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Sustainable Governance Indicators

Declining quality of democracy
and governance

As the challenges associated with globalization,
aging societies, digitization and climate change
grow in number and complexity, OECD and EU
countries should demonstrate greater resolve
in the proactive implementation of reforms.
However, findings for the recent edition of the
Sustainable Governance Indicators (SGI) point
to rather dispiriting developments instead.
Indeed, the SGI 2018 show that the framework
conditions for long-term governance in many
OECD and EU countries have, in recent years,
deteriorated. As the bar for democratic stand-
ards continues to be lowered and political
polarization grows, it is becoming increasingly
difficult to carry out sustainable reforms.

Whereas the model of a pluralistic liberal
democracy remained in the eyes of many ob-
servers throughout the start of this century
destined for triumph, it has instead come under
mounting pressure. As the 2018 edition of our
Bertelsmann Transformation Index (BTI) shows,
this is true for many developing and transfor-
mation countries. But it is also true for highly
developed industrial states, where we see dis-
tressing trends in the erosion of democratic
and constitutional standards, particularly in
terms of press freedoms. Of the 41 OECD and
EU countries surveyed by the SGI, no less than
26 states feature a deterioration in the quality
of their democracy compared with the SGI of
four years ago. For 19 of these states, including
Hungary, Poland, Turkey, Mexico and the United
States, the downward trend is relatively sharp.

The normative principle of a pluralistic liberal
democracy underpins the work of the Bertels-
mann Stiftung. In recent years, SGI findings

have repeatedly underscored the fact that coun-
tries featuring a high quality of democracy and
high standards of good governance are best-po-
sitioned to formulate and implement sustainable
policy solutions to the urgent challenges we face
as a society. The developments identified in the
current SGI edition are thus even more alarm-
ing: In addition to deteriorating democratic
standards, we see leadership in several countries
neglecting important aspects of good govern-
ance. As a result, the capacity to solve problems
in many OECD and EU countries has, on average,
diminished in recent years.

Growing partisan polarization and the rise of
populist forces across the globe are the main
drivers of these developments. Difficulties in
reaching a broad social consensus on policy
solutions are exacerbated by this polarization
in party politics. Populist parties in particu-
lar often exploit emotions in their campaigns
designed to sabotage efforts to formulate and
implement relevant policy solutions. As a result,
parties find themselves in a “permanent cam-
paign” mode that makes fact-driven compromise
across party lines more difficult. Accordingly,
the increasing polarization in many countries
has led to a deterioration in several govern-
ments’ ability to communicate their policies
and the efficiency with which planned political
projects are implemented. In addition, many
governments involve fewer societal actors in
the planning phase of reforms. Some govern-
ments — for example in Hungary, Poland or
Turkey — deliberately bypass legally determined
consultation procedures or exclude govern-
ment-critical actors from these processes.

In the near future, we can expect that the ob-
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served trends will have a negative impact on the
economic, social and ecological sustainability of
many OECD and EU countries. Indeed, Turkey’s
current economic and currency crisis can be
attributed to the country’s eroding quality of
democracy and poor governance under Presi-
dent Erdogan. Furthermore, the clear setbacks
observed in the United States in all three SGI
pillars — policy performance, quality of democ-
racy and governance — show that no sustainable
policy solutions can be expected under the er-
ratic presidency of Donald Trump.

In terms of achieving sustainable policy results,
the Nordic countries as well as Switzerland and
Germany continue to excel. And while these
countries continue to feature the highest qual-
ity of democracy among the countries surveyed,
they are also subject to the pressures of grow-
ing political polarization. These developments
will surely render governance more difficult in
the future. Nonetheless, there are some positive
developments identified by the SGI that can
serve to inspire other countries. France, for ex-
ample, has taken an extremely positive turn in
terms of governance quality under its new pres-
ident, Emmanuel Macron. Macron’s refreshing
political style shows that improved government
efficiency, clear and consistent communication
and the early involvement and consultation of
societal groups can go hand-in-hand, even in a
strongly polarized political system. Canada also
receives high marks for the similar policy ap-
proach taken under Justin Trudeau’s leadership.

Given the context of growing populist forces,
governments must be more resolute in mitigat-
ing the lines of conflict in society and reduc-

ing the gap between the governed and those in
power. Pursuing the simplistic solutions offered
by populist parties and eschewing principles
of good governance will undermine any suc-
cess in this regard. Good practices for effective
governance include the clear communication
of credible goals that are accompanied by an
implementation strategy that involves the
broad-based consultation of societal actors.

In addition to the elements of good governance

highlighted here, the new edition of the Sustain-
able Governance Indicators offers a tremendous
volume of data to be leveraged by professionals

in politics, academics and the media.
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Sustainable Governance Indicators 2018 — Key Findings in Brief

Declining quality of democracy, increasing
polarization and deficits in governance

capacities - a heavy mortgage for many
OECD and EU countries

The current issue of the Sustainable Governance Indicators shows some very worrying
trends within OECD and EU countries which, given the major policy challenges ahead,

may seriously burden them in the future.

Concept of liberal democracy increasingly
under pressure in Western industrialized
nations as well

The highly developed industrial nations of the
OECD and the EU are not immune to an erosion
of democratic quality. On the contrary: The qual-
ity of democracy in many Western industrial na-
tions around the globe is also on the decline.
Of the 41 OECD and EU countries, no fewer
than 26 countries show a trend of deterioration
compared with the SGI edition of four years ago,
and this trend is relatively clear for 19 of these
countries. On the other hand, only 14 countries
are improving their democratic and constitu-
tional standards, and only nine of these have im-
proved significantly on comparison. Particularly
negative developments are evident in countries
such as Hungary, Poland, Mexico and Turkey.
And even a country like the United States,
despite the fact that democracy and freedom
have traditionally underpinned its conception
of itself as a nation, has recently suffered a sig-
nificant loss in the quality of democracy. A pres-
ident who denounces the media as an “enemy of
the American people” and neither recognizes nor
values the media as a watchdog signals an egre-
gious attempt to undermine freedom of expres-
sion and constitutes a threat to democracy.

These findings show that even within the OECD
and the EU, the model of liberal democracy is
subject to growing pressure — in some countries
this means that even central democratic and
constitutional standards such as media freedoms
are already severely damaged or undermined.
Countries such as Hungary or Turkey can no
longer be considered consolidated democra-
cies — a particularly harrowing fact, given that
OECD and EU membership actually presupposes
an intact respect for democracy and commit-
ment to protecting fundamental rights. Poland,
too, which for a long time served as a model of
democracy development among the Central and
Eastern European countries, has dramatically
deteriorated under the right-wing conservative
PiS government. The country has fallen 29 places.

While the countries at the lower end of the
ranking (Poland, Romania, Mexico, Hungary,
Turkey) continued to lose considerable ground,
scores for the countries leading in the SGI’s
Democracy Index (Sweden, Finland, Norway,
Denmark, Germany, Switzerland) remain
relatively stable. It would therefore be wrong
to make a negative sweeping judgment of all
countries in the OECD and the EU. However,
the discouraging trends in a considerable
number of countries cannot be denied.
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Increased political polarization makes
governance more difficult

The worrying developments of declining demo-
cratic quality must also be assessed in the con-
text of the increasing party-political polari-
zation underway in OECD and EU countries.
In most of the countries surveyed, including
Germany, ideological polarization has clearly
increased over the last three elections. The ide-
ological gap between “left” and “right” has
grown. The growing presence of populist parties
in a political landscape has generally reinforced
the impact of polarization.

Increased polarization is problematic in that
it can make the process of governance more
difficult which, in turn, limits the capacity for
reform. Polarized systems, for example, face
greater difficulty in building a broad social con-
sensus on political solutions. Populist parties
in particular often aim to systematically sab-
otage the struggle for suitable political solu-
tions by exploiting emotions with their cam-
paigns. As a result, parties find themselves in

a kind of “permanent campaign” mode that
makes fact-driven compromise across party
lines more difficult. The significant deterio-
ration seen in some key indicators of the SGI
Governance Index over the last decade is asso-
ciated with growing polarization.

Less societal consultation, more confusing
policy communication and increasingly weak
media coverage

One such problem is the fact that many govern-
ments today rely less than before on the con-
sultation of societal actors during the planning
phase of political projects. Societal consultation
is, however, an important tool in broadening the
knowledge base needed for policy formulation
and generating the broadest possible social con-
sensus for political projects. In some cases — such
as in Hungary, Poland or Turkey — governments
even purposefully helped harden the lines of so-
cial conflict by engaging in limited and one-sided
societal consultation. This clearly makes it dif-
ficult to achieve sustainable and balanced policy
goals for the long term.

We also observe a clear deterioration in

the ability of OECD and EU governments to
communicate their policies. Many govern-
ments are obviously less successful than before
in pursuing a coherent communication strat-
egy that is aligned with broader government
agendas. Some 16 countries show clear dete-
riorations and only nine countries show im-
provements. Here, too, the negative effects of
greater political polarization are often evident.
In the current SGI survey, the deterioration of
the United States under the Trump administra-
tion is particularly drastic. But governments
in countries like Germany also demonstrate a
weakened capacity to pursue a coherent strategy
in communicating their goals and achievements.

Another problematic finding is that in many
countries the implementation of planned
political projects is increasingly less efficient.
Here, too, party and social polarization are at
the root of these implementation difficulties.
In total, 18 countries have deteriorated with
regard to implementation efficiency since the
2014 SGI edition and only nine have improved.

Given that many governments are today less
likely to involve social actors in the policy plan-
ning process and increasingly fail to commu-
nicate their agendas to the public in a context
of “permanent campaign” mode, party polari-
zation is unlikely to decline significantly in the
foreseeable future.

Another problem in this overall context is that
a negative trend is also evident in the area of
participation and control competencies (exec-
utive accountability), the second component of
the SGI Governance Index. In addition to a de-
creasing number of quality media in the print
sector, which can be observed in all countries,
deteriorations in the quality of media reporting
are also affecting participatory and monitoring
mechanisms. Unsurprisingly, there is a direct
link in some countries between executive ac-
countability and certain negative trends in the
quality of democracy: where governments in-
terfere with the freedom of the press, the qual-
ity of reporting is also negatively affected and
the media’s capacity to monitor government
activity is undermined.
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In some countries, confidence in government
is growing - despite lowered democratic
standards

Also worth noting is the fact that in countries
featuring a declining quality of democracy and
government, citizens’ confidence in the govern-
ment does not automatically decline. On the
contrary: in countries such as Poland, Hungary
or Turkey, public confidence in government
has even increased in recent years. There is,
however, a significant share of the population
in each country that stands in opposition to the
erosion of democracy. This points to a consid-
erable social-ideological division within each of
these countries and draws attention to the fact
that fundamental democratic values are not
sufficiently anchored in the political conscious-
ness of a considerable part of society.

Poor conditions for solving long-term
political problems

Overall, increasing political polarization,
declining quality of democracy and negative
developments in the criteria for good govern-
ance mean that OECD and EU states will have
greater difficulty facing numerous complex
challenges. In many countries, implement-
ing long-term policy solutions has become
even more difficult. The policy results of the
SGI 2018 (Policy Performance Index) show
that urgent challenges have not yet been
adequately addressed by many governments.
The following points are particularly striking:

Although the economic recovery of recent
years has helped to stabilize or slightly im-
prove overall policy performance, the upswing
has not led to an improvement in social sus-
tainability. Moreover, while until the SGI 2016
edition the states surveyed were more success-
ful in ensuring social participation than in
ensuring economic performance, the picture
has reversed since then.

Another major problem area is the generally
weak investment in future viability. The area
of research and development in many OECD
and EU countries in particular still needs to

be greatly improved. Increased investment

in this area is particularly important if a
country is to participate in global competition
and to keep up with rapid technological
change.

The majority of the countries examined are
affected by an aging population. Although
these problems have been known for years,
thoroughly researched and politicians are well
aware of them, long-term sustainable solu-
tions, especially in the field of pension policy,
are often lacking.

Even the debt crisis in Europe’s southern
crisis states is still far from over, given the
extremely high levels of public debt in the
respective countries.

Moreover, the global growth risks are consid-
erable in view of the escalating trade conflict
with the United States.

Finally, with regard to the implementation of
the global development goals (SDGs) many
OECD and EU countries have a great deal of
catching up to do: in terms of ecological sus-
tainability in particular, hardly any signifi-
cant progress can be observed. Countries such
as the United States have even set themselves
on a complete opposite course, sending a
disastrous signal to all other countries.

Quality of democracy and good governance
are by no means “only” an end in themselves

A high quality of democracy and a function-
ing rule of law are in themselves desirable nor-
mative objectives that do not require any in-
strumental justification. Democracy and human
rights are core components of the fundamental
canon of values that define the EU and the OECD.
Demonstrating a clear commitment to these
values is a basic requirement for membership
in these organizations.

Moreover, looking at the countries’ quality of
democracy and governance performance on the
one hand and the countries’ policy results on
the other, we see a clear positive functional link
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between the two dimensions. Countries with a
higher quality of governance and democracy
tend to achieve more sustainable policy out-
comes. The Nordic countries are at the top
in both areas.

We can thus expect that the observed phenom-
ena of reduced democratic quality and dwin-

dling governance capacity will lead to a deteri-
oration rather than an improvement in average
policy results in OECD and EU countries in the
future - at least in those countries where such
trends are strongest. This applies in particular
to the United States, Poland and Turkey, which

are among the major losers in both dimensions.

The fact that the world’s largest economy, the

Quality of democracy SGI 2018

Sweden 9.19
Finland 9.15
Norway 8.93
Denmark 8.85
Germany 8.70
Switzerland 8.68
New Zealand 8.43
Estonia 8.43
Ireland 8.27
Lithuania 8.12

Governance SGI 2018

1 Sweden 8.39
2 Denmark 8.36
K] Norway 8.28
4 Finland 8.25
5 New Zealand 7.51
6 Luxembourg 7.42
7 Canada 7.30
8 Germany 7.11
9 United Kingdom 7.10
10 Australia 7.05

Policy performance SGI 2018

Sweden 8.13
Norway 7.76
Denmark 7.70
Switzerland 7.68
Finland 7.55
Germany 7.46
Luxembourg 7.28
Estonia 7.05
United Kingdom 6.95
Lithuania 6.76
Netherlands 6.76

United States, has already fallen by nine places
in the SGI rankings for democracy, governance
and policy performance since 2014, does not
bode well for the future.

However, there are also some positive develop-
ments that can be seen as inspiration for other
countries. France, for example, has taken an
extremely positive direction in terms of gov-
ernance quality under new President Emmanuel

Macron. Macron’s new political style shows that
improved government efficiency, clear and con-

sistent political communication and the early

involvement and consultation of societal groups

can go hand in hand, even in a strongly polar-
ized political system.

11
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The highly developed industrial nations of the OECD and the EU are not immune to

an erosion of democratic quality.

14

Overall, the aggregated results of the SGI 2018
show a significant decline in the quality of de-
mocracy in OECD and EU countries. Of the 41
countries included in the sample, 14 have im-
proved compared to the SGI results for 2014,
nine of them relatively significantly. In con-
trast, however, 26 countries are experiencing
a deterioration in the quality of democracy,
which is relatively pronounced in 19 countries.
The results over time even show a decline since
2011 (from +7.48 to +7.05 for a sample of 31
countries for 2011). Compared to the SGI 2014
results, these developments are particularly
worrying in countries such as Poland (-3.08),
Turkey (-1.78), Hungary (-1.53), Mexico (-1.24)
and the United States (-0.95). It should be
noted that the general trend in a number of

FIGURE 1: Quality of Democracy
(SGI average) 2011-2018

®=

G=

| | | | | |
SGI2011 SGI2014 SGI2015 SGI2016 SGI2017 SGI2018

Source: SGI. | BertelsmannStiftung

indicators is driven by these countries. However,
there are also countries that have seen signifi-
cant improvements in the quality of democracy.
Among those countries, South Korea (+0.59)
shows a particularly positive development.

Against the background of the fundamental
importance of democratic standards and the
rule of law for the long-term stability of a
political system, the decline in the quality of
democracy is particularly serious. Democratic
opportunities for participation and control,
procedures based on the rule of law and re-
spect for civil rights are indispensable prereq-
uisites for the legitimacy of a political system.
A pluralistic formation of will and opinion that
leads to equal consideration of the interests of all
social groups in the decision-making process
may no longer (sufficiently) be guaranteed in
the event of an excessive decline in the quality of
democracy. Bearing in mind that the countries
included in the SGI sample are highly developed
industrialized nations and long-established de-
mocracies, the negative development in terms
of democratic quality is even more alarming,
especially in view of the fact that all members
of the OECD and the EU commit themselves

to ensuring a democratic and constitutional
order upon accession.

Although the negative trend in the quality
of democracy is strongly driven by certain
countries, there is also an overall deterioration
with regard to many indicators. In these cases,
more countries show negative than positive
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developments, while the rest of the countries
remain at their previous levels. The follow-
ing indicators can be highlighted in particular:
media access for candidates and parties in
the electoral process, party financing, media
freedom, media pluralism, citizens’ access to
information, civil rights, political liberties,
non-discrimination and the appointment of
justices. At the same time, the results show
that the declining quality of democracy extends
across all four democracy criteria (electoral
processes, access to information, civil rights
and political liberties, rule of law). As a result,
the entire spectrum of democratic standards
and the rule of law is affected by this negative
development, which makes sustainable
governance considerably difficult.

Despite serious changes in some countries,

it should be noted that in many countries, the
quality of democracy has remained constant
over the years and is not subject to major fluc-
tuations. This is due to the fact that processes
concerning democratic standards and the rule
of law are based on a constitutional framework
that is usually not easy to change. By contrast,
developments in individual policy areas are
much more volatile, as the results for the
dimension of policy performance show

(see p. 40). On the other hand, if there is a
drastic deterioration in the quality of democ-
racy, it is often the result of serious internal
political changes, as can be seen most clearly
in the example of Poland. The country experts
for Poland explain that the “quality of democ-
racy has greatly suffered from the changes in-
itiated by the PiS government.”! The SGI 2018
results for individual indicators clearly reflect
this assessment. The PiS party took over
government at the end of 2015. Since 2016
scores in the areas of access to information,
media freedom and pluralism, as well as the
rule of law have sharply decreased (Figure 3).

It is also particularly worrying that, despite the
blatant violations of democratic standards and
the rule of law by the new Polish government,
citizens’ confidence in their government has

not declined. According to the UN World Happi-

ness Report 2018, exactly 50 % of the respond-
ents stated in the 2017 survey that they trust

FIGURE 2: Ranking - Quality of Democracy SGI 2018

Sweden
Finland
Norway
Denmark
Germany
Switzerland
New Zealand
Estonia
Ireland
Lithuania
Latvia
Luxembourg
Canada
Australia
Portugal
Slovenia
United Kingdom
USA

Austria
Czech Republic
Netherlands
Italy
Belgium
France
Spain
Iceland
Slovakia
Greece
Chile

Israel

South Korea
Cyprus
Japan
Croatia
Malta
Bulgaria
Poland
Romania
Mexico
Hungary
Turkey

Source: SGI.

1 Matthes, Markowski and Bénker (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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their national government. The development
over time shows that the proportion of these
same people has even risen from 19 % to 50 %
since 2007 and has thus more than doubled.?

The situation is similar in Turkey, although the
level of democracy and the rule of law is again
considerably lower than in Poland. Here, too,
the democratic and constitutional order has
deteriorated drastically over the past few years
as a result of massive government intervention
under President Erdogan. However, 59 % of
those surveyed said they trusted their govern-
ment in 2017. The proportion of the population
expressing confidence in the national govern-
ment has remained relatively stable, fluctuat-
ing between 53% and 59 % in recent years.
The negative trend in terms of democratic qual-
ity is therefore not accompanied by a decreasing
confidence in the government. Accordingly,
the lines of conflict between those who trust
their government (and who may even approve
of the problematic democratic developments),
and those who are in strong opposition to those
developments, appear to have intensified.
The situation is similar in Hungary. Here, too,
the rule of law has massively eroded under Or-

FIGURE 3: Quality of Democracy
2011-2018 - Poland
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ban’s government. Hungary is now in second to
last place in terms of democratic quality — only
Turkey is doing even worse. But here too,
people’s confidence in their government has
tended to rise — albeit at a lower level (from
25% in 2007 to 38 % in 2017). This is a worrying
finding, since fundamental democratic values
are apparently not sufficiently anchored in the
political consciousness of a considerable share
of society. These countries (especially Hungary
and Turkey) have in common that democratic
opportunities for participation and control,
procedures based on the rule of law and respect
for civil rights — all central basic prerequisites
for sustainable governance — are no longer
sufficiently guaranteed.

However, strong domestic political change can
also contribute to improving the quality of de-
mocracy, as the example of South Korea shows.
The country report highlights the change in
government in May 2017 as the main reason for
this positive development. The new government
under Moon Jae-in, which emerged from the
Democratic opposition party, “has begun a new
project to restore democracy and revitalize the
transformation to a mature democracy [...].”3

FIGURE 4: Quality of Democracy
2011-2018 - Turkey
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Media Access
@ Media Pluralism

@ Judicial Review

Source: SGI.

Media Freedom
Legal Certainty
@ Appointment of Justices

| BertelsmannStiftung

Media Access
@ Media Pluralism

@ Judicial Review

Source: SGI.

2 World Happiness Report 2018, Chapter 2: Online Data, http://worldhappiness.report/ed/2018/.

3 Kalinowski, Rhyu and Croissant (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

Media Freedom
Legal Certainty
@ Appointment of Justices

| BertelsmannsStiftung
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In the following, the trends and develop-
ments concerning the quality of democracy in
different areas of the SGI Democracy Index
will be described in more detail. As Figure 5
shows, there has been a decline in the quality
of democracy for all four criteria: “electoral
process,” “access to information, media plu-
ralism and media freedom,” “civil rights and
political liberties” and “rule of law.” However,
there are strong differences between the indi-
vidual criteria and their respective indicators.

Within the criterion “electoral processes,” the in-

dicator “media access” stands out. It measures

the extent to which candidates and parties have
fair access to the media and other means of com-
munication. Compared to the results of the SGI
2011 and 2014, 14 of the 41 OECD and EU countries

surveyed show a deterioration in media access.
By contrast, nine countries have improved and

18 countries have maintained their levels. In the

overall average of all countries, media access has

declined slightly over time - from 7.65 to a score

of 7.27. Taking a closer look at the results, the

countries under examination show clear differ-
ences. While some countries, for example Luxem-

FIGURE 5: Quality of Democracy
2011-2018 - Criteria
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Electoral Processes Rule of Law
@ Access to Information, Media Pluralism and Media Freedom

Civil Rights and Political Liberties

Source: SGI. | BertelsmannStiftung

bourg, have shown improvements over the years,

other countries such as Turkey have seen the

scope of media access decline steadily. Germany is
one of the countries rated with the highest score
over the entire period of investigation (cf. Fig-
ure 6). The country experts explain the positive

development in Luxembourg as follows:

“[...] Newspapers have adopted a more balanced

line over recent years, reducing their political
bias, to the benefit of smaller parties and
organizations. [...] Reports and comments
in print media have become less partisan and
the media distances itself more from party
influences than in prior years.”4

Poland (-5), Hungary (-4) and Turkey (-4)
each recorded particularly negative develop-
ments. With values between 1 (Turkey) and
/4 (Poland), these countries are far below the
overall average of the SGI country sample.
In the Czech Republic, Iceland and Mexico,
media access has also deteriorated signifi-
cantly, by two points each. The country experts
for Poland see a close connection between
the government takeover of the PiS party
and the deterioration in media access:

“Legally, parties and candidates have equal
access to public and private media. [...] The PiS

FIGURE 6: Media Access 2011-2018
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Germany @ Luxembourg
Turkey Overall average
Source: SGI. | BertelsmannStiftung

4 Schneider, Lorig and Bandelow (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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government’s attempts to control the public

and private media have increased the partisan
bias in media reporting and have made media
access for different parties uneven.”>

It is particularly noteworthy that on many indi-
cators, Poland is registering poor performance
in the SGI 2018 results. In terms of the quality of
democracy, the country as a whole is experienc-
ing the biggest slump. Compared to the SGI 2014
results, Poland has dropped drastically by 29
places and, with a score of 5.29, is now one of the
rear runners in the OECD and EU-wide ranking.

According to the country report, the already
limited access to the media in Turkey has further
deteriorated after the coup attempt in 2016:

“After the 15 July coup attempt, government
control over “mainstream” media and media
critical of the government further increased.
Large-scale lawsuits were systematically used
against media outlets critical of the govern-
ment. The visibility of opposition members
in the news media gradually deteriorated.
This was felt most dramatically by HDP parlia-
mentarians who faced allegations of support-
ing terrorism and whose immunity was sus-

pended in the months following 15 July.”®

Turkey is clearly the worst performer of
all OECD and EU countries with regard to
quality of democracy and ranks last with a
score of +2.96 in the ranking. Since the SGI
2011/2014 results, the quality of Turkey’s
basic democratic and constitutional order has
continued to decline. Especially concerning
freedom of information and the rule of law,
the results show serious deteriorations.

Strong changes can be observed in all three
indicators assessing access to information,
media pluralism and media freedom. However,
with regard to the overall average, the slump
in the media freedom indicator, designed to
assess the extent to which the media are inde-

pendent from the government and other actors
is particularly notable. While media freedom in
OECD and EU countries has deteriorated on av-
erage by one point from 7.68 to 6.68, there are
individual countries where the level remains very
good (see Figure 7). According to the country ex-
perts for Finland, for example, the country main-
tains high standards in terms of media freedom:

“Media consumption rates are fairly high in
Finland. The rate of media consumption guaran-
tees a strong market and healthy competition,
promoting high-quality journalism. In addition,
the Council for Mass Media in Finland has suc-
cessfully managed a system of self-regulation
among media outlets. Furthermore, as Finland
is one of the least corrupt societies in the world,
the government has in general not sought to
interfere with press freedom.”?

Based on the SGI country sample, 23 countries
have deteriorated compared to the results

of the survey rounds of 2011 and 2014, nine
countries have improved and 10 countries have
stagnated in their development. The Czech
Republic, Hungary, Japan, Mexico, Poland,
Slovakia, Turkey and the United States have
deteriorated significantly — each by at least
three points. Freedom of the media in Turkey
has even declined by five points and is now
only at one point in the SGI 2018 — a very
worrying development. Here, too, the country
report highlights the government’s reaction
to the coup attempt as the main reason for
the rapid decline in media freedom:

“Although Turkey has a somewhat diversified

media structure, the government places direct
and indirect pressure on media owners in order
to obtain coverage favorable to the government
party. [...] Most concerning for many observers
have been the unprecedented expansion in the
range of reasons given for journalists’ arrests,
the massive phone-tapping campaign and the
contempt shown for source confidentiality. [...]
Particularly, the aftermath of the 15 July coup

attempt saw high numbers of arrests, hearings,
detentions, prosecutions, censorship cases and
layoffs. A number of physical attacks on media
outlets and journalists took place. The closure

of media outlets, the appointment of trustees

5 Matthes, Markowski and Bonker (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

6 Genckaya, Togan, Schulz and Karadag (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

7 Anckar, Kuitto, Oberst and Jahn (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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FIGURE 7: Media Freedom 2011-2018
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to control media groups, and the active

use of the tax authority, the financial crimes
unit and courts against critical media intensi-
fied. Intimidating statements by politicians
and lawsuits launched against journalists
critical of the government, combined with the
media sector’s ownership structure, have led
to widespread self-censorship by media
owners and journalists.”8

Poland has also deteriorated by five points
and, with a score of 3 in the most recent sur-
vey round, ranks third-to-last place overall.
This is a disastrous development in view of the
fact that Poland has for years been a model
of democracy among the Central and Eastern
European states. The country report for Poland
shows that the PiS government has a strong
influence on the public media:

“The Polish government no longer respects
the independence of the media. The Council of
National Media was established in June 2016
and appoints the management boards of pub-
lic TV and radio, and the Polish Press Agency
(PAP). The council is dominated by the PiS
and takes instructions directly from Jarostaw
Kaczynski. The National Broadcasting Board
(KRRIiT), a constitutional body overseeing elec-
tronic media, has been staffed exclusively with
PiS personnel. Cases of politically motivated
appointments and dismissals at TVP, Poland’s

public TV broadcaster and the public Polskie
Radio are numerous. According to estimates,
at least 225 journalists either lost their jobs or
stepped down from their positions for political
reasons in 2016.”9

In contrast, South Korea improved significantly
by three points. The country experts explain
this positive development as follows:

“In the Reporters Without Borders’ 2017 Press
Freedom Index, South Korea was ranked 63rd,
climbing seven places from 2016. In August
2017, KBS and MBC union members initiated a
simultaneous strike, demanding the resigna-
tion of leaders appointed under the old govern-
ment. The protest escalated after it was found
that the media companies had created black-
lists of journalists based on the contents of
their news reporting and had subjected those
on the list to disadvantages. However, the cov-
erage of the impeachment scandal and the
public protests demonstrated that the media is
able to freely report if public support and in-
terest in an issue is overwhelming. Some media
companies such as JTBC even played a crucial
role in investigating the corruption scandals
related to the Park administration. The freedom
of the press is expected to improve further
under the Moon government.”°

Furthermore, the indicator “media pluralism”
is intended to measure the extent to which

the media in a country are characterized by an
ownership structure that ensures a pluralism
of opinions. Out of the 41 OECD and EU coun-
tries surveyed, 20 countries show deteriorations
since the SGI 2011 and 2014, with four coun-
tries — Hungary, New Zealand, Poland and
Turkey — having dropped by at least three
points each. Another four countries showed a
significant improvement and 17 countries main-
tained their levels. The deterioration of three
points in the case of New Zealand compared to the
SGI 2011 results is particularly counter-intuitive:
The country report lists the following reasons:

“New Zealand’s media market has been af-
fected by major changes in the last few years.
Private media companies are increasingly sub-
ject to influence by their well-funded owners.

8 Genckaya, Togan, Schulz and Karadag (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

9 Matthes, Markowski and Bénker (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

10 Kalinowski, Rhyu and Croissant (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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Private and public companies are replacing
public-interest content with programs seek-
ing high audience ratings. [...] Despite this
development, continued constraints on media
funding help prevent a strong investigative
reporting culture from developing. [...] New
Zealand’s media market is dominated by for-
eign companies (mainly from Australia) [...].”%

In terms of media pluralism, Germany ranks
second behind Finland with a score of 9 points.
Compared with the results of the SGI 2014, the
overall quality of democracy in Germany remains
at an above-average level (8.70) and ranks fifth
in the OECD and EU-wide ranking. Overall, the
quality of democracy in Germany is relatively
stable. Only four indicators show improvements
or deteriorations of maximum one point each.

Finally, the indicator “access to govern-
ment information” measures the extent to
which citizens can obtain official information.
The results of the SGI country sample show
that it is particularly difficult for citizens in
Cyprus (3 points), Malta, Hungary and Turkey
(each 4 points) to obtain government informa-
tion. Compared to the 2014 edition, 13 countries
have deteriorated, seven have improved slightly
and 21 countries show no change. According to
the country experts, the sharp deterioration in
Hungary (by 4 points compared to the SGI 2011)
can be attributed to the following reasons:

“While existing law provides for far-reaching
access to government information, the govern-
ment has made it difficult for the public and
the media to obtain information, especially on
issues relating to public procurement by refer-
ring to business secrets. Under the third Orban
government there has been a constant fight
between the government and the democratic
opposition over access to government data and
documents, often fought at the courts.”*?

It is worth mentioning that the quality of de-
mocracy in Hungary has been falling continu-
ously since the 2011/2014 SGI results, reaching
a new low of 3.50 points in this survey round.
Strong restrictions can be observed in particu-
lar with regard to the freedom of information
and the rule of law.

In the case of Turkey, the country report
refers again to the government’s reaction to
the coup attempt and the resulting imposition
of a state of emergency as a decisive reason
for a clear restriction of access to government
information. Germany, on the other hand,
has improved by one point since the SGI 2016
to a score of 8 points in terms of access to
government information:

“In an overall assessment in 2017, Andrea Vo3 -
hoff [Federal Commissioner for Data Protection
and Freedom of Information] concluded that
citizens are increasingly making use of their
rights and that federal authorities no longer
regard the information right of citizens as a
nuisance but as a significant element of a
civil society.”13

The “civil rights and political liberties” crite-
rion examines the extent to which the state
respects and protects civil rights and how
effectively citizens are protected by courts
against infringement of their rights. Of the
countries included in the SGI sample, 14 have
deteriorated significantly, six of them by at
least two points. While 24 countries remain at
their level, only three countries show signs of
improvement. On average, the OECD and EU
countries deteriorated by 0.62 points to 6.90
points. Civil rights are particularly well-pro-
tected in Norway; the country is awarded

10 points over all survey periods. The country
experts give the following reasons:

“State institutions respect and protect civil
rights. Personal liberties are well-protected
against abuse by state and non-state actors.
[...]1 Access to the courts is free and easy,
and the judiciary system is viewed as fair and
efficient. [...] Respect for civil rights extends
to the rights of asylum-seekers.”

Although there has been a slight improvement
since the SGI 2017 edition, the scores for South
Korea are still below average when it comes to
the protection of civil rights: “Serious issues

11 Kaiser, Miller and Croissant (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

12 Agh, Dieringer and Bénker (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

13 Riib, Heinemann and Zohlnhéfer (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

14 Sverdrup, Ringen and Jahn (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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include limits on the freedom of association;
limits on free speech related particularly to
the National Security Law; inadequate rights
accorded to migrant workers; insufficient pro-
tection accorded to refugees; inadequate pro-
tection for LGBT rights, particularly within the
military; and the imprisonment of conscientious
objectors. South Korea also maintains the death
penalty, though there has been a moratorium
on executions since 1997. The threat from North
Korea has been used in the past to suppress
civil and political rights.”?5

However, the country experts point out that
the new government under President Moon
is taking a new approach to the civil rights
situation:

“Under the Lee Myung-bak and Park Ge-
un-hye administrations (2008 —2016), South
Korea experienced many symptoms of a rever-
sal of democracy, across a wide range of areas.
The country is now in the process of restor-
ing that democracy. Civil-rights conditions are
expected to improve under President Moon,

a former human-rights lawyer.”16

The situation is particularly serious in Mexico
and Turkey, where the ratings for both coun-
tries have fallen to two points, which is cor-
related to an inadequate protection of civil
rights. The country experts for Turkey draw
particular attention to the government’s
drastic reactions to the coup attempt:

“In the aftermath of the 15 July coup attempt,
even more serious violations of civil rights have
occurred. Although the government claims it
conducts the rules of emergency government
with utmost care, these practices are based on
executive decrees having the force of law and are
not subject to judicial review. Some decrees af-
fected policy areas outside the scope of the state
of emergency. The institutionalized neglect of
civil rights in Turkey is reflected in mass ar-
rests of alleged coup plotters and sympathiz-
ers, confiscation of their properties, sentences
against journalists and opposition politicians,
renewed violence in the southeast, widespread
restrictions on freedom of expression, associa-
tion and assembly, a deteriorating judicial

system, violence against women and impaired
relations with key international actors.”*7

Furthermore, the aim of the indicator “non-dis-
crimination” is to determine how effectively
the state protects its citizens against differ-
ent forms of discrimination (for example on
the basis of gender, age, ethnic origin or sexual
orientation). Of the 41 OECD and EU countries
surveyed, 12 have deteriorated significantly
compared to the SGI 2011/2014, four of them

by at least two points. Five countries have im-
proved and 20 countries have maintained their
levels. Ireland remains at a consistently high
level (9 points) throughout the investigation
period. The country experts emphasize in par-
ticular the specific and effective institutional
arrangements that the country has established
to protect against discrimination:

“The Equality Authority is an independent
body set up under the Employment Equal-
ity Act, 1998 to monitor discrimination. An in-
dependent equality tribunal was established
under the same act to offer an accessible and
impartial forum to remedy unlawful discrimi-
nation. These agencies have been active in
recent years and successful in prosecuting
cases on behalf of parties who felt they had
been discriminated against.”8

FIGURE 8: Civil Rights 2011-2018
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15 Kalinowski, Rhyu and Croissant (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

16 Kalinowski, Rhyu and Croissant (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

17 Genckaya, Togan, Schulz and Karadag (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

18 Murphy, Mitchell and Bandelow (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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There have also been some changes when it
comes to the criterion “rule of law,” particularly
with regard to the indicators “legal certainty,”
“judicial review” and “appointment of justices.”
On average, the level of the rule of law has de-
clined in the 41 OECD and EU countries. However,
this negative development can be attributed in
particular to the deterioration of individual coun-
tries — above all Hungary, Poland and Turkey.

The indicator “legal certainty” is intended
to examine the extent to which government
and administration act on the basis of and in
accordance with legal provisions to provide
legal certainty. Based on the SGI country sam-
ple, 10 countries show a significant deteriora-
tion compared to the SGI results for 2011 and
2014, five countries have visibly improved and
26 countries remain at their levels. On aver-
age, the OECD and EU countries worsened by
0.63 points to a score of 6.98 points. Some
countries, such as Sweden, have a particularly
high level of legal certainty (see Figure 9).
The country experts highlight the following
reasons for the consistently high rating

(10 points) since the SGI 2011:

“The Swedish legal framework is deeply en-
grained and the rule of law is an overarching
norm in Sweden. [...] values of legal security,
due process, transparency and impartiality
remain key norms. The only disturbing obser-
vation in this context is the growing emphasis
on efficiency in public administration that
has arisen in the context of a recent public
management reform. This focus on efficiency
potentially jeopardizes the integrity of legal
certainty and security, in particular with
respect to migration processes. [...] The legal
system is characterized by a high degree of
transparency. The ombudsmen institution

(a Swedish invention) remains an important
channel for administrative complaints. The
Ombudsman of Justice keeps a close watch on
the application of the rule of law in Sweden.”?

Hungary and Poland (both -5), Turkey and
the United States (both —3) have seen a par-

19 Pierre, Jochem and Jahn (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

ticularly sharp deterioration in legal certainty.
Turkey scores particularly poorly in the
overall comparison of OECD and EU countries
with a score of two points and ranks last.
The country report states the following reasons
for this negative result:

“The 15 July failed coup attempt caused a
major uncertainty in legal and practical terms.
The governmental decrees issued during the
state of emergency are not subject to judicial
review. Moreover, at least 110,000 public
servants mainly from the military, judiciary,
health sector and universities were dismissed.
[...] Besides, more importantly, the government
regulated some public matters by the state of
emergency decree instead of a law as required
by the constitution. During the review period,
detention and release of numerous journal-
ists and pro-Kurdish politicians on uncertain
grounds became a regularity.”2°

With regard to “legal certainty,” Hungary
scores as poorly as Turkey and shares the
second to last place in the ranking with Mexiko.
The country experts for Hungary give the
following reasons for this development:

“As the Orban government has taken a
voluntaristic approach toward lawmaking,
legal certainty has strongly suffered from
chaotic, rapidly changing legislation. The hasty
legislative process has regularly violated the
Act on Legislation, which calls for a process
of social consultation if the government
presents a draft law.”?!

The development in the United States is inter-
esting as well: Legal certainty was still at a very
high level (9 points) in the SGI 2011, but fell
to six points in the latest survey round; the
United States is now only in the lower third of
the 41 OECD and EU countries. The country
experts blame in particular the comprehensive
use of executive orders for this development:

“In 2015 and 2016, federal courts nullified
Obama’s expansive executive actions on un-
documented immigrants and coal-fired power
plants, indicating that unilateral presidential
action can result in legal uncertainty. In 2017,
President Trump adopted an even more

20 Genckaya, Togan, Schulz and Karadag (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

21 Agh, Dieringer and Bonker (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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FIGURE 9: Legal Certainty 2011-2018
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aggressive approach to unilateral action,
canceling many Obama-era regulations,
especially on the environment.”?22

Interestingly, since the SGI 2017, the United
Kingdom has also deteriorated from a very
high level (9 points) to a score of 7. The rea-
sons for this lie in the still unforeseeable legal
consequences of Brexit. The unclear situ-
ation regarding the conditions of the United
Kingdom’s withdrawal from the EU leads to
a high level of legal uncertainty, not least in
the economy.

Finally, the question of the extent to which
independent courts control whether govern-
ment and administration act in conformity with
the law is covered by the indicator “judicial
review.” The results show a deterioration for
eight countries compared to the SGI 2011/2014
results, with Hungary (-3) and Poland (-5) also
being the most striking negative examples.
According to country experts, the decline in
judicial review in Poland is connected to the
takeover by the PiS-government:

“In 2017, the takeover of the Constitutional
Tribunal in the PiS government’s first year
in office was followed by a series of reforms
that aimed at limiting the independence of the
courts. These reforms sparked massive inter-

national protests and were only slightly
watered down after President Duda vetoed
two out of four laws. [...] These legal changes,
some of which are clearly unconstitutional,
were accompanied by the dismissal of dozens
of justices and a media campaign against the
judiciary financed by public companies.”?3

Particularly interesting is the improvement
of the United States by one point (to 9 points)
compared to the SGI 2017, which may not seem
intuitive at first glance. The country report
highlights the courts’ reaction to the increas-
ing use of executive orders:

“Judicial review remains vigorous. In 2015 and
2016, the federal courts struck down several
expansive uses of executive power by the Obama
administration as well as potentially discrimina-
tory voter registration requirements in a num-
ber of states. During 2017, federal courts have
blocked the Trump administration’s constitu-
tionally dubious travel ban affecting visitors
from certain Muslim countries as well as Trump’s
executive decision to end the DACA program.”24

The extent to which the process of appointing
judges of the Supreme Court or the Constitu-
tional Court guarantees the independence of
the judiciary is measured by the indicator
“appointment of justices.” In an overall
comparison of the OECD and EU countries,
eleven countries have deteriorated signifi-
cantly, eight countries have improved and 21
countries have maintained their levels com-
pared to the SGI 2011/2014. Poland and Hun-
gary each recorded a decline of five points to a
score of 2, a development which is once again
particularly worrying. Results over time are also
interesting for Japan, which is also rated with
only two points in this respect. The country
experts justify the poor score with the lack of
transparency in the appointment of justices:

“According to the constitution, Supreme Court
justices are appointed by the cabinet, or in the
case of the chief justice, named by the cabi-
net and appointed by the emperor. However,
the actual process lacks transparency. Supreme
Court justices are subject to a public vote in
the Lower House elections following their ap-

22 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

23 Matthes, Markowski and Bénker (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

24 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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pointment, and to a second review after 10
years if they have not retired in the meantime.
These votes are of questionable value, as vot-
ers have little information enabling them to
decide whether or not to approve a given jus-
tice’s performance. In all of postwar history,
no justice has ever been removed through
public vote. In response to the call for more
transparency, the Supreme Court has put
more information on justices and their track
record of decisions on its website.”?25

It is also worthwhile to take a look at the in-
dicator “corruption prevention.” Although the
overall average score increased slightly (from
6.48 in the SGI 2011 to 6.51 in the SGI 2018),
Turkey (-3) in particular shows a significant
deterioration. The country experts cite the in-
creasingly authoritarian tendencies in the ad-
ministration, the weakening of parliamentary
supervision and a reduced functioning of the
administrative and financial control institutions
as reasons. The United States also deteriorated
by two points to a score of 7. It is particularly
interesting here that the country was consist-
ently rated with nine points until the SGI 2017
and therefore had very good mechanisms for
preventing corruption until the change of
government. The country experts explain the
abrupt downward trend as follows:

“The first year of the Trump presidency has
brought a brazen and unprecedented disregard
of established practices to prevent conflict of
interest. [...] Most obvious, he has refused to
sell off his extensive domestic and interna-
tional business interests (especially hotels,
casinos, and resorts) and to put the proceeds
in a blind trust to avoid the potential of his
financial interests influencing presidential
decisions. [...] The administration has been
heedless of conflict-of-interest in appointments
to regulatory and other positions. The adminis-
tration simply refused to provide information
to the Office of Government Ethics concerning
potential conflicts among appointees, prompt-
ing the respected nonpartisan director of the
office to resign in protest. Several Trump
officials have been embroiled in scandals
involving abuse of public resources (such as
using military aircraft for vacation travel).”26

Germany, on the other hand, has improved
by one point to eight since the SGI in 2011 and
2014 in the area of “corruption prevention.”
Nevertheless, the country experts continue
to see certain weaknesses, especially with
regard to the declaration of supplementary
income of members of parliament:

“Despite several corruption scandals over

the past decade, Germany performs better
than most of its peers. [...] Until very recently,
provisions concerning required income decla-
rations by members of parliament have been
comparatively loose. [...] However, beginning
with the current parliamentary term, members
of the German parliament have to provide addi-
tional details about their ancillary income in a
ten-step income list. [...] It appears likely that,
in order to avoid public attention, members of
parliament may resort to partitioning their aux-
iliary income. Thus, the current system remains
an insufficient transparency regime unable to
eradicate corruption or conflict of interests.”27

25 Pascha, Kéllner and Croissant (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

26 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

27 Rib, Heinemann and Zohlnhéfer (2017), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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Sustainable Governance Indicators

Major differences in the strategic
governance and problem-solving
capacities of OECD and EU countries

Increasing political polarization makes sustainable governance difficult in many
OECD and EU countries.

26

In the area of governance, the aggregated
results of the SGI 2018 show a mixed picture.
After the peak of the economic and financial
crisis, the ability of OECD and EU countries

to effectively initiate and implement reforms
has declined slightly overall. The aggregate
of our Governance Index shows a slight down-
ward trend between 2014 and 2018. Eighteen of
the 41 countries surveyed improved compared
to the SGI 2014 results (nine of them relatively
markedly), while deteriorations are apparent in
21 countries (14 relatively markedly). Overall,
the aggregate overall trend in the area of gov-

FIGURE 10: Governance (SGI average)
2011-2018
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ernance is thus slightly negative if one looks
at the last five years under review. In compar-
ison to the SGI 2011 edition, an even stronger
negative trend becomes visible. However,
when interpreting the averages, it should be
noted that only 31 countries were considered
in the 2011 edition — in contrast to the current
country sample of 41 countries, which has
remained constant since the 2014 edition.

Behind this general slight downward trend in
aggregated scores, however, there are very differ-
ent, large-scale developments in the individual
industrialized countries themselves. The results
also differ considerably within the individual di-
mensions of reform capability and the chrono-
logical sequence of the respective developments.

According to our experts’ assessments of
the OECD and EU governments’ executive
capacities (“executive capacity” dimension
of the SGI Governance Index), there is only a
slight downward trend in the overall average
of all 41 OECD countries. In fact, hardly any
significant changes can be observed for the
period between the SGI 2014 and the 2017
edition on an aggregate level. However,
there are some important individual indicators
that show a clear negative trend (see below).

The slight downward trend is mainly driven
by the ongoing long-term decline observed in
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Turkey, Romania, Poland and Mexico — as well
as the current negative developments in the

United States. On the other hand, positive de-
velopments with regard to executive capacity

(at a relatively high level) compared with the
period before the economic and financial crisis
are particularly evident in France and Ireland.

In comparison to the government’s political
steering capacity, however, expert assess-
ments of the opportunities for participation
and control of various social actors vis-a-vis
the government (“executive accountability”
dimension) show a longer-term negative
trend in the overall average from 2014 on-
wards. A majority of 24 countries are experi-
encing deteriorations in the assessment of
the country experts. According to our experts,
only one country can achieve substantial
improvements in this area: Greece.

Overall, the negative developments in the
area of governance are not quite as pronounced
across the board as they are in the area of
quality of democracy. Particularly interesting
are the cases in which both the quality of the
constitutional-democratic conditions and the
quality of governance have deteriorated (con-
siderably). These include countries such as
Hungary, Poland, Turkey and Mexico, but also

the United States. It can be assumed that both
areas are closely linked. This assumption is con-
firmed when one considers in particular devel-

opments concerning individual key indicators.

Among the criteria and indicators showing

a rather strong negative trend, policy commu-
nication, societal consultation and govern-
ment efficiency stand out within the executive
capacity dimension. Within the dimension
of executive accountability, a particularly
negative trend is noticeable when it comes to
the media criterion. These general trends are
very worrying — especially in combination
with the declining quality of democracy
observed in many countries. It is therefore
worth taking a closer look at these items.

The deteriorations outlined below in the areas
of executive capacity and executive accounta-

bility should be assessed in the context of other

FIGURE 11: Ranking - Governance SGI 2018
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FIGURE 12: Party Polarization (average) 2008-2018
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variables as well, such as the degree of party
polarization. Party polarization refers to the
ideological distance depicted in the party sys-
tem on a right-left scale. It is an important
finding that the polarization of the party sys-
tem has increased in most of the states consid-
ered, in some cases significantly over the last
three elections. As a rule, strongly polarized
party systems are characterized by the presence
of populist parties. Populist parties thus
reinforce the effect of polarization.

| | | | |
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| BertelsmannStiftung

Cyprus features the highest degree of overall
polarization. There are two parties of relatively
equal strength; one is extremely left-wing and
the other strongly conservative. France, Greece
and Spain have also recently recorded an in-
crease in the polarization of their respective
party systems, so that the programmatic dis-
tance between the parties is now above aver-
age in international comparison. While for a
long time Germany had a comparatively low po-
larized party system, this has changed signifi-

FIGURE 13: Party Polarization for selected countries 2009-2018
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cantly with the entry of the right-wing populist
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FIGURE 15: Executive Capacity 2011-2018
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the SGI 2011 and 2014. Unlike Mexico and Tur-
key, which have recorded a continuous negative
trend since the SGI 2011, Poland has only slipped
sharply since the right-wing conservative PiS
government took office, after the governments
of Donald Tusk and Ewa Kopasc had previously
improved the executive power. Until the PiS
government took office, Poland was a role
model among the Visegrad states in terms of
quality of governance. Unfortunately, this has
changed fundamentally. Poland now ranks
poorly, similarly to Hungary and Slovakia.

The previous analysis of executive capacity
focused on the respective aggregated average
value per country. However, a look at the indi-
vidual index categories and selected individual
indicators is far more revealing than highly
aggregated index values. The following line
graph already shows that different trends are
evident in the criteria comprising executive ca-
pacity. Particularly clear negative developments
over time can be observed in the criteria of pol-
icy communication, societal consultation and
policy implementation, while a slight improve-
ment can be observed only with the criterion of
evidence-based instruments, and that at a low
overall level. What role do these trends play in

detail, particularly against the background of
the negative developments observed in terms
of the quality of democracy and increased party
polarization in the OECD and EU countries?

The criterion “societal consultation” measures
the extent to which governments proactively
and comprehensively involve societal actors
(e.g, interest groups, civil society groups) in the
policy-planning process in order to broaden
the knowledge base for policy formulation and
at the same time generate the greatest possi-
ble societal support for political projects. Of the
41 OECD and EU countries in the SGI sample,
18 countries in the SGI 2018 results were in
part significantly worse than in 2011 and 2014,
while only 10 countries improved during this
period. The other 13 countries have maintained
their levels. The corresponding trends are par-
ticularly negative in Hungary, Mexico, Poland,
Turkey and the United States. These countries
have deteriorated by at least three points and,
with values between two (Hungary) and five
points (USA), they are also significantly worse
than the average of all countries for this important
indicator (6.2). Spain, Greece and Turkey also
show a clear deterioration of two points in the
long-term trend and rank in the lower third of
the country sample. In their current country

FIGURE 16: Executive Capacity
2011-2018 - Dimensions
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28 Genckaya, Togan, Schulz and Karadag 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

29 Matthes, Markowski and Bénker 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.
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report, the country experts for Turkey high-
light the following reason for the corresponding
negative trend in their country:

“Political polarization during the review period
increased the government’s restrictions and bi-
ases on public access to policymaking processes
and strengthened its preference to consult only
with pro-government actors. In general, gov-
ernmental authorities consider this requirement
to have a “slowing” effect on policymaking [...].
Although it is required by the legal framework,
societal consultation has largely been neglected
or rendered ineffective.”?8

In the case of Poland and Hungary, the country
experts also criticize a very one-sided consulta-
tion of societal actors by the respective govern-
ments or even a deliberate circumvention of the
usual procedures:

“Generally speaking, the government’s clear
majority in parliament has reduced the need for
winning over social actors, and the government
perceives many of them as enemies. Public con-
sultation has been bypassed by introducing leg-
islative initiatives through parliamentarians,
since such initiatives do not require the regular
consultation mechanisms, and therefore exclude
experts and public. Moreover, the quick passage
of major laws has reduced the time available for
meaningful consultation.”?2?

Such trends are very problematic because
they point to deep social cleavages that are not
addressed by the respective governments with
inclusion in mind, but are instrumentalized for
polarizing effects. In the worst-case scenario,
this leads to the implementation of unbalanced
and ultimately unsustainable policy goals.

A clearly negative trend is evident with regard
to the question of policy communication. On av-
erage, the ability of governments to communi-
cate in a coherent way has declined over the last
few years. Comparing the values of the SGI 2014
edition with the corresponding values of the SGI
2018 edition, one can see deteriorations in 16
countries, while only nine countries were able
to improve. Here, too, there is often a connec-
tion with an increase in political polarization.

30 Busch, Begg and Bandelow 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

The deterioration is particularly drastic in the
case of the United States. Under the Trump
administration, the government’s ability to
communicate coherently and consistently has
declined from nine to four points — the strong-
est downward trend of all countries examined.
But even in the United Kingdom, whose govern-
ments usually had a clear and coherent com-
munication strategy in the past, a clear dete-
rioration in government communication has
manifested itself in the course of politically
heated discussions on Brexit:

“Government communication around the divi-
sive issue of UK membership of the European
Union has been far from clear and this lack of
coherence is still apparent as the government
struggles to explain its stance to the public.
So far, Theresa May has been unable to de-
velop a clear message for her government.
The division that marked the Brexit campaign
has seamlessly continued in cabinet friction and
intra-Conservative parliamentary quarrels.”3°

While the examples of the United States and
the United Kingdom show that incoherent exter-
nal communication can also have a negative
impact on the government’s internal capacity to
act, France is a positive example. Compared to
Francois Hollande’s term of office, the govern-
ment’s communication under President Macron
has improved significantly — from three points
(in 2015) to nine points. Given the fact that
there is also a high degree of party and societal
polarization in France, it is all the more remark-
able that this was possible:

“[...] Macron has defined a new strategy: pre-
cise indications about his program during the
presidential campaign, a commitment to fully
and speedily implement these policy measures,
and strict control over the communication pol-
icy under the tight supervision of the Elysée
staff. This has conferred a significantly higher
degree of coherence on governmental commu-
nication.”3!

However, France remains an exception. In fact,
negative developments in the area of govern-
ment communication have predominated over
the past few years. Countries such as Mexico,

31 Mény, Uterwedde and ZohInhofer 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

31



Sustainable Governance Indicators

32

Poland, Turkey, Slovakia, Croatia and Romania
are also included in the list of negative exam-
ples. However, countries such as Austria or Ger-
many have also traditionally performed poorly
on the issue of government communication in
recent years. The party-political divergences
between individual ministries and/or the center
of government were often too strong. In the
case of Germany, the country experts also point
to increased party polarization as an obstacle to
more coherent communication:

“Given that the traditional political parties
are confronted with the success of a new
right-wing populist party, the Alternative fiir
Deutschland (AfD), conflicts between the gov-
erning parties have increased and have become
a burden for strategic and coherent governmen-
tal policy communication.”32

The fact that many governments are showing
declining values in both indicators of societal
consultation and policy communication can
point to a growing gap between those who gov-
ern and those who are governed. At the very
least, governments that neither ensure the
broad involvement of societal groups in the pol-
icy-planning process nor a coherent commu-
nication, risk averting parts of the electorate
or exacerbating social lines of conflict.

The criterion of policy implementation also
shows a slightly negative overall trend. The in-
dicator “government efficiency” in particular
is decisive for this development. Since the SGI
2014, it appears to have become harder for
governments in 18 countries to implement their
respective government programs, while only
nine countries have improved in this respect.

In many cases, difficulties regarding implemen-
tation capability can be attributed once again
to the high degree of polarization within soci-
ety and the party system. This has become very
clear in the United States during the last years
of the Obama administration:

“In comparison to parliamentary systems that
have an expectation of nearly automatic legis-
lative approval of government bills, policy im-
plementation in the U.S. separation-of-pow-

FIGURE 17: Government Efficiency
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ers system is presumed to depend on coalition
building, negotiation and relatively broad con-
sensus. In the current, highly polarized state
of the major political parties, the ability to act
depends heavily on whether partisan control of
the presidency and Congress is unified (with the
same party controlling the presidency, House,
and Senate) or divided.

From 2011 to 2016, with a Democratic president,
Republicans controlling one or both houses of
Congress and an aggressive far-right (“Tea
Party”) Republican faction that was often able
to block action, the U.S. government had pro-
found difficulty in accomplishing any policy
goals. The two Congresses of this period were
the least productive (i.e., enacting the fewest
laws) of any Congress in the modern era (since
the 1920s pre-depression era).”33

What is interesting, however, is that even
under the institutional framework of a majority
of Republicans in Congress, the new Trump
administration has not been successful in
achieving political goals through legislation:

“Until the enactment of this tax cut in De-
cember 2017, Trump’s first year was shaping up
to be the first time in modern history when a
new president had failed to secure even a sin-
gle piece of legislation. Trump’s objectives on
immigration were pursued by administrative

32 Rib, Heinemann and Zohlnhafer 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

33 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.
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means, without legislation. Trump was success-
ful in sharply increasing deportations of undoc-
umented immigrants, primarily from Mexico.
Due to judicial interventions, he was not suc-
cessful in implementing a ban on entry by Mus-
lims or people from select Muslim countries.
Regulatory agencies withdrew large numbers of
Obama-era regulations, but whether these
decisions will hold up against judicial appeal
remains uncertain. At the end of the first year,
very few of Trump’s policies had been adopted
in a manner that promises to be enduring.”34

Accordingly, the United States has deterio-
rated the most in recent years with regard to
the question of the government’s implemen-
tation capacity when compared to all other
OECD countries — from seven to four points.
In this respect, the world’s largest economy
is a particularly negative example of the loss
of executive capacity through extreme societal
polarization and a current government that
does nothing to overcome social divisions.

In the current SGI edition, France is once again
a positive example of the opposite. With the new
President Macron, the government’s implemen-
tation capacity has considerably improved — from
three points under the Presidency of Francois
Hollande to six points. The SGI country report
explains this improvement as follows:

“The main improvement has been the capac-
ity of the Macron government to combine its
policy commitments with intense stakeholder
concertation before finalizing legislative pro-
posals. Until now, this method of policymak-
ing has been quite successful. Though it is
still rather early to evaluate the effectiveness
of this strategy, and its likely success in the
medium- to long-term.”35

At this point it becomes clear that improved
implementation capacity, clear and consistent
political communication as well as the early in-
volvement and consultation of societal groups
go hand-in-hand. Although it may be too early
to assess the long-term success of Macron’s
strategy, the initial results are quite promising.
This is interesting and could also prove an ad-
visable approach for other governments, since

France is also characterized by a fairly high
degree of social polarization. Overall, Canada
performs best on all three criteria considered
here - societal consultation, policy communi-
cation and effective implementation. Indeed,
Canada slightly improved under the new
government of Justin Trudeau.

Among the various SGI indicators for executive
capacity, there are only a few criteria that have
developed positively since 2014. These excep-
tions include that addressing evidence-based
instruments. This criterion analyses the extent
to which governments are in a position to sys-
tematically assess the potential impacts of ex-
isting and prepared legal acts — also with a view
to the sustainability of certain political actions.
The slightly positive development is based
mainly on the fact that traditional latecomer
countries in this area such as Bulgaria, Cyprus,
Italy, Portugal and Spain have recently been
able to make up some ground.

Compared to the other aspects of executive ca-
pacity, evidence-based instruments is still clas-
sified as the item with the greatest potential for
improvement. It is also worrying that, despite
the general slight upward trend, two once pi-
oneering countries have in some cases experi-
enced considerable deterioration in this regard.

The United States traditionally belonged to
the top group (third place in 2017) in terms
of its capacity and willingness to use evidence-
based instruments. Since the last survey,
however, the United States has deteriorated
so dramatically in terms of the scope of im-
pact assessment (-5 points), the quality of
impact assessment (-2 points) or the system-
atic review of the sustainability of policy
measures (-2 points) that it has now fallen
to 19th place. The SGI country report explains
these substantial deteriorations as follows:

“[...] the Trump administration largely aban-
doned impact analysis and other professional
expertise. Agencies have been under a strong
presidential mandate to reduce regulations
and reverse decisions taken during the Obama
administration. Since the first several months
of the Trump presidency, this effort has been

34 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

35 Mény, Uterwedde and ZohInhofer 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.
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FIGURE 18: Executive Accountability SGI 2018
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aggressively carried out on the basis of mini-
mal analysis. The president also issued an order
saying that for every new regulation that an
agency adopts, it is required to cancel two
existing regulations — a mechanical solution
that does not permit analytic influence.”3°

In Poland, which ranked 7th in the SGI 2016,
the dramatic decline in the importance of
evidence-based policy strategies under the
PiS-government is continuing (currently rank
39). Similar to the United States, the formal
institutions and rules of impact assessment
remain largely intact. In practice, however,
these are increasingly being undermined:

“From 2001 to 2015, Poland established a
relatively comprehensive system of regulatory
impact assessment (RIA). The PiS govern-
ment has left this system largely unchanged
in formal terms but has not taken RIA seri-
ously. It has bypassed RIA by strongly relying
on ‘fast-track’ legislation or on legislative
initiatives by members of parliament, and the
quality of RIA has been low.”37

Executive accountability - a longer-term
negative trend in OECD and EU countries

The negative trends described above in terms
of quality of democracy and the deterioration
of key indicators in the area of executive capac-
ity are in themselves already a problematic
finding. However, this finding corresponds with
the fact that a longer-term negative develop-
ment can also be discerned in the area of exec-
utive accountability, the second dimension of
the Governance Index. In the overall ranking
of executive accountability by citizens, parlia-
ments, parties, media and intermediary organ-
izations, the Nordic states are in the lead - fol-
lowed by Luxembourg and Germany. But even
for these countries, which are still very well
placed, a negative trend can be observed for the
last four years.

However, the level of executive accountability
of actors outside the government in the leading
countries is still high. Unfortunately, the sit-
uation is quite different in the case of Poland,

36 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

37 Matthes, Markowski and Bénker 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.
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Mexico, Hungary and Turkey. Turkey and Hun-
gary are at the bottom of the league and have
experienced a massive deterioration in executive
accountability over the last few years. Although
Poland is currently still significantly better than
these two countries, a negative trend is also ev-
ident. This trend has intensified, particularly
since the PiS-government took office. This is a
very problematic finding, which points to the
increasing interference of the governments of
these countries with democratic accountability
and control mechanisms. In contrast, Greece
and South Korea have recently developed again
more positively. However, these two countries
are an exception to the mostly negative over-
all trend.

What accounts for the negative development
observed at the aggregated level? A look at the
individual items comprising the dimension of
executive accountability is revealing. The de-
cline in executive accountability is largely
driven by the media’s waning ability to pro-
vide high-quality and comprehensive report-
ing on government action. Only in one coun-
try do we observe a slight improvement (South
Korea), while all other countries showed stag-
nating or declining values for the media report-
ing criterion. The case of South Korea illustrates
how important the media’s control function can
be. Despite continuing considerable deficits in
the quality of the Korean media system, the SGI
country experts underscore the media’s role

in exposing the corruption scandal associated
with former President Park:

“Nevertheless, the media played an important
role in uncovering and reporting on the recent
political scandals involving Choi Soon-sil and
President Park Geun-hye. Several new-media
organizations, including JTBC and the Chosun
Broadcasting Company, investigated the case
and helped uncover the evidence of corruption.
The public movement that led to Park’s im-
peachment could not have been achieved
without media reporting on the government’s
abuses of power.”38

By contrast, the setbacks in the quality of media
coverage are particularly striking in those coun-
tries in which governments specifically inter-

vene in freedom of the press. This applies in
particular to Hungary and Turkey, which are
the two countries ranking last with three points
each. The country report on Hungary states:

“The Hungarian media landscape has under-
gone two different processes in the last years:
depolitization and scandalization. Depolitization
is the result of a new type of self-censorship,
caused by the attacks of the government and
their representatives on the press and civil soci-
ety organizations. Scandalization is the result of
polarization. The sharp polarization of political
life in Hungary has facilitated a replacement of
in-depth analysis by a preoccupation with scan-
dals, whether real or alleged. There is relatively
little in-depth analysis of government decisions
and the performance of the government in the
government-controlled public media, or in
those private outlets close to Fidesz.”39

In the case of Turkey, the country experts arrive
at a very similar conclusion:

“Despite the pluralistic media scene in Turkey,
the Turkish media (TV channels, newspapers,
etc.) seems increasingly split between propo-
nents and opponents of the AKP government.
Media freedoms deteriorated significantly after
the failed coup attempt of 15 July 2016. Numer-
ous journalists were imprisoned without in-
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38 Kalinowski, Rhyu and Croissant 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

39 Agh, Dieringer and Bonker 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.
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dictment, which had an intimidating effect on
other journalists. In consequence, it is difficult
for citizens to find objective or substantive in-
depth information on government policies and
government decision-making. A media-owner-
ship structure based on industrial conglomer-
ates (the so-called Mediterranean or polarized
pluralist media model), the government’s clear-
cut differentiation between pro- and anti-gov-
ernment media, and the increasingly polarized
public discourse make it difficult for journal-
ists to provide substantial information to the
public. News coverage and debates are mainly
one-sided in the pro-government media, while
self-censorship is common in the mainstream,
neutral media. This is true even of the main
news agencies, such as Anadolu, ANKA, Dogan
and Cihan. Superficial reporting, self-censor-
ship and dismissal of critical journalists from
their job are widespread within the major media
outlets. Media ownership, and direct and indi-
rect government intervention in private-media
outlets and journalism obscure the objective
analyses of government policies. Thus, few news-
papers, radio or TV stations offer in-depth
analysis of government policies or their effects
concerning human rights, the Kurdish issues,
economic conditions and so on.”4°
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To a certain extent, the worrying trends of
government influence on the media system
also apply to Poland, where - especially in
the public media sector — a worrying trend
of declining quality in media reporting has
also emerged over the past few years. Overall,
however, the situation is not yet as dramatic
as it is in Turkey or Hungary:

“Government decisions are widely covered
by the country’s main TV and radio stations.
Due to the media law, the public TVP is often
dubbed TV-PiS. Jacek Kurski, party ideologist,
was appointed as TV director and hired several
party loyal journalists as anchors for the news
shows and other relevant positions. In the pri-
vate media, despite a tendency toward info-
tainment, the quality of reporting, especially
of the two major TV companies, POLSAT and
TVN, has increased. Rzeczpospolita, the sec-
ond-largest daily paper in Poland, has bene-
fited from a change in ownership and editorial
staff, and has become less politically parti-
san. Still, there are few print outlets and TV
and radio stations that resist political pressure,
and the media is divided into pro or contra gov-
ernment. Public trust in the objectivity of the
media was always been quite low, but now it
is at a very low position. The main TV news
show Wiadomosci in TVP has lost 17% of its
viewers.”4!

The decline in the number of available qual-
ity newspapers is also having a particularly
strong impact in almost all countries surveyed.
The underlying reason is undoubtedly the pro-
cess of increased digitization in the media sec-
tor. There is currently no sign that the declining
circulation and number of quality newspapers
will be fully compensated by new online offer-
ings. Findings for the media reporting indicator
described above, which also takes into account
the quality of online offerings, confirm this
assumption.

In addition to the diminishing ability of

the media to provide high-quality and com-
prehensive reporting on government action,
there is also a sharp decline in the opportunities
for participation and control of societal actors,
particularly in Poland, Mexico and Turkey.

40 Genckaya, Togan, Schulz and Karadag 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

41 Matthes, Markowski and Bonker 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.
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In Poland, these negative developments also
become apparent with regard to the question of
the extent to which the parliament effectively suc-
ceeds in controlling the government, for example,
with regard to adequate personnel and structural
resources of the parliament, the possibility for
parliamentarians to request documents and in-
formation from the government or to listen to
experts. The country report on Poland states:

“The members of the Sejm, the Polish parlia-
ment, have permanent support staff and can
draw on the Sejm’s library and the expertise

of the Sejm’s Bureau of Research (BAS). [...]
However, the quality of expertise provided by
the BAS has declined since the parliamentary
elections in 2015. Moreover, the PiS majority
has made the monitoring of the government
difficult by not publicizing its plans for new
legislation, by circumventing the normal proce-
dures by letting individual members of parlia-
ment submit draft laws and by passing legisla-
tion very quickly. [...] On paper, parliamentary
committees have full access to government
documents. Members of parliament may de-
mand information from government officials,
either in written or verbal form, at the sitting
of the Sejm plenary or at a committee meeting.
Since the parliamentary elections in 2015,
however, it has become more difficult for
opposition members of the Sejm to obtain
government documents and to receive them in
good time. [...] Parliamentary committees have
the right to invite experts to give statements on
hearings on particular issues or to take part in
normal committee proceedings. However, if bills
are introduced by individual members of parlia-
ment (as has often been the case under the PiS
government), the summoning of experts must
be supported by a majority of members of par-
liament. The PiS majority in the Sejm has used
this procedural rule to limit the invitation of
experts close to the parliamentary opposition.
Given the maneuvering of the PiS in the Sejm,
some experts have refrained from participating
in what they consider political manipulation.”4?

In Turkey as well, the control function of par-
ties, interest groups and the parliament is very
severely restricted, in addition to the lack of the
media control function. With regard to the pos-

sibilities for parliamentary committees to sum-
mon and question ministers, the country report
on Turkey states, for example:

“During the review period, the effects of

the state of emergency, corruption scandals,
resignation of metropolitan mayors, economic
instability and regional affairs (e.g., Turkey’s
involvement in the war in Syria, the massive
movement of refugees from neighboring coun-
tries into Turkey, and Kurdish developments
in and outside of Turkey) are highly visible.
None of the government’s senior executives
took responsibility for or allowed an independ-
ent parliamentary investigation into these is-
sues. Instead, the government demonstrated a
lack of accountability vis-a-vis parliament.”43

In Mexico, besides deficiencies in the media’s
capacity to exercise its monitoring function,
deteriorations are primarily apparent for the
indicators of “policy knowledge” and “in-
tra-party democracy.” The country report
on Mexico provides the following information
regarding policy knowledge:

“Most citizens are not aware of important
decisions made by the government. For exam-
ple, only one-third of Mexicans were aware that
the federal government decided to cut spend-
ing in 2017. To a great extent, this is explained
by a lack of interest in politics. According to the
most recent data of the National Survey on Po-
litical Culture (ENCUP 2012), 65% of Mexicans
have little to no interest in politics and 77 %
think of government as an instrument of ma-
nipulation that benefits only politicians and
wealthy people.”44

Although executive capacity has declined dra-
matically in the United States during the last
survey period, executive accountability currently
remains strong in contrast to countries such
as Mexico, Turkey or Poland. Even during Don-
ald Trump’s presidency, this positive finding
has hardly changed, at least so far. The United
States remains in the top group (rank 5) when it
comes to the structural control and supervisory
competences of legislative actors. The available
resources of Congress remain unique in inter-
national comparison. However, the country ex-

42 Matthes, Markowski and Bonker 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

43 Genckaya, Togan, Schulz and Karadag 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

44 Harbers, Razu, Faust and Thunert 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.
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perts also point to some recent problematic
developments in this regard:

“Importantly, Congress has cut staff person-
nel significantly in recent years. This reflects
an increasing reliance on ideologically oriented
think tanks for policy advice and centraliza-
tion of control in the party leadership. The role
of individual members and committees in pol-
icymaking has been diminished. Nevertheless,
Congress’s staff levels remain unmatched in
the world.” 45

The effective control of government action by
independent courts has recently even increased
in the United States:

“Judicial review remains vigorous. In 2015 and
2016, the federal courts struck down several
expansive uses of executive power by the
Obama administration as well as potentially
discriminatory voter registration requirements
in a number of states. During 2017, federal
courts have blocked the Trump administration’s
constitutionally dubious travel ban affecting
visitors from certain Muslim countries as
well as Trumps executive decision to end the
DACA program.”46

45 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.

46 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert 2018, available under www.sgi-network.org.
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Considerable need for reform remains

Despite their economic recovery, the OECD and EU countries have made only marginal

progress in terms of social or environmental sustainability.

How successful are individual countries in
achieving sustainable policy results? The Policy
Performance Index, which measures the per-
formance of the 41 states surveyed in terms
of economic, social and environmental policy
outcomes as core aspects of sustainability,
provides answers to this question. The Policy
Performance Index thus reflects each country’s
current need for reform in key policy areas.

Overall, across all countries and dimensions,
the downward trend that continued until 2014
as a result of the global financial and economic
crisis has been stopped and a slight upward
trend — albeit on a low level — can be observed.
The slight improvement of the aggregated pol-
icy performance scores can be attributed in
particular to the economic recovery of recent

FIGURE 21: Policy Performance
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years and less to progress in social or environ-
mental sustainability. With regard to the indi-
vidual dimensions, there are clear differences
in development, especially with regard to eco-
nomic policies and social policies.

In general, the challenges for the 41 OECD and
EU countries have not decreased but increased
in recent years. Many of the highly developed
industrial nations are lagging far behind in the
implementation of the sustainable develop-
ment goals (SDGs). Only a few of the countries
considered here have so far served as global
role models in matters of sustainable policy.47
The core challenges faced by all states include
climate change, demographic changes in the
form of an aging society and migration pro-
cesses, digitization with its not yet fully assess-
able consequences for work and social security
systems, and — at the global level — the threat
posed by increasing protectionism to free trade
globally. What about the political performance
of the countries under consideration in the in-
dividual SGI policy areas in view of the above?

While until the SGI 2016, states were more suc-
cessful in terms of social policy outcomes than
in ensuring economic performance, the picture
has since reversed. This can be attributed in
part to the fact that social policy performance
has declined significantly more than has eco-
nomic policy performance in the course of the
economic and financial crisis. Secondly, eco-
nomic policy performance improved quite sig-
nificantly from 5.88 to 6.30 points in the course
of the global economic recovery between 2014
and 2018, while social policy performance rose
only slightly from 6.04 to 6.09 over the same

47 Cf. Sachs, J., Schmidt-Traub, G., Kroll, C., Lafortune, G., Fuller, G. (2018): SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2018.
New York: Bertelsmann Stiftung and Sustainable Development Solutions Network (SDSN).
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period. It can therefore be said that the eco-

nomic upturn of recent years has not resulted
in a commensurate improvement of the social
situation in the respective countries.

Little progress has been made in terms of
environmental sustainability since the 2011
SGI edition. The corresponding point value

has increased from 5.88 in 2011 to 6.07 in 2018.
This shows that the EU and OECD countries still
have a lot to do in terms of environmental policy.

This is also the conclusion of the latest report
on the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

by the Bertelsmann Stiftung and the Sustainable

Development Solutions Network (SDSN). With

regard to climate policy, the report states that:

“with the exception of India, NDCs (Nationally
Determined Contribution) and current climate
policies pursued by G20 countries are insuffi-
cient and, in some cases, critically insufficient
to achieve the ‘well below 2°C’ objective of the
Paris Climate Agreement. Some countries have
set insufficient targets, which they can reach

without implementing new policies. Others have

implemented policies that will not even allow
insufficient targets to be met.”49

However, the developments described above
do not apply equally to all countries. A total
of 30 countries have improved their overall
policy performance score since 2014. In addition

to Ireland (+0.66) and Canada (+0.57), the big-

gest increases were recorded in the crisis-rid-
den countries of southern Europe, albeit from
a (very) low level: Spain (+0.82), Italy (+0.72),
Portugal (+0.58) and Malta (+0.54). Despite this
success, the need for reform in these southern
European countries remains high, with all
four countries still in the lower half of the
performance ranking. The situation in Greece
is particularly dramatic. Although the country
has also significantly increased its score since
2014 (+0.45), Greece continues to rank last in
the country comparison (see Figure 22).

While Canada’s positive development is mainly
due to an increase in environmental sustaina-

bility policy (+1.40), the improvement in over-
all policy performance in the other five countries

mentioned above is based on significant pro-

48 When interpreting the scores, it should be noted that, since the SGI 2014, the country sample includes 41 countries,

compared with 31 in the SGI 2011 edition.

49 Cf.Sachs, J., Schmidt-Traub, G., Kroll, C., Lafortune, G., Fuller, G. (2018).
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gress in economic policy performance. There has
also been a marked improvement in the social
dimension in the southern European countries,
although, in line with the trend described above,
this is considerably lower than that observed in
economic policy performance.

In 10 countries, the policy performance score
has fallen since the SGI 2014, although the de-
cline is minimal in seven of these countries.

In Australia (—0.43), the United States (-0.39)
and Poland (-0.25), on the other hand, there was
a noticeable deterioration, which led to a de-
crease of a few places in the overall performance
ranking. It is striking that Australia recorded
losses in all three dimensions (economic, social
and environmental policies), while the decline in
the United States and Poland is solely due to a de-
terioration in social and environmental indicators.

Sweden shows the best overall policy perfor-
mance. Despite a slight deterioration in terms
of social policy, the country is the undisputed
leader in the performance ranking with 8.13
points. In addition to Sweden, the other Nordic
countries Norway (rank 2), Denmark (rank 3)
and Finland (rank 5) as well as Switzerland
(rank 4) and Germany (rank 6) belong to the
top group. As expected, the greatest need for
reform continues to exist in the countries of
southeastern Europe, Mexico, Turkey and
Greece, which brings up the rear.

New to the group of countries in greatest need
of reform is the United States, which has fallen
by nine places to 38th place since the SGI edition
2014 due to a significant deterioration in terms
of social policies and environmental policies.
Compared to the SGI 2017, the sharpest decline
can be observed in terms of environmental pol-
icies targeting sustainability (-1.27). As a result,
the United States is the only country in the SGI
sample where the overall performance has fallen
significantly in the past year (-0.59).

“From a sustainable-governance perspective,
the United States must deal with numerous
challenges. Among them a dangerously ex-
cessive long-term budget deficit, increased
economic inequality, the loss of well-paying
middle-class and working-class jobs, and cost

problems and provider shortages in some
health care insurance markets. Racial tensions
have increased and there has been an explo-
sion of drug addiction (i.e., the opioid crisis).
The Trump administration lacks motivation
and thereby effective policies to reduce green-
house gas emissions. Beyond its borders, the
United States faces several major foreign-policy
challenges centering on North Korea’s nuclear
weapons program, the Syrian war and Russian
expansionism. The Trump administration and
Republican-led Congress have few plans, if any,
that credibly address these challenges.”5°

Economic policies - upswing with risks

With regard to the category assessing economic
sustainability, it is striking that all six criteria
comprising this item have shown a continuous
and more or less significant improvement
since the 2014 edition of the SGI (cf. Figure 23).
Following the economic slump in the wake of
the financial and economic crisis, global eco-
nomic growth has picked up notably since 2014
and currently stands at around 4% (OECD:
2.5%). The increase in growth is mainly at-
tributable to monetary and fiscal policy stimuli,
with around three-quarters of OECD countries
currently pursuing an expansive fiscal policy
course. Growth is also driven by an upturn in
investment and world trade, with both effects
weaker than in previous expansion phases.

In many countries, the strong growth is fortu-
nately accompanied by a strong revival of the
labor markets. It can be assumed that the OECD
average unemployment rate is likely to fall to
its lowest level since 1980.5!

However, the positive development of labor
market indicators conceals the fact that the
labor market situation remains very hetero-
geneous. While countries such as the Czech
Republic, Iceland and Japan have an unem-
ployment rate of under 3%, unemployment
remains very high in the crisis-ridden coun-
tries of southern Europe. The situation in Greece
is still dramatic. Although the unemployment
rate was reduced from 28% in July 2013 to 21%
in July 2017, it is still almost three times higher
than that observed in 2008 (7.9 %).

50 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
51 OECD (2018), OECD Economic Outlook, Volume 2018/1, OECD Publishing, Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_outlook-v2018-1-en.
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“As the economy has stagnated, and domes-
tic and foreign investors are still reluctant to
invest given Greece’s unpredictable institu-
tional environment, whatever progress has
been achieved in tackling unemployment is
due to the following reasons: lower wages,

a rise in flexible forms of employment,
growth in the tourism sector where jobs are
available during an almost six-month-long
summer season, and an increase in emigration
(of both skilled workers and migrants). [...]
About 75% of unemployed people have been
out of work for more than one year. This [is a]
phenomenon which has detrimental effects for
economic growth. [...] Young people have been
hit particularly hard by the economic crisis.
Yet there has been some progress, as unem-
ployment among 15 to 24 year olds (excluding
students and soldiers) fell from 59% in July
2013 to 43% in July 2017. Of course, this is still
one of the highest youth unemployment rates
among OECD countries.

The primary reason why the labor situation
has failed to improve much is the govern-
ment’s reluctance to implement measures
which would facilitate job creation in the

FIGURE 23: Economic Policies 2011-201852
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52 When interpreting the scores, it should be noted that, since the SGI 2014, the country sample includes 41 countries, compared with 31 in the SGI 2011 edition.

private sector. The government continues

to give contradictory messages to investors.
Throughout 2017, Prime Minister Tsipras and
his finance ministers traveled abroad, including
to the United States, in order to attract foreign
investors, while other government ministers
and the governing party Syriza still resist large-
scale, industrial or other private investments,
which could create job opportunities.”53

The positive development of the global econ-
omy should not conceal the fact that it is sub-
ject to considerable downside risks. Increasing
trade protectionism has already undermined
investors’ confidence. Further escalation would
have a negative impact on investment activity,
the labor market situation and living standards.
Moreover, geopolitical uncertainties have con-
tributed to a significant increase in oil prices.
If lasting, this increase would lead to increased
inflationary pressures and a slowdown in real
wage growth.5*

Furthermore, there is still the risk of rising
interest rates, which could cause serious
financial problems, particularly for highly
indebted countries. This applies in particular
to the southern European countries Greece,
Italy and Portugal, which not only feature
high national debt levels (Greece: 182 %, Italy:
131%, Portugal: 125%), but also have to spend
a large part of their economic output (around
3.6%) on interest payments. The situation in
Japan is particularly critical. The debt ratio of
236 % of GDP is by far the highest among the
countries under consideration. Although the
rise in net borrowing in Japan has been re-
duced significantly in recent years — currently
at 3.74% of GDP - it remains the highest in
comparison with all other countries included
in the SGI sample.

“The Abe government has repeatedly reiterated
its intention to achieve primary budget balance
by 2020. However, before the October 2017 snap
election, Abe announced that only half of the
proceeds of the consumption-tax hike planned
for 2019 would be used for debt consolidation,
so the 2020 target for primary budget balance
is now out of reach. Based on the weaknesses
in the public-finance analysis category, Scope,

53 Sotiropoulos, Huliaras and Karadag (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
54 OECD (2018), OECD Economic Outlook, Volume 2018/1, OECD Publishing, Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_outlook-v2018-1-en.
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a major European rating agency, downgraded
Japan’s credit rating to A+ in September 2017.”55

Despite a slightly positive development, there
is a clear need for action by OECD and EU coun-
tries, particularly with regard to the criterion
“research and innovation.” The SGI 2018 score
for this criterion is not only significantly lower
than that of the other criteria in the SGI’s eco-
nomic policies category, but also lower than that
recorded in the SGI 2011, partly due to the fact
that government investment activity in this
sector has hardly changed in the last 20 years.
Since then, the governments of the 41 countries
surveyed have spent an average of around 0.5 %
of GDP on research and development. The fact
that no increase can be observed is worrying in-
asmuch as innovations are of great importance
for the economic sustainability of a country.
Austria and South Korea spend the most (approx-
imately 1%), while less than 0.25% of GDP is
invested in research and development in Roma-
nia, Turkey, Latvia, Cyprus, Chile and Bulgaria.
In terms of non-public research and development
spending, the average value of 1.26 % of GDP is
much higher, but here too there are significant
differences between the countries. For example,
the value of non-public R&D spending varies
between 3.72% in Israel and 0.16 % in Mexico.

A total of 34 countries have improved their
economic policy performance since the SGI
2014 edition. Since then, Ireland has made the
greatest progress (see Figure 24), with four of
the six criteria (economic policy, labor market,
budgetary policy and global financial system)
showing the greatest improvement. The devel-
opment of labor market indicators is particu-
larly impressive.

“Ireland’s rapid economic growth since 2014
has been reflected by significant improvements
in the labor market. From a peak of 15% in
2012, the unemployment rate fell to 6.2% in
2017 and is forecasted to fall further, to 5.4 %,
in 2018. Employment has pushed over the
two million mark to 2,072,000 and the unem-
ployment level has correspondingly fallen to
136,000. [...] With respect to long-term unem-
ployment, there has been some improvement
as it fell by a rate of 19% in 2017 faster than

short-term unemployment (rate of 11%).

The composition of the labor force has shifted
significantly away from relatively low-skill
construction work toward higher-skill service
and advanced manufacturing jobs. Some active
labor market strategies, such as making unem-
ployment support payments increasingly con-
tingent on evidence of active job search, have
contributed to these favorable developments.”5%

The labor market in Germany also continues
to develop very positively. Compared to the SGI
2017 results, the country was able to increase
the corresponding score by 0.6 points to 8.1,
thus jumping from 6th place to 2nd place in
the labor market ranking.

“Germany’s success in reducing structural
unemployment since the mid-2000s has been
impressive. According to the German Council
of Economic Experts (Sachverstandigenrat),
more than 44.3 million people were employed
in Germany in November 2017, 0.6 million more
than the previous year’s record. Unemployment
rates are at their lowest level in 20 years (4.0 %
according to the OECD) and are further decreas-
ing. Germany’s youth unemployment rate is
the third lowest in the OECD (7.0 %), attributa-
ble largely to a highly effective vocational train-
ing system. The unemployment rate is expected
to further decline in 2018. Increasingly, the Ger-
man labor market shows signs of a labor short-
age with 1.1 million unfilled vacancies in the
third quarter 2017.”57

However, there is a downside to this positive
development. In recent years, a dual labor
market has developed, with traditional em-
ployment relationships on the one hand and

a large proportion of atypical employment
(e.g., low-wage sector, marginal employment,
and temporary work) on the other hand. The
proportion of employees earning less than
two-thirds of the median income was 22.48 %
in 2014, significantly higher than the average
for the countries in question (16.06 %, rank 32).
To counteract this, the German government in-
troduced a statutory minimum wage in January
2015. Another central challenge in Germany in
the coming years is the integration of refugees
into the labor market.

55 Pascha, Kéllner and Croissant (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

56 Murphy, Mitchell and Bandelow (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

57 Rib, Heinemann and Zolnhéfer (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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“Reducing barriers to labor market access,
especially the regular labor market, as well as
support for training and education will be cru-
cial for the successful integration of refugees.
The German Council of Economic Experts esti-
mates a constantly decreasing unemployment
rate of refugees during the next years from
76.2% in 2016 to 43.1% in 2022 (Sachverstandi-
genrat 2017/2018: 150). Concerns that the 2015
wave of refugees would push up the total un-
employment rate have so far not materialized
with unemployment further declining through-
out 2017.”58

There is also still a clear need for action in
the labor market integration of migrants in
general in Germany. Unemployment among
the foreign-born population in 2017 was al-
most twice as high as among the non-foreign-
born population (1.94 times as high, rank 33
in the country comparison). This unfavorable
ratio is not solely due to the refugee crisis.
Already in 2014, one year before the massive
influx of refugees began, the ratio of 1.76 was
only slightly better and already significantly
higher than the OECD/EU average (1.47).

In comparison with the SGI 2014 edition,

the largest increases in the economic sector
were recorded in Spain and Portugal alongside
Ireland. As a result of the economic recovery,
the situation on the labor markets in these coun-
tries has improved noticeably. In both countries,
both the unemployment rate of the total popu-
lation (from 24.6% to 17.3% in Spain and from
14.5 to 9.2% in Portugal) and long-term unem-
ployment were significantly reduced. Signif-
icant progress has also been made in reducing
the youth unemployment rate. It has been re-
duced by around 11 percentage points in Portugal
since 2014 and by around 15 percentage points
in Spain. However, with a youth unemployment
rate currently at 38.6 %, this is still the second
highest level of unemployed young people after
Greece. Furthermore, (long-term) unemploy-
ment is higher only in Greece than in Spain.

With regard to budgetary policy, Portugal is
the country that, alongside Ireland, has made
the greatest progress since 2014. The country
report states:

“Clearly, the most important economic
development during the reporting period
was Portugal’s departure from the European
Union’s excessive deficit procedure black
list in May 2017. The budget deficit for 2016
stood at 2% of GDP, the lowest level since
democracy was established in the mid-1970s.
Moreover, this deficit was below the govern-
ment’s own forecast for the year, as well as
the forecasts offered by the EU and major
credit-rating agencies. This represents a re-
duction of the deficit by more than half rela-
tive to 2015, when the shortfall stood at 4.4 %
of GDP. This review period’s advances were
aided by some one-off measures, including
the sale of military equipment. [...] However,
it should be noted that the absolute level of
public debt remains very high, actually in-
creasing marginally in 2016 to 130.1% of GDP,
up from 128.8% of GDP in 2015. Within the EU,
this level is exceeded only by Greece and Italy.”>9

Despite this positive development, both Spain
and Portugal are still in the lower third of the
SGI’s economic policies ranking and are there-
fore still in urgent need of reform.

In seven countries, economic sustainability
has worsened compared to the SGI 2014
edition, most severely in Norway. Although
the country is still one of the top performers,
the country experts point so to some negative
developments:

“Growth rates are slowing and unemployment
has increased in the country’s western region,
which is most affected by reduced activity in
the petroleum sector. [...] Although the country
has managed its petroleum wealth responsibly,
the economy is strongly petroleum-dependent
and entrenched at a high-cost level, although
costs have dropped significantly. Some observ-
ers are concerned that a lack of competitive-
ness in the mainland economy might pose a
future challenge to maintaining the country’s
high standard of living and to expectations

for continued high public-service standards.
The downside of a petroleum-dominated econ-
omy, critics argue, is an economy that lacks en-
trepreneurship, is weak in terms of conventional
industries and has less long-term strength

58 Riib, Heinemann and Zolnhéfer (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

59 Bruneau, Jalali and Colino (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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FIGURE 24: Ranking - Economic Policies SGI 2018
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than might be suggested by current favorable
indicators. It also makes the economy vulner-
able to changes in petroleum prices in world
markets. These problems have now become
strongly visible in the economy and a factor
in economic policymaking.” 60

Social policies - findings show
hardly any progress

In contrast to economic policy sustainability,
which has improved on average since the SGI
2014 edition, hardly any progress can be seen
in terms of social policy performance (cf. Figure
25). As a result, for the first time since the SGI
2016 edition, the economic performance of the
countries under consideration is better than the
social performance (cf. Figure 21). The social
consequences of the economic crisis are still
significant: The score for seven of the eight
criteria in the SGI’s “social policies” category in
2018 remains below the value recorded in 2011
(cf. Figure 25). Only in the area of education
do we observe a slight improvement compared
to the SGI 2011 results. By contrast, the per-
formance of pension and health care systems
has - on average — even deteriorated slightly
but continuously since the SGI 2011. However,
this does not apply equally to all countries,
since almost half of them have made progress
in these systems. Turkey recorded the largest
jump in the health sector, albeit from a very low
level (+1.23 points). The country report states:

“By 2014, Turkey had achieved near-universal
health insurance coverage, increasing finan-
cial security and improving equity in access to
health care nationwide. The scope of the vacci-
nation program has been broadened; the scope
of newborn screening and support programs
have been extended; community-based men-
tal-health services have been created; and can-
cer screening centers offering free services
have been established in many cities. The key
challenge in health care is to keep costs under
control as demand for health care increases,
the population ages and new technologies

are introduced. Total health expenditure as

a share of GDP has been increasing steadily
since 2003, reaching 5.4 % in 2015. In 2015,

60 Sverdrup, Ringen and Jahn (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

61 When interpreting the scores, it should be noted that, since the SGI 2014, the country sample includes 41 countries, compared with 31 in the

SGI 2011 edition.
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FIGURE 25: Social Policies 2011-20186!
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78% of this spending was funded by public
sources, as compared to a 62% public share
in 2000.”62

Trends in the U.S. health care system are par-
ticularly unfavorable. Indeed, no other country
records higher losses for this indicator’s score
in the last two years.

“In 2010, Congress enacted the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act (ACA, Obamacare).
The main goals of the legislation were to lower
costs in the health care sector and extend health
care coverage to more people. The design of the
ACA was essentially to fill gaps in the patch-
work of financing arrangements that were em-
bodied in the existing health care system. [...]
In 2017, the Trump administration and Repub-
lican majorities in the House and Senate tried
to enact a repeal bill but could not achieve suf-
ficient agreement within the party on a specific
measure. [...] Although the ACA has gradually
become quite popular, the potential for contin-
uing efforts at repeal will hamper the stabiliza-
tion of health care insurance markets. Trumps
tax reform will eliminate major tax subsidies in
the health care system, especially for low-in-
come people. This will result in a higher number
of uninsured people.”¢3

With regard to pension systems, the pace

of pension reforms in OECD countries has
slowed down since 2015. One reason for this
development is that the improvement in public
finances has reduced the pressure to reform
pension systems. However, some countries
have changed the retirement age, benefits,
contributions or tax incentives. Concerns about
the financial sustainability of pension systems
and the adequacy of pension income remain,
considering the projected acceleration of
population aging, higher inequality during the
working age and the changing world of work.
Previous financial sustainability reforms will
reduce pension benefits in many countries.%

Among the SGI countries, Latvia in particular
recorded a negative development. The corre-
sponding score for the pensions criterion has
dropped by 1.61 points to 3.8 compared with the
SGI 2014 edition; no country shows a worse
score. The consequences of this lack of sustaina-
bility manifest themselves particularly in an in-
creasing poverty in old age. In Latvia, for ex-
ample, the proportion of elderly people living
in poverty has more than doubled from 10.1%
to 25% over the past four years. Only Mexico,
Australia and South Korea feature an even larger
proportion of older people living in poverty.

Germany also faces the great challenge of
making its pension system fit for the future.
With 5.7 points (SGI average 5.97), the country
only ranks 25th in the country comparison.

On a positive note, Germany has been the leader
in increasing the employment rates of older
workers since the turn of the millennium (+30
percentage points in the age group 55-64 since
2000). However, the rapid aging of the popu-
lation will increasingly become a challenge to
the financial sustainability of the public pension
system. The old-age dependency ratio (i.e., ratio
of the number of persons of retirement age and
the number of persons of working age) was 32.4
in 2016, making it the fifth highest in the coun-
try sample. This dependency ratio will increase
further in the coming years as the so-called baby
boomers enter retirement. Moreover, as Ger-
many has experienced an increase in wage
inequality over the past decades, the close link
between wages and pension benefits is likely to

62 Genckaya, Togan, Schulz and Karadag (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

63 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
64 OECD (2017), Pensions at a Glance 2017: OECD and G20 Indicators, OECD Publishing, Paris.
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lead to increased wage inequality also being
reflected in greater pension inequality in the
future. In particular, certain groups such as
single parents, people with interruptions in
their working biographies and low earners with
low levels of education will be at higher risk of
poverty in old age. The risk is particularly high
for women in Germany, who currently suffer
from the largest gender-specific pension gap in
the OECD region. The net replacement rates of
future pensioners are expected to remain below
the OECD average. This applies in particular
to low-income earners, who receive half of
the average wage. Their net replacement rate
is 55% compared to 73% in the OECD aver-
age. For average earners it is 51% compared

to 63%.65

Overall, social policy sustainability has slightly
improved in a total of 27 countries compared
with the SGI 2014, with the crisis countries
of southern Europe — Italy, Malta, Spain and
Greece — and Turkey making the greatest pro-
gress, albeit on a low level (see Figure 26).

Despite this slight upward trend, social policy
sustainability in these countries still needs to be
greatly improved. This applies in particular to
the social inclusion of young people. Youth un-
employment in Greece (43.6 %), Spain (38.6 %)
and Italy (34.7 %) is still dramatically high.

At 27.9%, Italy also has the second-largest
proportion of young people who are neither

in education or training nor in employment
(NEET rate). The country report states:

“The impact of the crisis on the incomes of a
significant percentage of households and the in-
creasing levels of unemployment — particularly
among young people — have had important
negative effects on social inclusion. The gap
between the more protected sectors of the popu-
lation and the less protected ones has increased.
The traditional instruments of social protection
(such as those guaranteeing unemployment
benefits for workers with permanent labor
contracts) do not cover a large part of the newly
impoverished population, while new policies
are only slowly being implemented. [...] Italian
family networks still constitute the most impor-
tant though informal instrument of social wel-

fare. [...] The government must also address the
large proportion of young people not in educa-
tion, employment or training, particularly in the
south of Italy. Otherwise, a generation of young
people will be marginalized, unable to partici-
pate in the economy. The high rate of youth

unemployment is also threatening the pension
system and future tax revenues. The government
will need to develop special social policies.” %6

In Malta, the upward trend in social policy
sustainability can be attributed mainly to an
improved family policy. No other country has
made greater progress in this respect since
the SGI 2014. For example, the proportion of
under-three year olds cared for in state insti-
tutions increased from 18.2% in the SGI 2014
to 31.3% in the SGI 2016. In the same period,
child poverty was reduced from 14.8 to 10.9 %.
The country experts explain:

“In recent years, new workplace policies

were designed to ensure that employed par-
ents retain or are able to return to their jobs.
This has included parental leave (both ma-
ternity and paternity leave), reduced working
hours, career breaks, the introduction of finan-
cial incentives for mothers returning to work,
free child-care centers, school breakfasts and
after-school clubs. These measures are enabling
more women to enter and remain in the labor
market, with Malta experiencing the highest fe-
male activity rate increase in the EU since 2008.”¢7

In 14 countries social policy sustainability is
(slightly) lower in the SGI 2018 than in the 2014
results, with the largest decline of 0.6 points
in the United States. The United States do not
only show the most significant deterioration of
health system conditions (-1.0 points), but also
in no other country there has been a stronger
decline in terms of integration conditions
(—1.22 points compared to the SGI 2014 results).

“Events in 2016 and 2017 profoundly increased
the insecurities faced by large categories of
immigrants. In 2016, the federal courts blocked
an Obama administration order that would have
allowed several million current undocumented
immigrants to remain in the country indefinitely.
The Trump administration has taken numer-

65 OECD: Pensions at a Glance 2017 - How does GERMANY compare? http://www.oecd.org/germany/PAG2017-DEU.pdf.

66 Cotta, Maruhn and Colino (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

67 Pirotta, Calleja and Colino (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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ous major actions on immigration during 2017.
The administration has banned nationals of eight
countries, most majority-Muslim, from enter-
ing the United States and reduced refugee ad-
missions to the lowest level since the resettle-
ment program was created in 1980. [...] The U.S.
government also ended the designation of Tem-
porary Protected Status for nationals of Haiti,
Nicaragua and Sudan, and signaled that Hondu-
rans and possibly Salvadorans may also lose their
work authorization and protection from removal
in 2018. Even more concerning, both as a presi-
dential candidate and as president, Donald Trump
has made intense, categorical opposition to
immigration a centerpiece of his policy agenda.
It is difficult to say how this active hostility to-
ward immigration at the presidential level will
affect, for example, educational and job oppor-
tunities and support for legal immigrants. In any
case, Muslim, Latino and other immigrant com-
munities have experienced a massive increase in
uncertainty about their status and acceptance.” 8

Poland, which alongside the United States,
the Netherlands and Australia is one of the
biggest losers when it comes to the aspect of
social policy, has also experienced setbacks in
terms of integration policy in recent years.

“[...] when Europe faced a larger influx of
migrants than usual in the summer of 2015,
Poland was one of the countries that objected to
the integration of refugees and other migrants,
especially from countries with a predominantly
Muslim population. [...] In many public speeches
and on other occasions, PiS representatives de-
nounced Muslim immigrants as potential terror-
ists, health risks and a threat to Polish culture
and society. In 2017, the parliament amended
the Act on Foreigners with a view to making the
domestic institutional framework for dealing
with immigrants harsher again.®9

Unfavorable developments in Poland’s old-age
pension system also account for the deteriorat-
ing social situation in the country: “A bill al-
lowing women to retire at the age of 60 and
men at the age of 65 was eventually passed in
parliament on 16 November 2016 and became
effective in November 2017. It will cost PLN 15
billion annually. The lowering of the retirement

68 Quirk, Lammert and Thunert (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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69 Matthes, Markowski and Bénker (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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age has reduced the sustainability of the Polish
pension system and is likely to increase poverty
among women.”7°

Environmental policies - urgent
need for action remains

With regard to ecological sustainability,
comparatively little progress can be observed
across all countries since the SGI 2011 edition.
The gap between the SGI scores for the indicator
assessing national environmental policies and
that assessing global environmental regimes
increasingly grew smaller until 2017, only to
have widened slightly since then. This is due
to the fact that, for the first time since the 2011
survey, the score for national environmental
policy has declined, while the score for global
environmental regimes has improved slightly
(cf. Figure 27).

However, this analysis of scores based on
averages conceals the heterogeneous nature
of developments in different countries since
the SGI 2014 edition. A total of 23 countries have
increased their scores in the field of environ-
mental policies since then, five of them signifi-
cantly, that is, by more than 0.5 points: Finland,
Luxembourg, Spain, Italy and Chile. Sweden,
the frontrunner, has also improved significantly
and extended its lead in terms of environmental
policy (cf. Figure 28). The country report states:

“Sweden continues to present a very strong
international record in terms of supporting inter-
national environmental protection regimes,
including the Paris climate change conference

in November and December 2015. Indeed, the
country has a record of going beyond the require-
ments of international accords, from the Kyoto
Protocol to the Paris Agreement, as a means of
setting an example to other countries.” 7*

With an increase of 1.4 points since 2014,
Canada shows the best development by far.
For both criteria of national environmental
policies and global environmental regimes,
Canada recorded the highest increase in score.
Despite this success, the country is only 25th
in the country ranking with 5.84 points,

around three points behind the frontrunner
Sweden (8.79 points):

“In 2016, Canada ratified the Paris Agreement
on Climate Change, committing to a reduction
in greenhouse gas emissions by 30% under
2005 levels by 2030, adopting this commit-
ment as a national target. The Pan-Canadian
Framework on Clean Growth and Climate
Change represents a collaborative effort to en-
sure the target is met through carbon pricing,
investing in energy efficiency and renewable
energy strategies. Renewable energy policy is
largely the responsibility of the provinces and
several have already made significant efforts
in the fight against climate change. However,
the 2017 Commissioner of the Environment
and Sustainable Development report con-
cluded that federal government departments
and agencies are ‘nowhere near being ready
to adapt to the impacts of climate change.’
Further, in November 2016, the federal gov-
ernment approved two out of three major oil
pipelines, including the controversial Kinder
Morgan Trans Mountain pipeline. The Kinder
Morgan pipeline would triple the capacity of
the existing pipeline, increase greenhouse gas
emissions and increase tanker traffic around
British Columbia’s coast sevenfold. In the com-
ing years, it will be challenging for Canada to
fulfill its environmental commitments [...].”72

FIGURE 27: Environmental Policies
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70 Matthes, Markowski and Bonker (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.

71 Pierre, Jochem and Jahn (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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While Canada has recorded positive develop-
ments in recent years, the situation in its neigh-
boring country, the United States, has been
exactly the opposite. The United States’ already
low score for environmental policies, particu-
larly with respect to the SGI 2017, has again
decreased significantly, registering a —1.0
point difference for the criterion of environ-
mental policy and -1.54 point difference for
global environmental regimes. While the leader
Sweden scored 9.23 out of 10 possible points
for this criterion, the United States scored
just 2.13 points. This puts the United States

in last place — by far - for both criteria and
thus also for the environmental policy rank-
ing. The country experts give the following
explanation in their report:

“The Trump administration has been a rapidly
escalating disaster for environmental policy.
Trump has embraced an extreme version of cli-
mate change denial and declared that the United
States will withdraw from the Paris Climate
Agreement. Although some of the more liberal
states will attempt to continue reducing carbon
emissions, no national action can be expected
during Trump’s presidency. Indeed, Trump has
promised to rejuvenate the coal-mining indus-
try, an economic absurdity. Meanwhile, Trump
has appointed hardliner opponents of environ-
mental regulation from industry to top envi-
ronmental positions. His EPA [Environmental
Protection Agency] has ordered the cancellation
of numerous Obama-era environmental regu-
lations — actions that may, in the end, be struck
down by the courts. It has decimated the EPA’s
scientific and expert staff — with more than 200
already departed.”?3

In addition to the United States, 17 other
countries record a worse score for environ-
mental policies in the SGI 2018 as compared
to the 2014 edition, with Poland (-0.7 points)
and Australia (-0.58 points) registering the
largest losses among these countries.

72 Kessler, Sharpe and Thunert (2018), available under www.sgi-network.org.
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Conclusions

Declining quality of democracy,

increasing polarization and deficits in
governance capacities - a heavy mortgage
for many OECD and EU countries

The current issue of the Sustainable Governance Indicators shows some very worrying

trends within OECD and EU countries which, given the major policy challenges ahead,

may seriously burden them in the future.

52

The model of liberal democracy is
subject to increasing pressures

Overall, the quality of democracy in the
OECD and the EU has declined over the

past few years. Although this is mainly due
to particularly negative developments in
countries such as Hungary, Poland, Mexico
and Turkey, many other countries, such as
the United States, are also showing signs
of deterioration. The fact that since the 2014
edition of the SGI, democracy in 26 out of
41 countries has deteriorated while only 14
countries have seen improvements in this
regard - is itself a worrying finding. It shows
that even within the OECD and the EU,
the model of liberal democracy is subject to
growing pressure — in some countries this
means that even central democratic and con-
stitutional standards such as media freedoms
are already severely damaged or undermined.
With countries such as Hungary or Turkey,
we can no longer speak of consolidated
democracies — a particularly harrowing
fact, given that OECD and EU membership
actually presuppose an intact respect for
democracy and commitment to protecting
fundamental rights.

Increased political polarization
makes governance more difficult

The worrying developments of declining
democratic quality must also be assessed in
the context of the increasing party-political po-
larization underway in OECD and EU countries.
In most of the countries surveyed, including
Germany, ideological polarization has clearly
increased over the last three elections. The ide-
ological gap between “left” and “right” has
grown. The growing presence of populist parties
in a political landscape, has generally reinforced
the impact of polarization.

Increased polarization can make the process
of governance more difficult which, in turn,
limits the capacity for reform. Polarized sys-
tems, for example, face greater difficulty in
building a broad social consensus on polit-
ical solutions. Populist parties in particular
often aim to systematically sabotage the
struggle for suitable political solutions by
exploiting emotions with their campaigns.
Parties often find themselves in a kind of
“permanent campaign” mode that makes
fact-driven compromise across party lines
more difficult. Growing polarization is
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also associated with the significant deterio-
ration seen in some key indicators of the SGI
Governance Index over the last decade.

Less societal consultation, more confusing
policy communication and increasingly weak
media coverage

One such problem is the fact that many
governments today rely less than before on
the consultation of societal actors during the
planning phase of political projects. Societal
consultation is, however, an important tool
in broadening the knowledge base needed for
policy formulation and generating the broad-
est possible social consensus for political
projects. In some cases — such as in Hungary,
Poland or Turkey — governments even pur-
posefully helped harden the lines of social
conflict by engaging in limited and one-sided
societal consultation. This clearly makes it
difficult to achieve sustainable and balanced
policy goals for the long term.

We also observe a clear deterioration in the
communication ability of OECD and EU govern-
ments in recent years. Many governments are
obviously less successful than before in pur-
suing a coherent communication strategy that
is aligned with broader government agendas.
Here, too, the negative effects of greater polit-
ical polarization are often evident. In the cur-
rent SGI survey, the deterioration of the United
States under the Trump administration is par-
ticularly drastic. But governments in countries
like Germany also show a weakened capacity
to pursue coherent, strategic external commu-
nication. The recent fierce and notably public
clashes between the Chancellor (CDU) and her
Minister of the Interior (CSU) over the direction
of future migration and refugee policy are evi-
dence of this. This dispute must also be under-
stood against the background of Germany’s new
party-political coordinates in which the ascend-
ant right-wing populist party “Alternative fiir
Deutschland” (AfD) now plays a role.

Another problematic finding is that in many
countries the implementation of planned
political projects is increasingly less efficient.

Here, too, party and social polarization are at
the root of these implementation difficulties.
In total, 18 countries have deteriorated with
regard to implementation efficiency since the
2014 SGI edition and only nine have improved.

Given that many governments are today less
likely to involve social actors in the policy plan-
ning process and increasingly fail to commu-
nicate their agendas to the public in a context
of “permanent campaign” mode, party polari-
zation is unlikely to decline significantly in the
foreseeable future.

Another problem in this overall context is that
a negative trend is also evident in the area of
participation and control competencies (exec-
utive accountability), the second component of
the SGI Governance Index. In addition to a de-
creasing number of quality media in the print
sector, which can be observed in all countries,
deteriorations in the quality of media reporting
are also affecting participatory and monitoring
mechanisms. Unsurprisingly, there is a direct
link in some countries between executive ac-
countability and certain negative trends in the
quality of democracy: where governments in-
terfere with the freedom of the press, the qual-
ity of reporting is also negatively affected and
the media’s capacity to monitor government
activity is undermined.

In some countries, confidence in government is
growing - despite lowered democratic standards

Also worth noting is the fact that in countries
featuring a declining quality of democracy
and government, citizens’ confidence in the
government does not automatically decline.
On the contrary: in countries such as Poland,
Hungary or Turkey, public confidence in gov-
ernment has even increased in recent years.
There is, however, a significant share of the
population in each country objects to the
erosion of democracy. This points to a consid-
erable social-ideological division within each
of these countries and draws attention to the
fact that fundamental democratic values are
not sufficiently anchored in the political
consciousness of a considerable part of society.
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Poor conditions for solving
long-term political problems

Overall, the trends noted above of increasing
political polarization, declining quality of
democracy and negative developments in the
criteria for good governance mean that OECD
and EU states will have greater difficulty facing
numerous complex challenges such as:

ongoing demographic change and its effects
on social security systems;

increasing digitization and its effects on
the working world of tomorrow;

ongoing climate change;

sociopolitical challenges, such as increasing
social inequality in many countries or the

continuing dramatic situation of many young
people in southern Europe;

fears of globalization and increasing protec-
tionism.

The policy results of the SGI 2018 show that
these challenges have so far been insufficiently
addressed by many governments and that long-
term, sustainable policy solutions are often
lacking. Formulating and implementing such
long-term policy solutions — as explained
above — has become even more difficult in-
stead of easier in many countries.

Social sustainability lower than economic
performance for the first time since SGI 2016,
weak investment in sustainability, backlog in
SDG implementation

Although the economic recovery of recent
years has helped to stabilize or slightly improve
overall policy performance, the upswing has

FIGURE 29: Correlation Governance and Policy Performance
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FIGURE 30: Correlation Governance and SDG-Index 2018
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not led to an improvement in social sustainabil-
ity, which remains underdeveloped. Moreover,
while until the SGI 2016 edition the states sur-
veyed were more successful in ensuring social
participation than in ensuring economic perfor-
mance, the picture has reversed since then.

Another major problem area is the generally
weak investment in future viability. The area
of research and development in many OECD

and EU countries still needs to be greatly im-
proved. Increased investment in this area is,

however, particularly important in order to

participate in global competition and to keep
up with rapid technological change.

Moreover, many OECD and EU countries are
facing unresolved problems in coping with de-
mographic change, as the majority of the coun-
tries examined are affected by an aging popula-
tion. Although these problems have been known

SDG-Index 2018

| BertelsmannStiftung

for years, thoroughly researched and politicians
are well aware of them, long-term sustainable
solutions are often lacking. This also applies to
Germany, for example, which cannot avoid a
comprehensive reform of its pension system if
poverty among the aged is to be avoided.

Even the debt crisis in Europe’s southern states
is still far from over, given the extremely high
levels of public debt in the respective countries.
And the global growth risks are also considera-
ble in view of the escalating trade conflict with
the United States.

Finally, with regard to the implementation
of the global development goals (SDGs) many
OECD and EU countries have a great deal of
catching up to do: in terms of ecological sus-
tainability in particular, hardly any significant
progress can be seen. In global comparison,
only a few countries can serve as role mod-
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els in terms of SDG implementation (see Fig-
ure 30). Countries such as the United States
have even set themselves on a complete oppo-
site course, sending a disastrous signal to all
other countries.

Quality of democracy and good governance
are by no means “only” an end in themselves

A high quality of democracy and a function-
ing rule of law are in themselves desirable
normative objectives that do not require any
instrumental justification. Democracy and
human rights are core components of the fun-
damental canon of values that define the EU
and the OECD. Demonstrating a clear commit-
ment to these values is a basic requirement for
membership in these organizations.

Moreover, looking at the countries’ quality of
democracy and governance performance on the
one hand and the countries’ policy results on the

other, we see a clear positive link between the
two dimensions. Figure 29 shows that countries
with higher governance quality tend to achieve
more sustainable policy outcomes. The Nordic
countries are at the top in both areas. These are
also the countries that have been most successful
in implementing the SDGs so far (see Figure 30).

If the trend line is taken as a benchmark,

the countries above (or below) the line show
below-average (or above-average) perfor-
mance compared to their political governance.
For example, the overall quality of govern-
ance score (executive capacity and executive
accountability) in the United States is almost
identical to that in Estonia, but with 7.05 points
Estonia performs much better than the United
States, which scores only 4.93 points on the
issue of sustainable policy results. In addition
to the United States, underperformers include
Australia, Greece, Israel and New Zealand.
By contrast, Slovenia and Switzerland posted
significantly better results in terms of policy

FIGURE 31: Correlation Quality of Democracy and Policy Performance
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Empirical findings SGI 2018

outcomes than governance quality. Notably,
all Eastern European countries also (still)
surpass the trend line and achieve better
political results than their governance qual-
ity would suggest. Germany is also one of the
countries that has recently performed better
with regard to policy outcomes than with
respect to its governance capacities.

A similar picture can be seen in Figure 31,
which reflects the connection between the qual-
ity of democracy and policy outcomes. While the
link is not quite as strong as in terms of gov-
ernance quality and policy performance, it is
also evident here that countries with a higher
quality of democracy tend to achieve better
policy outcomes.

The Nordic countries, for example, have top
values in terms of both the quality of democ-
racy and political results. Here too, the under-
performers include the United States and Greece,
which are showing significantly worse politi-
cal results than the quality of democracy would
suggest. On the other hand, Turkey and Hungary
could have expected even worse political results
due to the extremely poor state of democracy.
Germany almost reaches the benchmark.

Outlook

Drawing on the aforementioned correlations,
we can expect that the observed phenomena

of reduced democratic quality and dwindling
governance capacity will lead to even greater
deficiencies rather than improvements in the
average policy outcome in OECD and EU countries
in the future - at least in those countries where
such trends are strongest. This applies in particular
to the United States, Poland and Turkey, which
are among the major losers in both dimensions.
The fact that the world’s largest economy,

the United States, has already fallen by nine
places in the SGI rankings for democracy,
governance and policy performance since 2014,
does not bode well for the future.

However, there are also some positive develop-
ments that can be seen as inspiration for other
countries. France, for example, has taken an

extremely positive direction in terms of gover-
nance quality under new President Emmanuel
Macron. Macron’s new political style shows that
improved government efficiency, clear and con-
sistent political communication and the early
involvement and consultation of societal groups
can go hand in hand, even in a strongly polari-
zed political system.
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Sustainable Governance Indicators

Measuring Sustainable Governance

The Sustainable Governance Indicators (SGI) address one of the central social-policy
guestions facing the highly developed states of the OECD and the European Union at the
outset of the 21st century: How can we achieve sustainable policy outcomes and ensure that

political decision-making target long-term objectives?

E
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Challenges such as economic globalization, social ~ burden on future generations. This also means

inequality, resource scarcity and demographic governments need to safeguard the long-term
change, each of which cut across policy sectors health of their societies’ economic, social and
and extend beyond national boundaries, require environmental systems. However, long-term
policymakers to adapt rapidly and learn from the thinking of this nature is currently rare. Most
examples of others. Ideally, governments should governments tend instead to act with the short
act with long-term consequences in mind. This term in mind. Mounting public debt, the unequal
involves generating policy outcomes that main- allotment of participation opportunities and the
tain or improve the quality of life for present and wasteful exploitation of natural resources have
future generations without placing an unfair significant negative implications for present
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OECD

AUSTRALIA

ISRAEL

SWITZERLAND
SOUTH KOREA
TURKEY
UNITED STATES

and future generations, thus imperiling the
overall sustainability of OECD and EU states.
Taking stock of these problems, the Sustainable
Governance Indicators project aims to support
OECD and EU governments’ capacity to act with
the long term in mind, thereby achieving more
sustainable policy outcomes.

The SGI function as a monitoring instrument
that uses evidence-based analysis to provide

DENMARK,

POLAND, SWEDEN,
CZECH REPUBLIC, HUNGARY,
UNITED KINGDOM

INFO
www.sgi-network.org
The entire set of results
and each country
report are available

for direct use or down-
load on our interactive

website.

> Website, page 76

EU

BULGARIA
CHILE BELGIUM, GERMANY, CROATIA
ICELAND ESTONIA, FINLAND, ROMANIA

FRANCE, GREECE,

JAPAN IRELAND, ITALY, LATVIA,

CANADA LITHUANIA, LUXEMBOURG, MALTA
MEXICO NETHERLANDS, AUSTRIA, CYPRUS
NEW ZEALAND PORTUGAL, SLOVAKIA,

NORWAY SLOVENIA, SPAIN

practical knowledge applicable to the daily
work of policymaking. The SGI thus target the
spectrum of those individuals who formulate,
shape and implement policies, from political
decision-makers in centers of government and
the democratic institutions of the OECD and EU
states, to representatives of civil society and
international organizations, to scholars and
interested citizens. Underlying the SGI project
is a cross-national comparison of governance in
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Sustainable Governance Indicators

Three analytical pillars

The SGI project is built on three pillars - the Policy
Performance Index, the Democracy Index and
the Governance Index - that collectively identify

examples of sustainable governance.

The SGI provide an 41 states of the OECD and the EU on the basis of

itemized comparison a customized set of indicators. Operationalized

of policy outcomes in -~ as a survey, the SGI help identify successful

41 states that draws examples of sustainable governance as well as

upon a customized policy and governance innovations. By compa-

catalog of indicators. ring strengths and pitfalls, the SGI aim to acti-
vate (international) learning processes while

at the same time casting a spotlight on vital
reforms for decision-makers and the public.

This instrument is built on three pillars — the
Policy Performance Index, the Democracy Index
and the Governance Index — that collectively
identify examples of sustainable governance.

INFO

The SGI expert network

With its innovative approach, the SGI project is the first survey of its kind to allow far-reaching assessments of the

sustainability of OECD and EU member states. The SGI are by no means a system of purely quantitative data;

the SGI also include qualitative expert assessments, which are gathered by means of a questionnaire used

as part of a multistage data capture and validation process. A network comprising a total of more than 100
renowned scholars from around the world has been engaged for the study.

The inclusion of qualitative indicators is a major advantage of the SGI over many other indices, as this allows
context-sensitive assessments that purely quantitative indicators cannot yield.

> Methodology, page 72
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Policy Performance Democracy Governance
> Policy outcomes in 16 policy areas > State of democracy and the rule > Executive capacity (steering
of law capability, implementation,

institutional learning)
> Aligned with the three pillars of

sustainability: economic develop- > Criteria address substance and
ment, environmental protection procedures of democracy > Executive accountability
and social equity (participatory competencies

of social actors)
> Focus oninstitutional
> Domestic action taken by govern- and procedural quality
ments sensitive to international
responsibilities

Profile of strengths Governance and
and weaknesses reform capacity
(reform needs)
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Policy Performance

The Policy Performance Index creates a map of reform needs in key policy areas for each

country, asking how successful individual countries have been in achieving sustainable

policy outcomes. In so doing, it references a range of ideas central to current international

discourses on measuring sustainability, social progress and quality of life. Thus, the Policy

Performance Index does not limit itself to the data associated with conventional measures of

a society’s economic growth and material prosperity.

A broad set of
economic, social
and environmental

indicators.
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Instead, this pillar of the SGI also relies on data
that measure the success of states in a variety
of policy areas that must be taken into account
in seeking to develop robust, high-performing,
long-lasting economic, sociopolitical and en-
vironmental systems, not to mention high le-
vels of social participation.

The Policy Performance Index measures the
performance of the 41 states surveyed in terms
of the three core dimensions of sustainability,
manifested here as economic, social and en-
vironmental policies. A total of 16 individual
policy areas are addressed, with policy out-
comes captured by means of a wide range

of quantitative and qualitative data. In this re-
spect, the SGI 2018 goes further than previous
SGI surveys, as it also encompasses the cont-
ribution of individual countries in promoting
sustainable development at the international
level. And in the context of the United Nations’
new Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
the highly developed OECD and EU states
have a particular responsibility for contributing
to an increase in global public welfare.

Index dimension 1

Economic policies - prospects for
inclusive growth

Economic policies that encourage competition
and strengthen market principles remain the
driver of growth, while safeguarding the re-
sources necessary if a society is to be adaptable.
However, such policies will be of the greatest
advantage to the greatest number of people if
they are accompanied by redistributive tax and
labor-market policies, and underpinned by
social policies that facilitate a just societal
allocation of the benefits of economic growth.
Therefore, sustainable governance can only be
achieved through a successful, future-oriented
approach to economic challenges. The decisive
question with respect to sustainability is

how opportunities for self-realization can be
provided to the greatest number of people today
without unjustly burdening future generations.
Excessive public debt, for example, can leave
future generations with a massive mortgage on
their opportunities for self-realization, dwar-
fing the constraints felt by today’s generations.

In assessing the individual policy areas
comprising the economic sustainability pillar,
the following aspects are addressed:



Policy Performance

Economic Policies

Policy Performance

Social Policies

Environmental Policies

Economy
Labor Market
Taxes
. Budgets
Research and
Innovation

© Global Financial
: Markets

Labor Market
Labor Market Policy
Unemployment
Long-term Unemployment
Youth Unemployment
Low-Skilled
Unemployment
Employment Rate

Low Pay Incidencer

Education
Social Inclusion
Health
Families
Pensions

Integration

: Safe Living
Global Social

Inequalities

THREE CRITERIAAND THEIR INDICATORS

Pensions

Pension Policy
Older Employment
Old Age Dependency Ratio

Senior Citizen Poverty

Environment Policies

Environmental
. Protection Regimes

Environmental
Protection Regimes
Global Environmental
Policy
Multilateral
Environmental
Agreements
Kyoto Participation
and Achievements

Assessment criteria for economic sustainability (Index dimension 1)

> Are economic policies applied on the basis of a coherent institutional framework, thereby enhancing

the country’s international competitiveness?

> How successful are government strategies in addressing unemployment and increasing

labor-market inclusion?

> Towhat extent do the country’s tax policies promote social equity, competition and positive

long-term state-revenue prospects?

> Towhat extent are budgetary policies underpinned by principles of fiscal sustainability?

> Towhat extent do research and development policies contribute to the country’s capacity for

innovation?

> Does the country actively contribute to the effective regulation and stabilization of international

financial markets?
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Ensuring broad-scale
participatory oppor-
tunities and justice
across society are

essential.
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Index dimension 2

Social policies - securing participation
for present and future generations

Social policies designed to enhance sustain-
ability involve maintaining or increasing in-
dividuals’ opportunities to act and live in ac-
cordance with their own values, which thereby
ensures a high degree of participation in
society. Political, social and economic systems
must be constituted in such a way that indivi-
duals are provided with substantive opportuni-
ties for self-realization. Ensuring broad-based
social participation involves more than provi-
ding safeguards against classic risks such as
illness, accidents, aging, assisted living, di-
sability and unemployment. Social policies
should also be integrative in nature and empo-
wer members of the community to participate
actively in public affairs. At the same time, all
members of society should have equal access
to these substantive opportunities:

No one should be systematically excluded from
those activities and states of being that com-

prise well-being. These include feeling safe,
having good health and gainful employment,
engaging in political participation, enjoying
social relations, being able to participate in
cultural life, and living in favorable environ-
mental conditions. Seeking to enhance sustain-
ability thus means ensuring the long-term
viability of social welfare systems. Assessing
the performance of OECD and EU states with
this in mind involves more than evaluating the
extent to which society provides opportuni-
ties and enables participation. It also involves
taking a close look at factors such as the sus-
tainability of public financing and the potential
for reform within existing systems. Sustaina-
bility-minded decision-makingmaintains and
even expands opportunities for social partici-
pation for today’s generations without com-
promising the opportunities afforded to future
generations.

The SGI’s social policies category addresses
the following questions:

Assessment criteria for social sustainability (Index dimension 2)

> To what extent do the country’s education policies foster high-quality, inclusive and efficient

education and training systems?

> To what extent do sociopolitical measures facilitate social inclusion, while effectively combating

social exclusion and polarization?

> How successfully do policies secure quality, inclusivity and cost efficiency in the country’s

health care system?

> Towhat extent do family-policy measures make it easier to combine career and family?

> How successful are the country’s pension policies in preventing old-age poverty while promoting

intergenerational equity and fiscal sustainability?

> To what extent do the country’s political measures foster the effective integration of migrants

into society?

> How successful is the country in establishing secure living conditions for its citizens by combating

crime and other security risks?

> And looking to the international level: To what extent is the country engaged in efforts to combat
global social inequalities, such as the promotion of fair global-trade structures and just participation

opportunities within developing countries?
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Index dimension 3
Environmental policies

In terms of sustainability, environmental poli-
cies are particularly important given the far-re-
aching effects environmental conditions have
on the quality of life. Our surrounding environ-
ment can influence the quality of life positively
(by providing access to clean water, air and recre-
ation areas) or negatively (through water, air

or noise pollution, for example). The attractions
or challenges provided by natural environments
help determine where people want to live, drive
migratory movements and make basic human
existence possible. But natural environments
(with their ecosystemic functions) are also de-
pendent on human social systems — particularly
the extent to which these latter systems observe
principles of environmental sustainability. Lifes-
tyles and economic systems dependent on an in-
tense use of resources destabilize the ecosystem
in the long term.

Indeed, the growing expectations of an expan-
ding global population represent the greatest
risk of destabilization. And yet the ability to ful-
fill these demands is constrained by immuta-
ble planetary limits. Environmental sustainability
therefore means ensuring that regenerative re-
sources are used only to the extent that they can
be replenished. Environmental sustainability also
involves ensuring that nonrenewable resour-
ces are consumed only to the extent that similar,
renewable substitutes can be developed. Harm-
ful pollutants such as greenhouse gases should be
emitted only to the extent that they can be absor-
bed by natural systems. The goal of sustainable
environmental policies must be to secure the
natural foundation of human existence and leave
an intact ecosystem for future generations.

Therefore, in this category of sustainability,
the SGI address the following key questions for
each of the 41 OECD and EU countries:

A broad range of quantitative indicators under-
lying this category also allow for a systematic
assessment of environmental-policy outcomes
(e.g., greenhouse-gas emissions, renewable
energies, particulate pollution, waste recycling).

Comparing strengths and weaknesses across the
three categories of the Policy Performance Index
allows us to identify not only the areas in which
individual countries are achieving positive policy
outcomes, and the extent to which this is occur-
ring, but also the areas in which there is a pres-

sing need for further reform.

Behind this model is the idea that the long-term
viability of economic, social and environmental
systems can be achieved only through measures
that consider these systems together. It is
important to consider the diverse interactions
and conflicting goals that arise from the three
systems and their associated policies, with no
single component viewed in isolation from
the others. The structures, actors and processes
through which such conflicting goals are ad-
dressed, and where possible resolved, are there-
fore of central importance in sustainable policy
formulation (for more on this, see also aspects
of quality of democracy and governance, on the
next page).

Assessment criteria for environmental
sustainability (Index dimension 3)

> How successful are the country’s
environmental policies in protecting
natural resources and promoting
livable environmental conditions?

> How committed is the country to the
advancement of binding global
environmental-protection regimes?
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How do OECD and EU states compare with regard to the quality of democracy and the rule

of law? This question is also vital in assessing sustainable governance because the rule of law

and citizens’ ability to participate in political processes are essential to ensuring a political

system’s good performance and long-term stability. Fully developed opportunities for

political participation must be in place if a society is to achieve high levels of participatory

justice.

The quality of demo-
cratic standards

and the rule of law are
key to any political
system’s long-term

viability.
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Indeed, the quality of democracy in a society
must be high if it is to sustain pluralism in the
processes that build and shape public will and
opinions (input legitimacy), as well as in the
policy-formulation and decision-making
processes that accommodate the interests and
needs of a broad spectrum of stakeholders in
society (throughput legitimacy), while ulti-
mately transforming these processes into con-
crete and efficacious actions (output legiti-
macy). Democracy and the rule of law are
therefore fundamental to preventing the
systematic exclusion or neglect of social groups
or individuals, enabling all members of a society
to participate in shaping opinions and building
the will to reform. When managing the inherent
conflicts underlying sustainable policy goals,
it is particularly important to prevent the syste-
matic exclusion of any group, thus following the
principle of equal opportunity.The legitimacy of
a political system rests upon its ability to pro-
vide appropriate oversight of decision-makers’
activities, opportunities for democratic partici-
pation, protection of civil rights and legal cer-
tainty. Citizens’ consent to and trust in a po-
litical system will depend heavily on these
conditions. Moreover, democratic participation
and oversight are essential in enabling con-
crete learning and adaptation processes, as well
as the capacity for change. In SGI terms, a high

level of democracy quality and a rigorous obser-
vation of the rule of law are vital to achieving
sustainability in the sense of long-term syste-
mic viability. The SGI measure these conditions
in detail through the Democracy Index.

The SGI’s Democracy Index is oriented toward
the institutional and organizational realization
of sound democratic standards.

Its normative reference point is an ideal
representative democracy.

The SGI criteria by which government systems
in the OECD and EU are measured derive from
those dimensions identified by democratic the-
ory as most significant, and contain key indi-
cators by which the quality of democracy can
be assessed. In total, 15 qualitative indicators,
comprising four criteria, are used to evaluate
the fabric of democracy in each country. Crite-
ria include the following:



Democracy

Quality of Democracy

Civil Rights and

Electoral Processes Access to Information . . . Rule of Law
Political Liberties
FOUR CRITERIAAND THEIR INDICATORS

Candidacy Procedures Media Freedom Civil Rights Legal Certainty
Media Access Media Pluralism Political Liberties Judicial Review
Voting and Access to Government Non-discrimination Appointment
Registration Rights Information of Justices
Party Financing Corruption
Popular Decision Prevention
Making

2 CivilRights  To what exte 1 the state respect and protect rights and how effective I tizens A

10 All state institutions respect and effectively protect civil rights. Civil rights contain and limit the exercise of state power by

the rule of law. Independent courts guarantee legal
protection of life, freedom and property as well as
protection against ||Iegit:mate arrest, exile, terror, torture

i i L or unjustifiable intervention into personal life, both on

) The state respects and protects rights, with few infringements. behalf of the state and on behalf of private and individual
7 Courts provide protection. actors. Equal access to the law and egual treatment by the
6 law are both basic civil rights and also necessities to
enforce civil rights.

Citizens are effectively protected by courts against infringements
of their rights. Infringements present an extreme exception.

5  Despite formal protection, frequent infringements of civil rights
1 occur and court protection often proves ineffective.

2 State institutions respect civil rights only formally, and civil rights
1 are frequently violated. Court protection is not effective.

Excerpt SGI-Codebook: www.sgi-network.org

Assessment criteria for the quality of democracy

> The electoral process, which includes the rules governing political-party ballot qualification and
voter registration as well as the issue of party financing; for the first time, this edition of the SGI
also evaluates direct-democracy structures and participation opportunities

> The public’s access to information, which can be measured by the extent of media freedoms
and media pluralism

> Civil rights and political liberties

> Therule of law, including legal certainty, the judicial review of laws and the prevention of corruption
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Governance

In a context of rapidly changing environments and growing complexity, it is ever more

important for policymakers (and the institutions through which they act) to respond

qguickly and resolutely while bearing in mind the long-term impact of actions taken today.

It is therefore important that any assessment of sustainable governance look not only at

policy outcomes, a country’s underlying democratic order and the rule of law, but also at the

political leadership’s capacity to steer processes with success. Just how effective are OECD

and EU leaders in managing strategic processes, and how well do they address and resolve

the problems they face?

The Governance Index
looks at a government’s
capacity to deliver
sound policies as well
as the participatory
and oversight compe-

tencies of social actors.
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The SGI’s Governance Index answers these
questions using a broad and innovative set of
indicators. These indicators permit a contex-
tualized assessment of the extent to which the
governments of OECD and EU states — work-
ing together with other institutions and social
stakeholders in the course of democratic
decision-making processes — are able to
identify pressing issues, develop appropriate
solutions and implement them efficiently
and efficaciously.

The modern concept of governance employed
by the SGI emphasizes a government’s capacity
to deliver sustainable policies (executive capa-
city) as well as the participatory and oversight
competencies of actors and institutions beyond
the executive branch (executive accountability).

Index dimension 1
Executive capacity

The executive capacity category focuses on the
core activities of a government and examines
the steering capabilities demonstrated by a
political system’s administrative apparatus.
This includes strategic planning, interminis-

terial coordination, knowledge management,
consultation and communication processes,
as well as policy implementation and learning
capacity. The key actors examined here are the
governments of the OECD and EU states along
with the organizational and institutional re-
sources at their disposal (centers of govern-
ment, ministries, agencies, etc.).

Index dimension 2
Executive accountability

The second category within the Governance
Index, executive accountability, focuses on the
forms of interaction between a government and
other stakeholders in the policymaking pro-
cess. It seeks to assess the extent to which par-
ticipation and oversight competencies are pro-
duced and cultivated. If policies are to succeed
in the long term and yield sustainable effects,
governments clearly cannot afford to formu-
late and implement policies in isolation. Bea-
ring this in mind, the SGI examine the extent to
which other actors who perform essential fun-
ctions in consolidating and mediating interests
in a political system are able to participate in
policymaking and monitor the process at each
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Governance

Executive Capacity

Strategic Capacity
Interministerial Coordination
© Evidence-based Instruments
Societal Consultation
Policy Communication
: Effective Implementation
. Adaptability
: Organizational Reform Capacity

Executive Accountability

Citizens’ Participatory Competence
Legislative Actors’ Resources
Media

Parties and Interest Associations

TWO CRITERIAAND THEIR INDICATORS

Interministerial Coordination
GO Expertise
GO Gatekeeping  Ministerial Bureaucracy

Cabinet Committees

Line Ministries Informal Coordination

Parteien und Interessengruppen
Intra-Party Democracy
Association Competence (Business)
Association Competence (Others)

step along the way. The capacity to exercise
this oversight function in part reflects the
government’s obligation to account for its
actions to citizens, parliaments, the media,
parties and interest groups.

Moreover, executive accountability addresses
the effectiveness of government communica-
tion, examining how well a government acqui-
res and disseminates information, and the ex-
tent to which it involves and activates various
elements of society in formulating and
implementing policy. The SGI therefore include
a series of indicators exploring the extent to
which governments consult entities such as
special-interest groups early in legislative
planning processes. The category also includes
indicators that explore the extent to which the
associations, citizens and legislatures possess
participatory competencies (knowledge of po-
litics, financial resources, etc.). In short, this is
about the checks and balances and participatory
processes that can enhance the quality and
legitimacy of political decision-making.

These aspects of modern governance are
reflected in the architecture of the Governance
Index, as shown in the figure above. As was the

case for the Policy Performance and Democracy
indices, the figure depicting the Governance
Index represents merely an overview of its
most important features. In sum, 67 qualitative
and 69 quantitative indicators underlie

the three indices.

The issues and concerns discussed thus far
highlight the SGI’s two-pronged objective in
assessing the future viability of OECD and EU
states: to measure the need for reform with re-
ference to sustainable policy outcomes and the
quality of democracy; and to measure the ca-
pacity for reform in terms of governments’ and
social groups’ abilities to steer these processes.
The SGI take this approach further than other
international rankings in two respects. First,
the SGI never regard OECD and EU states’ re-
form needs from a purely economic point of
view. Instead, the SGI intentionally incorporate
cross-cutting topics such as education, the en-
vironment, social issues and security. Second,
the dimension of reform capacity remains un-
derexplored by other indices to date. No other
ranking offers a comparable analysis with such
depth of field.
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Methodology: Generating better data
through an iterative process

The SGI draw on established survey and aggregation methods. In order to ensure the proper

operationalization of the individual index components, the SGI rely on a combination

of qualitative and quantitative data. This allows for an analysis in which the strengths

of both types of data can be applied, and it avoids the pitfalls associated with the use of

purely quantitative or qualitative surveys. In the SGI, the “objectivity” of quantitative data

from official statistical sources is complemented by experts’ context-sensitive qualitative

assessments. This combination delivers a detailed portrait of policy outcomes, the quality of

democracy and steering capacities.

SGI methodology The quantitative data underlying the SGI is
stands out for being drawn from official statistical sources, in parti-
transparent and con-  cular those provided by the OECD and EU.
textsensitive. While the SGI project team compiles this quan-

titative data centrally, the qualitative data is
procured from a global network of more than
100 experts in a multiphase process of survey
and validation. Each country is evaluated by
(at least) two country experts (political scien-
tists and economists) as well as a regional
coordinator, each of whom respond to the
questions posed in the SGI codebook. Country
reports are then produced through an iterative
evaluation process involving reviews and com-
ments by each expert. This procedure is similar
to that used by the Bertelsmann Stiftung in the
SGI’s sister project, the Transformation Index.

The SGI Codebook (available at www.sgi-net-
work.org) details the rationale behind each of
the 67 qualitative indicators, thereby ensuring
a shared understanding of each question among
the SGI experts. The questions comprising this
codebook include a range of answer options,
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allowing for precise evaluations on a scale of 1
(lowest score) to 10 (highest).

The response to each question includes both

a numerical score and a written response that
substantiates and illustrates the score given.
Throughout the course of the online survey
process, experts refer to the quantitative indi-
cators for all 41 countries as benchmarks,
allowing assessments to be made on the basis
of sound empirical data.

To ensure the comparability of quantitative
and qualitative data, all quantitative data are
standardized by linear transformation on a
scale of 1 to 10. These figures are then subject
to simple aggregation in establishing the three
Policy Performance, Democracy and Gover-
nance indices.

The SGI evaluation process yields two products:
detailed rankings and comprehensive reports
on each of the 41 OECD and EU states surveyed
(available free of charge at www.sgi-network.
org). The SGI website provides access to every
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A multi-stage survey of 41 OECD and EU states
ensures that results are reliable and valid

1

Initial survey

o

The first expert responds
to the questionnaire, pro-
viding scores and drafting
acountry report.

2

Review

R

The second expert reviews

and revises the draft report,

providing scores for each
indicator without being
able toview the first ex-

pert's scores.

3

Intra-regional
calibration

A regional coordina-
tor reviews the re-
port and scores pro-
vided, revising both
in consultation with

the experts to cre-

ate the final report.
The coordinator also
oversees the collec-
tion of data for up to
eight countries.

Policy Performance Democracy

Heenaiie Palides Electoral Processes

Access to Information
Social Policies
Civil Rights and Political Liberties

Environmental Policies Rule of Law

level of aggregation, from individual indicators
up to the top-level indices. The country reports
are also available as downloads.

The survey period for the Sustainable Governance
Indicators 2018 extended from November 7, 2016
to November 8, 2017. The assessments provided
therefore refer to governance exclusively within
this period of time. Following earlier edition in

2009, 2011, 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017, this is the
seventh SGI survey.

4

Inter-regional
calibration

Regional coordi-
nators convene to
compare and cal-
ibrate across re-
gions the results for
each.

5

Validity
check

v

In a final step, the
SGI Board reviews
the validity of the
findings and ap-
proves the final

scores.

Governance

Executive Capacity

Executive Accountability
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Sustainable Governance Indicators

Survey structure

Category Economic Policies Social Policies Environmental Policies
Criterion Economy Education Integration Environment
- Indicator - Economic Policy - Education Policy - Integration Policy - Environmental Policy
- Indicator - GDP per Capita - Upper Secondary Attainment - FB-N Upper Secondary Attainment - Energy Productivity
- Indicator - Inflation - Tertiary Attainment - FB-N Tertiary Attainment - Greenhouse Gas Emissions
- Gross Fixed Capital Formation - PISA Results - FB-N Unemployment - Particulate Matter
- Real Interest Rates - PISA, Socioeconomic Background - FB-N Employment - Water Usage
- Potential Output, Growth Rate - Pre-primary Expenditure - (FB-N = Foreign-Born to Native) - Waste Generation
Labor Market Social Inclusion Safe Living . giﬁﬁﬁ!;ﬁ%ﬁg:ﬁdion
Labor Market Policy - Social Inclusion Policy - Safe Living Conditions - Renewable Energy
- Unemployment - Poverty Rate - Homicides
- Long-term Unemployment -NEET Rates - Assaults and Muggings Global Environmental
- Youth Qnemployment - Gini Coefficient - Confidence in Police Protection
- Low-skilled Unemployment - Gender Equality in Parliaments . - Global Environmental Policy
- Employment Rate - e Setfisiagien Global Inequalities - Multilateral Environmental
- Low Pay Incidence - Global Social Policy Agreements
Taxes Health ) ~QIDA Reie - Kyoto Participation
: “Inteeiin [Pallicy and Achievements
- Tax Policy - Spending on Health Programs
- Tax System Complexity - Life Expectancy
- Structural Balance - Infant Mortality
- Marginal Tax Burden for Businesses . Perceived Health Status
- Redistribution Effect
Families
Budgets - Family Policy
- Budgetary Policy -Child Care Density, Age 0-2
- Debt to GDP - Child Care Density, Age 3-5
- Primary Balance - Fertility Rate
- Debt Interest Ratio - Child Poverty
- Budget Consolidation
Pensions
Research and Innovation - Pension Policy
- Research and Innovation Policy - Older Employment
- Public R&D Spending -Old Age Dependency Ratio
- Non-public R&D Spending - Senior Citizen Poverty
- Total Researchers
- Intellectual Property Licenses
- PCT Patent Applications
Global Financial System
- Stabilizing global financial markets
- Tier 1 Capital Ratio
Category Quality of Democracy Executive Capacity Executive Accountability
GiftEfan Electoral Processes Strategic Capacity Implementation Citizens’ Participatory
I — - Candidacy Procedures - Strategic Planning - Government Efficiency Competence
T - Media Access -Scholarly Advice - Ministerial Compliance - Policy Knowledge
i - Voting and Registration Rights . X L - Monitoring Ministries - \Voicing Opinion to Officials
Ilieztiar - Pty EmEmEing Interministerial Coordination . Monitoring Agencies/ NVoter %ursout

- Popular Decision-Making

Access to Information
- Media Freedom
- Media Pluralism
- Access to Government Information

Civil Rights and
Political Liberties
- Civil Rights
- Political Liberties
- Non-discrimination

Rule of Law
- Legal Certainty
- Judicial Review
- Appointment of Justices
- Corruption Prevention
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- GO Expertise

- GO Gatekeeping

- Line Ministries

- Cabinet Committees

- Ministerial Bureaucracy
- Informal Coordination

Bureaucracies
- Task Funding
- Constitutional Discretion
- National Standards

Adaptability

) - Domestic Adaptability

Evidence-based Instruments . International Coordination
- RIA Application
- Quality of RIA Process
- Sustainability Check

Organizational Reform
- Self-monitoring

X . - Institutional Reform
Societal Consultation

- Negotiating Public Support

Policy Communication
- Coherent Communication

Legislative Actors’ Resources
- Parliamentary Resources
- Obtaining Documents
- Summoning Ministers
- Summoning Experts
- Task Area Congruence
- Audit Office
- Ombuds Office

Media
- Media Reporting
- Newspaper Circulation
- Quality Newspapers

Parties and

Interest Associations
- Intra-party Democracy
- Association Competence (Business)
- Association Competence (Others)
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Sustainable Governance Indicators

SGI Website

Results and data
at a glance

The SGI website’s interactive features provide access to the findings for 41 countries. Users

can explore the full range of data provided, from individual indicators across various analytic

categories to fully aggregated indices.

Sustainable @ Policy Performance Countries
| Governance @ Democracy Time Series
Indicators @ Governance Downloads

(1)
& 5G| 2018 Survey v

@ Policy Performance

About the SGI
Survey Structure

Take the tour

Economic Policies N
N
Environmental Policies s

e Social Policies

® Democracy

Quality of Democracy

@® Governance

Executive Capacity

Executive Accountability

Are non-gover nmental actors
involved in policy-making? 2
Examined are:

Citizens’ Participatory Competence 2

Legislative Actors’ Resources A Media »
Parties and Interest Associations 2

i

.
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| BertelsmannStiftung

& SGI News

Swedish General Elections:

Forging New Alliances under
Duress

Ahead of Sweden?s general
elections support for the populist,
far-right Swedish Democrats is
surging, and traditional patters of

party collaboration are in flux. Is 7.9.2018
Sweden in danger of becomina Tag: Article
<> e Play

(3]

& SGI Studies

UN SDGs:

Sustainable Development Goals:
Are the rich countries ready?

The Millennium Development
Goals have led to tangible progress
in many developing countries.
Once adopted, the United Nations”
new global Sustainable
Development Goals will
additionally require industrialized
countries to implement such
standards beginning in 2016. But
the world's first comprehensive
stocktaking shows that most
industrialized nations are a long
way from serving as role models

far sirtainahla davalrnmant

< L] Play




SGIl Website

o Intuitive navigation e 3 pillars, 6 categories 9 News and studies e Interactive features

Direct access to the entire Access to every level of Studies and ongoing blog re- A variety of visualizations

set of data, downloads and analysis - from indicators ports that draw upon data allow for a systematic compar-

comparative features. toindices. for each of the SGI countries. ison of strengths and weak-
nesses.

cuuntries © impement such
standards beginning in 2016. But
the world’s first comprehensive
stocktaking shows that most
industrialized nations are a long
way from serving as role models

Examined are:

Citizens’ Participatory Competence A
Legislative Actors’ Resources 2 Media A
Parties and Interest Associations A

$mr eietainshla Aavalrnmand

s . Play
& Overall 2018 Performance ik Select Compare to Findings Scores Ranks
@ Policy Performance Democracy @) <D Scores: 1 (worst) o 10 (best
Economic Policies G Democracy SGI sample Finland Netherlands
7 J 6 8 . 7 OECD France New Zealand
EU Germany Norway
Eurozone Greece Poland
Australia Hungary Portugal
Austria Iceland Romania
Social Executive Belgium Ireland Slovakia
Policies Capacity Bulgaria Israel Slovenia
6_ 9 7 . O Canada Italy South Korea
Chile Japan Spain
Croatia Latvia Sweden
o Cyprus Lithuania Switzerland
Czech Rep. Luxembourg Turkey
Environmental Policies Executive Accountability Dtk M