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Learning from the world

The OECD nations face tremendous chal-
lenges at the beginning of the 21st century.
Economic globalization, migration, environ-
mental issues and climatic change as well as
demographic and cultural shifts place democ-
racies under massive pressure to adapt. The
uncertainties experienced in the context of
the recent global financial and economic cri-
sis have further underscored the need for
effective and efficient political executive ca-
pacity. In a rapidly changing environment, it
is more important than ever for governments
to be able to react swiftly and decisively while
accurately gauging the long-term effects of
their political actions.

The Sustainable Governance Indicators
(SGI) are aimed at identifying the structural
and process-related challenges faced by gov-
ernments in the OECD. They also present and
compare capacities and deficits in confront-
ing challenges and, based on these findings,
measure the sustainability of these demo-
cratic societies.

The SGI use a set of indicators specially
tailored to these states in order to assess the
sustainability of their governance and offer
comparative data on each surveyed country.
In this manner, the SGI seek to encourage de-
bate on “good governance” and sustainable
policy-making, identify success models and
foster international learning processes within
the OECD.

A brochure of this scope can offer only a
brief overview of the objectives, methods and
findings of the SGI. The extensive data and
information set is freely accessible to all in-
terested parties either in print or online at
www.sgi-network.org. The guiding principle:
to use evidence-based analyses in generating
knowledge and points of reference for politi-
cal decision-makers, media, interested citizens
and researchers. To paraphrase the initiator
Reinhard Mohn, the SGI can help us “learn
from the world.”

Foreword
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Ready for the future?

A systematic comparison of sustainable governance

How sustainable are the highly developed industrialized nations of the OECD?

The Sustainable Governance Indicators (SGI), developed by the Bertelsmann Stiftung, answer this key question with a The Bertelsmann Stiftung’s Sustainable  ing environment, and in the face of increas- OECD member states
comprehensive and innovative set of measurements. The SGI offer evidence-based knowledge and points of reference for Governance Indicators (SGI), first published  ingly complex sets of problems, it is more

political decision-makers, members of the public, researchers and media. Systematic and cross-national in their comparison, in 2009 (www.sgi-network.org), form a valu-  important than ever for governments to react Australia

the SGI point the way toward successful, sustainable governance. able counterpart to the Transformation Index  resolutely in the short term and to accurately Austria
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Together, the SGI and BTl depict the state of affairs in governance for nearly every country in the world.
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Key parameters for an evidence-based comparison of 31 OECD states

The SGI are comprised of two
pillars — the Status Index and

the Management Index.

How do the SGI measure sustainability?

What is the conceptual design?

The Status Index measures the reform
needs of an OECD state in terms of quality
of democracy and performance in key
policy fields. The underlying principle
here is to examine the future viability of
a country’s policies. Their aim should be
twofold: to avoid shifting unjust burdens
to future generations, and to produce
policy results that imply a preservation
of or improvement in the quality of life
for present and future generations. In
light of the future challenges outlined
above, the objective is to ensure the long-
term viability and adaptability of eco-
nomic, sociopolitical and environmental
systems. This substantive, results-ori-
ented goal is strongly influenced by the
concepts of sustainability and quality
of life.

The Management Index assesses the
actual capacity of an OECD state to take
action and implement reform in terms of
developing, agreeing on and realizing pol-
icy. It seeks to answer the critical ques-
tion of whether a state is able to identify
pressing problems, develop proposals for
strategic solutions and thus foster sus-
tainable policy outcomes through gover-
nance. In this context, governance en-
compasses not only the actions of (core)
executive actors, but also their interac-
tions with other institutions and elements
of society (citizens, legislatures, special
interest groups, media) in each phase of
the policy cycle. The findings of the Man-
agement Index are thus suitable for draw-
ing comparisons.

Developing sustainable policy outcomes

The Sustainable Governance Indicators
(SGI) examine these two basic aspects (need
for reform and capacity to reform) in a sys-
tematic, evidence-based comparison of all
OECD nations. More than 80 experts from
around the globe contribute to the large-scale
study currently in its second edition. Based
on nearly 150 qualitative and quantitative
indicators, the SGI draw a profile of the
strengths and weaknesses of all states sur-
veyed, with the aim of fostering debate on
good governance and sustainable policy
outcomes within the OECD. The objective of
the SGI is to use this systematic (cross-na-
tional) comparison to identify success mod-
els (good practices) and to learn from these
while keeping each specific national context
in mind.

Generating knowledge

The overarching idea is to use evidence-
based analyses to generate context-based
knowledge for political decision-makers,
media, interested members of the public
and researchers. Continuous observation
and publication enable the SGI to identify
current trends and developments as well as
to examine the effects of political reform
measures on an ongoing basis. Alongside
the ranking results, detailed country reports
are compiled within the SGI information-
gathering process. These are freely accessi-
ble via the Website www.sgi-network.org. The
online presence enables all users to view all
relevant data in the desired level of detail.

The approach

The SGI expert network

With its innovative approach,
the SGlI allow for the first time far-
reaching assessments of the sus-
tainability of OECD member states.
The SGI are by no means a system
of purely quantitative data; the
SGl also include qualitative expert
assessments, which are gathered
by means of a questionnaire used
as part a multistage data capture
and validation process. A network
comprising a total of more than 80
respected scholars all over the
world is involved in the study.

The inclusion of qualitative in-
dicators is a major advantage of
the SGI over many other indices,
as this allows context-sensitive as-
sessments that purely quantitative

indicators cannot yield.

> Methodology, page 26
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Sustainable political outcomes in
a democratic context

The Status Index employs a broad set of democratic, social, economic and environmental indicators

The SGI Status Index examines
the quality of democracy and rule
of law as well as the policy per-
formance of 31 OECD states in 15

areas.

Policy Performance

Status Index

Economy and

e Social Affairs Security Resources
\ \ \ \
Electoral Process Economy Health Care External Security Environment
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Budgets Integration

SGI 2011 design — Status Index. The figure illustrates an overview of the key items comprising

the Status Index. A total of 100 qualitative and quantitative indicators underlie the Status Index.

What is the quality of democratic systems in OECD states?

How successful are they at realizing political outcomes?

The SGI Status Index looks at the quality
of democracy and rule of law by drawing on
an array of indicators. The quality of democ-
racy and political participation in a political
system are crucial to its long-term stability
and capacity to perform. Indeed, this viabil-
ity depends to a large extent on the levels
of trust between citizens and politics. Guar-
anteed opportunities for democratic partic-
ipation and observation, freely accessible
information, rule of law and protection of
civil rights are thus essential prerequisites
for the legitimacy of a political system. More-
over, democratic participation and observa-
tion are essential for concrete learning and

adaptation processes as well as the capacity
to change. The SGI thus regard structures
that ensure a high quality of democracy and
rule of law as necessary in achieving sus-
tainability in terms of long-term system sta-
bility.

Focus on policy areas of future relevance

In addition to the analysis of frameworks
of democracy and rule of law, the Status
Index offers a detailed comparison of the
performance of OECD states in policy areas
of relevance for the future. The SGI perspec-
tive is shaped by thoughts at the center of the
current international discourse on the meas-

urement of sustainability, societal progress
and quality of life (the beyond-GDP debate).
For this reason, the Status Index is by no
means limited to purely economic indicators
measuring a society’s economic growth and
material welfare; to the contrary, the Sustain-
able Governance Indicators also assess the
success of OECD nations in numerous other
spheres of political action that must not be
ignored in the pursuit of long-term viability
and capacity for performance in economic,
sociopolitical and environmental systems
with a high level of public participation. Ac-
cordingly, these include areas like education,
employment, health care, integration, inno-

vation, and environment. In total, 15 indi-
vidual areas of policy are assessed. They can
be divided into the following categories:

- Economy and employment
- Social affairs

- Security

- Resources

SGI: a multidimensional approach

At the center of the SGI is the thinking
that sustainable policy-making means plac-
ing the same importance on democratic as-
pects as on social, economic and environ-
mental progress.

>

A comprehensive assessment of
future viability must not be lim-
ited to the measurement of po-
litical outcomes and the quality
of democratic frameworks; to
the contrary, it must also look
very closely at the capacity of the
responsible political actors for

successful governance.
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Executive Capacity Executive Accountability

The Management Index compares governments’ executive capacity and
accountability toward different elements of society

In order to answer this key question, the SGI
Management Index has been designed around
a broad and innovative set of indicators.
These indicators allow a detailed assessment
of the extent to which governments of OECD
states are capable of working with other in-
stitutions and groups within society to iden-
tify pressing future problems, develop
targeted political solutions, and then effec-
tively and efficiently implement them.

The executive capacity of a government
With a view to governance in the broader

sense, the SGI concentrate on a govern-
ment’s executive capacity by analyzing it in
narrowly defined terms - in line with the
political cycle - of aspects like strategic plan-
ning, policy implementation, communica-
tion and institutional learning capacity.
These aspects of governance are measured
in the “Executive Capacity” dimension.

Steering Policy Institutional Citizens Legislature Intermediary

Capability Implementation Learning 9 Organizations
Strategic Effective Adaptability Citizens Structures Media
Capacity Implementation Participatory and Resources

Inter-ministerial
Coordination

Evidence-based
Instruments

Societal
Consultation

Policy
Communication

Organizational
Reform Capacity

Competence

of Legislative

Parties and Interest
Actors Accociations

Legislative
Accountability

SGI 2011 design — Management Index. The figure illustrates an overview of the key items comprising the

Management Index. A total of 47 qualitative and quantitative indicators underlie the Management Index.

Cooperation and interaction

A further element assessed relates to
the nature of relationships between govern-
ments and actors or groups outside of the
executive branch. The focus is, on the one
hand, on the government’s accountability to
citizens, legislatures, media, political par-
ties and special interest groups - actors that
(can) all exert important corrective functions.
On the other hand, the focus is on basic com-
munication performance in terms of avail-
ability of knowledge as a basis for strategic,
effective steering that involves and activates
elements of society in the development and
implementation of policy.

Consultation and executive accountability
Underscoring the importance of account-
ability, the SGI include a series of indicators
exploring the extent to which governments
consult, for example, relevant special inter-
est groups early on in legislative planning
processes. In short, the emphasis here is on
participation processes and on checks and
balances, each of which can improve a gov-
ernment’s strategic steering capacity. These
aspects of governance are measured in the
“Executive Accountability” dimension.

Capacity for performance, coop-
eration and interaction character-
ize the quality of the relationship
between a government and other

elements of society.

"1
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5GI 2011

Ranking

Where do the individual OECD states stand?

SGI: internationally recog-
nized for depth of detail
The SGI concept goes further than
previously existing international
rankings: no other ranking in the
world presents an analysis in com-
parable depth of detail. With its
innovative approach, the SGI proj-
ect has earned recognition by the
OECD as an official partner in the
" Global Project on Measuring the
Progress of Societies.” The Global
Project is the central international
platform for the worldwide “be-
yond-GDP" debate over sustain-
able business, social inclusivity and

quality of life (www.wikiprogress.org).
W‘ wikiprogress
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Management Index

Number of countries in
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Executive Accountability

Management Index
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New Zealand
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USA
Iceland
Luxembourg
Canada
Germany
Netherlands
United Kingdom
Switzerland
Japan
Austria
Ireland
Chile
Turkey
Spain
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South Korea
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Slovakia

Greece

OECD average
6.53

2011 results

* The SGI 2009 scores and rank-
ings presented here are not iden-
tical to the data published in SGI
2009. All SGI 2009 results have
been interpolated on the basis of
the new index design in order to
allow a reliable comparison. The
original SGI 2009 scores remain,
however, accessible via the web-

site.

Review periods

SGI 2009:

January 2005 — March 2007
SGI 2011:

May 2008 — April 2010

13
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SGI 2011
Status Index findings

Quality of democracy and political performance in the OECD

Environment

Environmental Policy [l
Energy Intensity Il
CO, Emissions [l
Water Usage [l

Energy Mix [l

Waste Management [l

Education

Education Policy Il

Upper Secondary Attainment Il
Tertiary Attainment

PISA Results Il

Continuing Education [l

Pre-primary Education Il

Finland Germany Greece

Comparing quality of democracy and policy performance

The Status Index is one of the two main pillars of the SGI project. It aims to compare “Policy
Performance” and the “Quality of Democracy” in the 31 states under review. In general, it is
presumed that a high quality of democracy is necessary for the long-term stability of a polit-
ical system and thus for the implementation of sustainable policies.

First dimension A country’s quality of democracy is measured in terms of four main elements, each of
of Status Index which takes further factors into account:

Electoral process

1 |
\ 2. Access to information \
3. Civil rights \
" 4. Rule of law |

Second dimension The second dimension of the Status Index provides information on individual countries’
of the Status Index performance in specific policy fields. The four areas analyzed here are especially important

for achieving sustainable policy:

1. Economy and employment \
2. Social affairs \
- 3. Security policy \
4 |

Resources

14

An overview of the Status Index findings

The top rankings of the Status Index are dominated by northern European countries. At the
same time, the leading group also includes New Zealand, with its Anglo-saxon heritage, and
continental European Switzerland, two nations with different political and state welfare tra-
ditions.

The group of mid-range scorers (Canada, Australia, Germany, Iceland, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, USA, Ireland, Great Britain, Belgium, Austria, Czech Republic, France, Portu-
gal, Japan, Chile, Spain, and Poland) and the lowest-ranking group (South Korea, Italy, Slo-
vakia, Mexico, Greece, and Turkey) are geographically and culturally just as heterogeneous
as the top group.

Standard typologies in comparative political science are insufficient to explain the Status
Index ranking of the OECD nations. For example, majoritarian democracies do not systemat-
ically score better or worse than consensus democracies. Classifying the countries as feder-
alist and centralist states also fails to help explain the differences in reform capacity.

The top group includes, above all, social democratic welfare states such as the Scandina-
vian countries. However, liberal welfare states also achieve high scores, with New Zealand,
Switzerland and Canada in the upper mid-range. In general, the findings of the Status Index
reveal higher scores among long-term, established OECD members - although there are ex-
ceptions: Chile, a new member, places in the lower midrange, while /taly and Greece rank sig-
nificantly lower than some Eastern European countries. This suggests that the smaller, more
open national economies tend to pursue especially sustainable policies.

T | | | | |

4.00 -5.00 l

Distribution of the 31 OECD

states surveyed in the Status Index

15
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The better the quality of the dem-
ocratic structures, the better the
chances of sustainable reform

policies.

Quality of democracy

Norway, Sweden, New Zealand and Finland receive top scores on quality of democracy.
Denmark also achieves very good ratings for quality of democracy, albeit lower than the rest
of the northern European countries. This is due to weaker scores for its anti-discrimination pol-
icy. Although Danish society has traditionally been liberal, it has tightened its immigration
laws in recent years. With its high proportion of direct democratic processes, Switzerland
also received high scores on quality of democracy.

Membership in the European Union seems to exert a positive influence on the protection
of civil rights: Hungary, Italy, Slovakia and Greece score better here than South Korea, Mexico
and Turkey. The main shortcomings of Turkish policy are restrictions on freedom of assembly
and opinion, as well as curtailment of the rights of the Kurdish minority. But in Hungary and
Italy, too, SGI experts consider the civil rights of ethnic minorities - especially Sinti and Roma
- inadequately protected. The SGI experts draw critical attention to deficits in the rule of law
among countries in the lower rankings of the Status Index. In Mexico and Greece in particu-
lar, the rule of law is considerably weaker than in the rest of the OECD countries. Preventing
and fighting corruption - especially within the legal system - is among the central challenges
for all countries in this group.

Policy-making in times of crisis

The largest financial and economic crisis seen in the postwar period left none of the sur-
veyed countries unscathed. Following the collapse of the investment bank Lehman Brothers
in autumn of 2008 and the domino effect it unleashed on the international financial system,
policy during the period observed has been shaped more by short-term crisis management
than by structural reforms. In addition to massive economic stimulus programs and the sta-
bilization of the banking sector,the political response included state intervention in the econ-
omy. Even though the real economy is still far from overcoming the fallout of the financial
crisis in many countries, we already see that the states that set the right priorities and deci-
sively implemented necessary reforms have been able to stabilize trust in politics and the
economy. Alongside these resolute steps, however, policymakers must not lose sight of prob-
lems on the long-term horizon - in particular, the immense burden of debt that coming gen-
erations will have to shoulder. The country reports of the SGI 2011 are a rich source of insights
into how political decision-makers in OECD countries acted when confronted by simulta-
neous demands for short-term crisis management and long-term policymaking - as well as
what can be learned from the crisis management experiences thus far. The countries’ per-
formance scores vary widely depending on policy area.

Status Index highlights

The SGI 2011 identifies good
practices observed in everything
from short-term crisis management

to sustainable policy-making.

>
OECD average OECD average
7.64 6.35
Quality of Democracy Policy Performance

1 Norway Sweden - 1
2 S Norway | 785 2 Economy and employment. /celand and Ireland were especially hard-hit by the finan-
3 Finland New Zealand [{7:801| 3 cial and economic crisis. Iceland’s economy is now receiving support from a reconstruction
4 New Zealand Finland 767 4 : o ) )
: S e (78] program under the International Monetary Fund. The stability of the Irish banking systems has

enmarl enmar|
6 T, Switzerland || 788 6 also sustained severe damage. On employment indicators, the surveyed countries’ perform-
7 Switzerland Canada 1727 7 ance is very mixed: Canada, Australia and the Netherlands still have relatively low unem-
8 "e'a”j L“"emb°”lr9 R ployment and high employment rates despite the crisis. Some countries, including /celand,
9 United States Australia - 9 L . X
10 T iceland 16881 10 the USA, Ireland, and Great Britain, enjoyed above-average labor market performance in re-
11 Netherlands United Kingdom | 6787 11 cent years, but experienced a spike in unemployment during the crisis. Germany is a special
12 alsislg Gemary [(6771| 12 case, since its previously high unemployment numbers fell continuously even during the cri-
13 Iceland Netherlands - 13 . . . . . -
1 Luembourg Belgium [NGABY 14 sis. This can be explained in part by the country’s extensive labor market reforms in 2003 and
15 Belgium United States [ 638| 15 2004 and by massive payments of short-time compensation for workers whose hours were re-
16 United Kingdom Austria (1633 16 duced during the financial crisis. In most countries, unemployment remains at a relatively
17 Portugal South K 17 . . -

. outh korea [N high level, with Turkey experiencing the most severe unemployment among the 31 OECD na-
18 Czech Republic France - 18 . .
19 Austria Czech Republic - 19 tions studied.
20 France Japan - 19
21 Poland Ireland - 21
22 Spain Chile 1603 22
23 Chile portugal [151637 23
24 Japan Hungary - 24
25 Hungary Spain - 25
26 ltaly Poland [ 1535 26
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28 Slovakia laly 15151 28
29 Mexico Mexico - 29
29 South Korea Turkey - 30
31 Turkey Greece - 31
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Social affairs. Norway leads here overall, closely followed by New Zealand and Sweden.
SGI experts judge the health systems of Sweden, Belgium, Finland, Denmark, Switzerland,
New Zealand and Canada to be similarly sustainable. The northern European countries take
the lead in social inclusion. In family policy too, Norway, Iceland, France and Sweden are con-
sidered exemplary: their well-developed childcare facilities make it easier for men and women
to combine family and career, and may also help explain these countries’ above-average birth
rates (New Zealand’s is the highest among the countries surveyed). As a consequence of the
need to finance their extensive welfare states, all northern European countries are charac-
terized by above-average tax burdens, with Denmark featuring the highest taxation rate of any
OECD nation. The Scandinavian states have so far largely managed to defend their prosper-
ity despite their extensive welfare states and high tax rates. These countries do, however,
have weaknesses in the area of integration policy.

Internal and external security. The third category within the dimension of “Policy Per-
formance” refers to external and internal security policy. The SGI experts assess the countries
in the top group similarly. For Denmark, however, the threat of international terrorism is
judged to be higher for than for the other countries due to its military involvement in
Afghanistan and the reaction to the Mohammed caricatures published in 2005. On security
policy, the United States scores significantly lower than the other countries in the upper mid-

Education, technological know-
how and a healthy environment
are key resources for sustainable

development.

18

range due to its above-average crime rate and its military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.
In addition, the Guantanamo prison camp has not yet been closed. Exceptional deficits in the
area of internal security can be observed in Mexico due to an extremely high crime rate and
unreliable police forces.

Resources. This category of the Status Index asks whether the OECD countries pursue
sustainable policy in regard to their available resources. The areas analyzed are environmental
policy, research and development as well as education policy. Overall, Finland leads on this
criterion, followed by Sweden, Switzerland, Denmark, Germany and Japan. In terms of envi-
ronmental policy specifically, SGI experts attest to especially sustainable approaches in Fin-
land, Norway, Denmark and Germany as well as in the frontrunner, Sweden. In recent years,
environmental policy has seen a transition from a classic regulatory approach toward new
environmental steering instruments (e.g., eco-tax, tradable emissions certificates, environ-
mental agreements). Here, Germany has established itself as a pioneer and initiator, taking
on a leading role - alongside Great Britain - in the EU. Germany’s good results should not,
however, obscure the fact that there is room for improvement here too. The state may subsi-
dize projects such as renewable energy, wind farms and modernization of buildings and in-
frastructure to improve energy efficiency, yet the proportion of renewables in the overall
energy mix is still small in international comparison. In terms of environmental sustainabil-
ity, the USA remains at the bottom of the ranking, although it is among the leading OECD na-
tions in research and development.

Status Index highlights
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Rating scale range of 1 — 10 points. Raw values for the quantitative indicators were converted to this scale using a linear transformation.

The findings of the Status Index point to significant differences in the strengths and weak-
nesses of OECD countries. Those nations with a strong quality of democracy score better than
the rest of the OECD on most areas of policy as well, although in some cases members rank-
ing in the upper and lower mid-range achieve scores equal to or even exceeding the top
group’s. In general, a very close relationship between two dimensions can be observed: the
better the quality of a country’s democratic structures, the more likely it is to achieve sus-
tainable reform policies.

In recent years, the reform capacity of many countries has taken a similar turn in certain
areas of policy. Pension policy reform in most industrialized nations tends toward a strength-
ening of private pension schemes and lengthening of working lifetimes. In family policy,
OECD nations have paid greater attention to improving compatibility of career and family in
recent years.

In which policy areas is the need for reform still especially great in the industrialized coun-
tries? The lowest average score in the Status Index is on research and development. More in-
tensive efforts are needed here, as there is a positive correlation between a country’s score on
research and innovation and the competitiveness of its economy.

Average scores are also rather low for sustainability in environmental and education
policy, as well as integration policy. Finally, a similarly low average score can be seen on
fiscal policy. In the area of fiscal retrenchment, 21 out of 31 OECD countries received the low-
est score. In light of this, the effects of the financial and economic crisis can be expected to
remain a main challenge for the industrialized countries for the foreseeable future.

Learning from the best
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SGI 2011

Comparing governance in the OECD

Executive capacity and executive accountability

Management Index highlights

Chile France Germany

Executive Accountability Il
Steering Capability ™
Policy Implementation

Institutional Learning M

New Zealand Slovakia Turkey

v

First dimension of

the Management Index

Second dimension of

the Management Index
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Executive capacity and executive accountability

The Management Index, comprising mainly governance indicators, sees democratic gov-
ernance from a holistic and contemporary perspective. This index focuses on the decisive
question of whether a nation is able to identify pressing problems, develop strategic solutions
and thus foster sustainable political outcomes. This allows an assessment of the reform ca-
pacity of a political system. Like the Status Index, the Management Index is structured in two
dimensions.

The first part of the Management Index concerns “Executive Capacity”. It looks at the aspects
of strategic planning, consultation and communication as well as capacity for implementa-
tion and learning.

However, as governing modern democracies must be seen as a two-way process involving
numerous interactions between different actors, the SGI approach goes beyond an analysis of
core executive functions. Accordingly, it also examines the capacity of citizens, legislatures,
special interest groups and media to participate in and monitor political processes. This di-
mension, “Executive Accountability”, focuses on the interaction between policymakers and
non-governmental actors in terms of political inclusion, expansion of the knowledge base and
monitoring of executive functions.

v

An overview of the Management Index findings

At the highest level of aggregation in the Management Index, the overview provides im-
portant initial indications of which countries exhibit the best performance of governance
overall and which countries show deficiencies. Background information in greater depth
on the performance of a given country can be found in the country reports on the SGI web-
site. These include substantiated, qualitative information right down to the level of individ-
ual indicators.

The SGI Management Indicators are clearly led by Sweden and Norway, each with aver-
age scores exceeded 8 points. Next come Denmark, Finland, New Zealand and Australia.
While the overall ranking of northern European countries is again outstanding, as observed
in the Status Index, this sequence also underscores the fact that no particular system type is
favored in the Management Index. This top group is followed by a broad mid-range in which
the changes in index scores are incremental, leaving no discernable clusters. Clearly bring-
ing up the rear of the survey are Greece and Slovakia. Both countries trail /taly, which is 29th
in the ranking, by nearly an entire point. The new OECD member Chile stands out positively,
already scoring higher than some established, longstanding OECD states.
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Executive capacity and executive accountability — both matter! Belgium Germany Greece New Zealand Turkey USA

Because the scores for the dimensions of “Executive Capacity” and “Executive Account- 4.7 5.9 4.1 8.2 6.1 8.8 Steering Capability
ability” are aggregated to create the Management Index, a closer look at both is warranted
in order to better understand the state of affairs in a country. Certain countries attain almost
identical scores on the two dimensions, such as Australia, Ireland and Japan. But there are
also cases of countries showing wide discrepancies between the two dimensions. Stronger @ @ @30 e e
scores and assessments for performance on “Executive Accountability” can compensate for
weaker scores on “Executive Capacity”, and vice versa. These cases include Canada, France
and Mexico, with France standing out. The country’s executive and strategic capacity at the e

Strategic Capacity

Inter-ministerial Coordination

i , ~ core executive level is strongly upheld through corresponding institutional structures and the
OECD states vary widely in their

, O i special position of the president. On the other hand, in the equally important dimension of
capacity to sufficiently integrate ¢ 1.0 ® 2.0 @27

" . e . . . Lo Evidence-based Instruments
Executive Accountability” - referring to involvement of parliament, special interest groups,
the knowledge and demands of

N , o citizens and media - France comes in last among all 31 countries surveyed. A strong and
citizens, parties and special inter-

capable executive function is thus by no means enough to successfully plan and implement ) ,
@ Societal Consultation

the reforms society urgently requires. To the contrary, it demands productive interaction
between the government and other elements of society.

est groups into their political de-

cision-making processes.

Policy Communication
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Learning from the best
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OECD average OECD average
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Executive Capacity Executive Accountability
1 Sweden Noway (18371 1 A first glance at the findings of the Management Index reveals that the quality of political
2 Finland Swed 2 . : : . . - . .
3 D'znan:ark A:::a:: = 3 steering varies widely among the highly developed industrialized nations studied. In many
4 N Al Denmark | 752 | 4 OECD states, especially pronounced differences can be observed in strategic steering capa-
5 Norway Luixembourg | 751 5 bility as well as in the capacity to sufficiently include the knowledge and demands of citizens,
g Ea”ad? | Z'ce:a”j = : parties and special interest groups in the political decision-making process. Yet precisely this
ustralia ew Zealan
8 T Finlend [ 720 8 point, inclusion of political actors and members of society outside of the executive core, is a
9 United Kingdom Germany | 697 | 9 decisive factor in successful political management. Active involvement of legislatures, parties,
10 Bz Bl = 10 citizens and intermediary organizations broadens the knowledge base as well as the norma-
1 Iceland United States 1 . . . . ) . . s
1 I Netherlands [ 1664 12 tive basis for actual governing, thus contributing to an increase in a state’s level of demo-
13 France Austria | 660 13 cratic and socioeconomic performance.
14 Mexico Japan - 14
15 G Ireland 15 . . .
ermeny e | o | A look at the top-ranking countries further reveals an array of parallels in styles of gov-
16 South Korea United Kingdom - 16 . . . o : . ;
17 Luxembourg Switzerland | 623 17 erning. These include, notably, the aspect of institutional learning capacity and self-monitor-
18 Chile Czech Republic | 6,08 18 ing. Governments that regularly re-examine their own institutional structures and internal
;z E”key | Casnad‘a = ;g processes and adjust them to new circumstances are more likely to be capable of strategic ac-
ortugal pain . X . X .
2 Japan faly | 575 21 tion and effective implementation of reforms. By the same token, the countries that do not
22 Ireland Chile | 574 22 seek to improve their steering capability by changing their institutional setups are especially
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26 Hungary South Korea - 26
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29 Belgium Mexico - 29
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31 Greece France - 31
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Social justice in the OECD

OECD average
6.55

Iceland

Sweden | Ranking
Denmark

The special study “Social Justice in the OECD” compellingly illustrates the possibilities of-
fered by the extensive data pool offered by the Sustainable Governance Indicators alongside

the Status Index and Management Index. The study, released in early 2011, seeks to compare Social Justice

Norway

0 00 N O VT A WN =

actual equal treatment as well as intergenerational equity are taken into account in the index. 30 T WWW.sgi-network.org.

By means of selected key indicators, for which internationally comparable data are available, EXON .85 [Nuikey

evidence-based conclusions can be drawn as to the level of social justice in the surveyed OECD
The findings

states and what actions are called for in the respective countries.

The northern European states are in a class of their own. They lead by a significant mar-
gin in the Justice Index and achieve, notably, very good scores on the key dimensions of
poverty prevention and access to education. Despite its overall excellent ranking, Sweden is
battling high youth unemployment, which is nearly three times the average unemployment

Social Justice Index rate.

( noway
the level of social justice in 31 OECD states based on a selection of individual indicators in the / (weighted index)
SGI 2011. By means of a scientifically sound method, the scores are aggregated to form a sub-

[Fance ]

The approach. Conceptually, the Justice Index is shaped by a contemporary under- 10 R
standing of justice that seeks not so much compensation for exclusion, but rather investment :: —
in inclusion. Rather than an “equalizing” distributive justice or purely formal equal opportu- 13
nity based on equal rules of the game/process, the concept of inclusive justice employed here 12 B
is that each individual actually enjoys the same opportunities for self-realization. This is guar- 1: i
anteed by targeted investment in the development of individual capabilities. Each member of . _‘
the public has the opportunity to shape his or her own life and is enabled to participate in 18 JE
broader society. An individual’s social background - association with a certain group, for ex- 19 1B
ample, or another non-mainstream starting point - must not negatively affect personal plans :(1]
forlife. >
3 B
The instrument. The SGI Justice Index is centered on this paradigm in that it covers :: :
areas in which the development of personal capabilities and opportunities for participation are % 1B The brochure “Social Justice in
of key importance. Alongside the fundamental aspect of preventing poverty, these include in- 27 B the OECD," published in 2011,
clusive education and access to the job market. In addition, the level of social cohesion and ;g : is available via the Website
e I —
[ Greece |
fokey |

Poverty Equitable Access to Social Cohesion Intergenerational
Prevention Education Labor Market and Equality Justice Most central and northwestern European states place within the mid-range, with France
' ' ' ' ' (8) and Great Britain (11) ahead of Germany (14). The East-Central European OECD members
" Poverty rate + Education policy + Employment rate + Sodialinclusions + Family policy Czech Republic (13), Hungary (17) and Slovakia (19) are also in the midfield, ahead of the
* Child poverty - Impact of socioeconomic * Older employment (qualitative) * Pension policy X L . .
- Senior citizen factors on educational . Forelgn-bor-to-native - Gini coefficient S southern European countries. Poland (24) alone, with its pronounced deficits in providing ac-
poverty performance employment - Non-discrimination - CO; emission cess to the labor market, lags somewhat behind.
* Pre-primary education - Employment rates by gender (qualitative) - Public R&D spending
omenmen | Cender .equamy " DebrtoGOP The southern European nations all rank significantly below the OECD average, with Turkey
- Unemployment rate - Integration policy
- Long-term unemployment (qualitative) and Greece occupying the two bottom positions.
- Youth unemployment ratio
- Low-skilled

unemployment ratio
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Combining empirical and qualitative
data for more informative results

SGI methodology makes good use of both approaches

The SGI process corresponds with
the assessment process used
successfully by the Bertelsmann
Stiftung in its sister project, the

Transformation Index (BTI).

1. Data collection

The SGI are based on sound data capture and aggregation methods. In order to ensure
proper operationalization of the individual index components, the SGI comprise a combi-
nation of qualitative and quantitative data. In this way, their strengths are put to targeted
use and the weaknesses, which would result from use of one data type only, simultaneously
avoided. Pairing “objective” quantitative data with highly context-sensitive, qualitative ex-
pert assessments delivers a high-resolution profile of political outcomes, the quality of
democracy and political steering performance.

In order to ensure the greatest degree of reliability and validity, our data undergo
several stages of review.

Electoral Process Economy and Employment Steering Capability Citizens

Access to information Social Affairs Policy Implementation Legislature

Civil Rights Security Institutional Learning Intermediary Organizations
Rule of Law Resources

A\

The first expert responds to each indicator in the codebook by providing a written assessment and then scores. The assess-
ments and scores combined establish the first country report.

2. Review

A second expert reviews and edits each individual assessment, and provides his or her own scores without seeing the scores
provided by the first expert.

3. Regional calibration

The regional coordinator monitors this process, evaluating the assessments and the scores provided by each expert. Working with
both experts, he then establishes the final report. Each coordinator oversees the data collection process for a region of up to 5 states.

4. Inter-regional calibration

The regional coordinators meet to compare and calibrate the results for each region.

5. Results validated

In a final step, the SGI Board evaluates and approves the final results.
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Reform need Reform capacity

Reliable data through multistage quality
assurance

The quantitative data are compiled cen-
trally by the SGI project team from official,
publicly accessible statistics (primarily from
OECD sources). The qualitative data are cap-
tured and examined by a worldwide network
of around 80 respected researchers. The SGI
Codebook, a detailed questionnaire, provides
a clear explanation for each of the questions,
so that all experts share a common under-
standing of the questions. The questionnaire
includes different answer options for a pre-
cise evaluation on a scale of 1 (poorest score)
to 10 (best score). Moreover, each OECD
member state is assessed by two experts. In
an in-depth review process with a regional
coordinator, they develop a country report
based on the criteria of the SGI question-
naire.

At aregional coordination conference, all
survey findings are compared on the interre-
gional level and calibrated in a thorough ex-
amination process. This guarantees that the
reports are fully, internationally comparable.
In a final validation phase, the SGI Board - a
council of renowned scholars and practi-

cians - checks the findings of the regional
coordination conference again and gives final
approval of the qualitative data.

Following this step, all qualitative and
quantitative data are linked according to a
simple, additive weighting system. To ensure
comparability between quantitative and qual-
itative data, all quantitative data are stan-
dardized by linear transformation on a scale
of 1 to 10.

Fully transparent data

The innovative and interactive SGI Web-
site www.sgi-network.org provides access to
every level of aggregation, from the Status
Index, Management Index and country re-
ports right down to the individual indicators.
This abundance of data and depth of analy-
sis is unique in the field of international
rankings. Newly compiled SGI are released
regularly every two to three years to keep up
with current developments and maintain the
quality of the database. These ongoing as-
sessments allow trend analysis, which can
significantly enhance the knowledge base of
political decision-makers in the respective
OECD nations.

Methodology

The abundance of data and depth

of analysis in the SGI are interna-

tionally unique.
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The new edition of the SGI survey in print. This publication includes documentation of the 2011
findings and essays on the project's conceptual framework and methodology. Summaries and
strategic forecasts for each country surveyed are also included.

Available in English from the Bertelsmann Stiftung publishing house.

Sustainable Governance in the OECD — How Fit for the Future is Germany?

A study based on the SGI 2011 country report for Germany. It uses a strengths/weaknesses
analysis drawn from the SGI criteria matrix to provide a thorough analysis of the Federal Re-
public’s need for reform and reform capacity. Numerous illustrations allow easy comparison
to other OECD countries

Available in German free of charge via the SGI Website.

Social Justice in the OECD

Released in early 2011, this study is a comparative analysis of social justice in 31 OECD states.
It derives from a selection of indicators from the SGI 2011, aggregated to create a sub-index
of participatory justice. The German version focuses on Germany’s standing in the interna-
tional ranking.

Available in German or English free of charge via the SGI Website
(English version available as of summer 2011).

Resources

SG'l indicaters 2011 e Gomvies. fvess. Sowiionls. M | BertelsmannStittung
. ELECTORAL PROCESS
www.sgi-network.org
An Internet platform providing free access to all relevant SGI
data. This is where you can access the full report for each e e [—
country, explore individual findings or conduct comparisons — . el
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between individual countries and/or topics with the help of sy S i = e s ot e e
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interactive tools. Thanks to its interactive functionality, the o B - S T e
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Available in English. - :
& Cozech Fep. "
For regular updates on current project developments, new pub- 7w e s e e, e oy e
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lications and events on a timely basis, simply register as a fan — mom— e
on the SGI Facebook page. Find us on e
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Managing the Crisis

Conducted in the context of the BTT and SGI projects, this study looks at the quality of politi-
cal decision-making processes against the backdrop of the global financial and economic
crises. It analyzes the economic crisis management in 14 national economies and offers insight
into similarities and differences between political priorities and strategic decisions.

Available in English free of charge via the SGI and BTI Websites.

Policy-making in International Comparison

The fifth edition of the Bertelsmann Transformation Index
(BTI). Grounded in individual country reports, this ranking
compares transformation processes on a global scale. The BTI
explores the state of democratic and market economic devel-
opment as well as the quality of governance in 128 countries
undergoing transformation.

Bercomann st (ed)
Managing the Crisis

A Comparative Anaysis of Economic Governance n 14 Counlries

Transformation Index | BTI 2012

Polsche Gestaltung
im intemationalen Vergleich

The BTI 2012 is scheduled to appear in November 2011. All findings are available online.
www.bertelsmann-transformation-index.de
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SGIl board and regional coordinators

SGI Board members include a
wide range of policy-making ex-
perts, from scholars to practi-

tioners.
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SGI Board

Prof. Dr. Nils C. Bandelow | Technical University Braunschweig

Dr. Frank Bonker | University of Cooperative Education Leipzig

Dr. Martin Brusis | University of Munich

Prof. Dr. César Colino | Spanish Distance-Learning University, Madrid
Prof. Dr. Aurel Croissant | University of Heidelberg

Prof. Dr. Klaus Gretschmann | Council of the European Union, Brussels
Dr. Martin Hiifner | HF Economics Ltd., Krailling

Prof. Dr. Andrés Inotai | Institute for World Economics of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Budapest

Prof. Dr. Detlef Jahn | University of Greifswald
Prof. Dr. Werner Jann | University of Potsdam

Prof. Dr. Hans-Dieter Klingemann | Social Science Research Center Berlin

Prof. Dr. Rolf J. Langhammer | Kiel Institute for the World Economy
Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Merkel | Social Science Research Center Berlin
Prof. Dr. Hans-Jiirgen Puhle | University of Frankfurt/Main

Prof. Dr. Friedbert W. Riib | Humboldt University Berlin

Prof. Dr. Kai Uwe Schnapp | University of Hamburg

Prof. Dr. Ulrich van Suntum | University of Miinster

PD Dr. Martin Thunert | University of Heidelberg

Prof. Dr. Uwe Wagschal | University of Freiburg

Prof. Dr. Helmut Wiesenthal | Humboldt University Berlin

Prof. Dr. Reimut ZohInhdfer | University of Bamberg

Regional coordinators

Northwest Europe:

Prof. Dr. Nils C. Bandelow | Technical University Braunschweig
East-Central Europe:

Dr. Frank Bonker | University of Cooperative Education Leipzig
Southern Europe:

Prof. Dr. César Colino | Spanish Distance-Learning University, Madrid
Asia and Oceania:

Prof. Dr. Aurel Croissant | University of Heidelberg

Nordic Countries:

Prof. Dr. Detlef Jahn | University of Greifswald

America:

PD Dr. Martin Thunert | University of Heidelberg

Central Europe:

Prof. Dr. Reimut ZohInhofer | University of Bamberg
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