Revenus
(*0Q0) {1000} (millions)
United Stares 154 2119 n.a 2.5 2.3 rn.a
Japan 43 Bde n.a a.7 1.8 N.a
Canada 0.6 177 $C 10,313 g.1 1.4 1.1
Finland 0.2 15 n.a a.1 1.1 n.a
Australia S 80 SAl4, 995 0.7 1.0 1.6
Sweden 0.6 40 SEK13, 053 0.1 1.0 0.6
benmark 1 22 n.a 0.4 0.8 n.a
Czech Republic 0.02 7 Ke 5,914 0.0 a.! 0.8
Norway n.a 14 9338 kr N.d 0.6 0.7
Great Britain n.a 103 n.a n.a 0.5 n.a



TABLE 4:

SIZE OF COMPUTER SERVICES INDUSTRY

Shars of Total Economy (%)

Country No of buslpasaes tatal Employment g::::::ed No of bus Enploymsnt Revenue
{"000) ('000) {millions)
Japan 15 604 68, 792" 0.1 1.3 n.a
Finland 2 14 FIM 8,114 0.8 1.1 0.9
United States a0 7713 £91,254 0.7 0.8 n.a
Great Britain 38 11713 £9,085 2.2 0.8 0.2
Sweden 7 27 SEK 25236 1.4 0.7 1.2
Denmark 3 21 DKR1%5, 449 0.9 .1 1.0
New Zedland 2 a SNZ 1,500 1.0 0.7 0.8
Netherlands 9 39 SFL 6,650 1.5 0.¢ 0.6
Canada 6 61 s 5,520 .7 0.5 D.6
Czech Republic 4 22 Ke 9,090 (1.4 0.4 1.4
Nerway 1 10 9,471 bk n.a 0.4 o
Australia 4 24 SA 1,628 0.9 0.3 0.2
Mexico Q.3 3 PS1468,78B 0.02 B.4° n.a
France 20 i68 ff 96,779 n.a n.a n.a
Germany 18 n.a DM 22,413 DLy n.a G.4

&+

100 milbioen yen



TABLE 5: PERCENTAGE SHARE OF REVENUE BY COMMODITY ITEM - COMPUTER SERVICES

Commodity Itea Aupt Can Fin Fra Jap Nz Swe L1£:1.1
Systems and user taols software ) ) 1 * } 7 * i2a
) Y1l }
application software ] b 7 } 5 2 a
) ¥
Consultancy related to the ) )
installarion of hardware ) 1 u £ ) 2 5 |
) ] [
Systems and technical consulbing ] 5 2 20 1 i 2 }
) 1
Custom saftware development | 10 15 12 I 60 9 24
153 1 ra
Programming services } 5 10 3 } 4 1 )
} H
Computer facilities management I }
services . } 5 Py } ) 5 * 2
} }
Systems malntenance } " 4 1 } 3 [ b
)
Oother professional computer )
services } 9 . 1 5 1 3 *
Data processing and tabulation
services ) a 28 19 16 27 18 )
125 )
Data enktry services ) 2 1 4 3 1 5 120
|
Other computing processing ) 7 * 1 2 3 |
services )
)
Data base services )22 2 A 1 3 k) 1 1
)
Computer repair and maintenance ) 5 4 1 * 1 * llb
services 1
)
Other computer services } * 3 1 * } 3 24c
} } 24
} 1 23 217 13 ) 24 4q

Revenues from other sources

lcladed under Systems and user tools software

Incloded unde: Computer repair and meintepance services

inckles computer integrated systems desigqnilld, 2%}, compuletr rental and leasing(o. 1%)
tigures tor item not separately collected. inciuded #!sewhere in bigures.

QM



TABLE 6: PERCENTAGE SHARE OF EXPENSES INCURRED - COMPUTER SERVICES
Expense Itam Aust can Fin Fr Jap Max NZ Swe
Wages and salaries 17 16 39 40 33 22 28 )
)
Employee benefits 4 3 * 16 ) ) | y319
) } I ¥
Camput er services for own use * 3 * * ) } I }
'b ) |
Professional services b } )
- legal, auditing, etc - 2 * . } 1 ) }
) i ) }
Advertising and sales promotion . 4 . * ) ) ) }
) ] - }
Insurance - - 12 " } } } }
H ) 112
Rental and leasing of H l H
machinery 3 4 g * 10 ! } )
: ) )
Telecommunication services } 5 * ol H ) 3 )
H | )
OUperating supplies )18 ) * * ] ) ) )
| )y 4 ) 178 ) y12
Office and other supplies 1 } 15 . ) } ) )
) ] }
Rental and leasing of land } ) } :
and buildings 1 6a * * } } } }
) 1 } |
Urilities 2 1 v * ) ! } |
) } } } 1
Property and school taxes - ) * t t ) ] )
Ja 13 b ) I ) 34
Permits, licenses and other ) | | { e )
non-commcdity indirect taxes * I * I ) ) ) )
) ) ) )
Rayalties and patent fees paid 1 * * 1 ) [ ) t
) } } |
Services from related parties } ) i |
{not included above) v 3 3 * ) ) } ]
} ) )
Depreciation 5 a 8 & } } 3 ?
) }
Other aperating, administrative ! }
and general expenses 27 12 15 15 57h } 62c }
& included urwier pental and ledsing of land ami buildinus
B incloded urdder arher operat img, administrat ive and geveral expenses
e included wruler ot ber operal ing, adininistrative and gereral expernses
Inclacded e lmewhete P00 Fbgures,

* o tigures tor irem not separacely ool lecred.



