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ABSTRACT

This paper proposes to conceptualize governance as a synthesis of the governing
capacity and political accountability of core executives. The concept of executive ca-
pacity focuses on the institutional capabilities enabling core executives to take strate-
gic decisions. Key functions and processes include the preparation and formulation
of policies, the implementation of policies, the incorporation of foreign reform im-
pulses and the learning of (or in) institutions. The concept of executive accountability
studies how actors in the wider political system and society—citizens, parliaments,
parties, interest associations and media—are able to hold the core executive ac-
countable, provide knowledge and deliberate the norms guiding its decisions.

These concepts have been operationalized in questions and quantitative indicators
that were assessed and compiled by country experts for 30 OECD countries in 2007.
A key finding of this survey has been that higher levels of executive accountability
support executive capacity. Countries with particularly high capacity and accountabil-
ity have established superior arrangements for institutional learning. Countries with
weaker executive governance are often characterized by dominant executives and
relatively weak non-governmental actors.



Introduction

The global financial and economic crisis has respiaind legitimized extraordinary govern-
mental intervention in times that are dominatedkspticism about the capacity of govern-
ments to take prudent, longterm-oriented and ciMely rational decisions. Numerous trends
indicate an erosion of governments’ capacity toegovThe economic crisis places enormous
fiscal burdens on states whereas their revenugggm®wers are structurally limited by inter-
national tax competition. Interdependencies betvwedicies have increased both sectorally
and cross-nationally in the wake of economic glaaéiion and transnational integration. Na-
tional political systems are prone to partisantmali blockades that may only be overcome
through package deals that often fail to addressehl problems. Imperatives of media atten-
tion dictate the political agenda, rendering sggateleliberation and problem-solving secon-
dary. Governments have responded to blockadesnéerdlépendencies by transferring deci-
sionmaking to agencies and independent expert dodchech has exacerbated problems of
democratic accountability. Opinion surveys docungedecline of trust in political institu-
tions.

While governments today seem to be less able dge@ood governance, their role is diffi-
cult to avoid or to replace. Possible alternatiseegnance providers suffer from various re-
strictions and shortcomings: International orgatiss are constrained by unanimity re-
quirements; parliaments tend to be sidelined ieridtionalized decisionmaking processes
that are tailored to national executives; parteeefan erosion of stable electoral milieux and
the stable, programmatic membership parties op#ise seem to be turn into electoral parties;
civil society organisations possess only limitedamaties and their democratic legitimacy is
at times questionable; finally, companies increglgidepend on international capital markets
that tend to favor short-term rentability conceonsr longterm strategic interests.

The erosion and simultaneous need for governméezadéership have created both advocacy
and scholarly motives for the “Sustainable Goveceandicators” (SGI), an expert survey
and dataset we present in this paper. The SGI lbese developed by two thinks tanks based
in Germany, the Bertelsmann Foundation and theeCéot Applied Policy Research at the
University of Munich. Our general aim has beemtgestigate and measure the reform capac-
ity of states and to raise the awareness of thégoaid politicians for the quality of govern-
ance.

The present paper explains how this interest iornefcapacity—the capacity of political ac-
tors to identify and implement changes needed fwone the status quehas led us to an
indirect approach of measurement that assessesHmpolicy performance of states and the
institutional arrangements of governing, termede@xive governance”. We conceive execu-
tive governance as the interaction of core exeestwith an enabling environment of political
actors. We assume that the institutional potefdrateform can be considered high if core
executives have the capacity to take strategicstets and if citizens, parliaments, parties,
interest associations and media are able to hoklececutives accountable, provide societal
knowledge and deliberate the norms guiding thesisidas. In the following sections of this
paper we elaborate these concepts and how we ktawgpded to measure them. We then re-
port key findings of the survey, with a focus om ffuality and patterns of executive govern-
ance.



1. Measuring reform capacity: a review of the liteature

Three approaches of comparing the reform capatiyates or governments may be distin-
guished.

(1) A first approach is to establish a catalogueasfcrete reform measures and to examine
the extent to which countries have realized thek®ms. The more reforms a state has im-
plemented, the higher its capacity of reformingafples of such clearly delineated reform
programs are the “Washington Consensus” of theratenal Monetary Fund and the World
Bank, or the “New Public Management” (Pollitt/Boaekt 2004; Williamson 1994).

Yet one can doubt whether the implementation ofwgireform catalogues allows inferences
on reform capacity in the sense of a structuraligrained potential. The core meaning of
reform capacity might rather be the dynamic adaltyabo new challenges which is not cap-
tured by studies that assess the extent to whisthgined reform measures have been imple-
mented. Which policies and institutions are morapaable could thus be measured only indi-
rectly and retrospectively, by comparing policymuits and/or outcomes at two subsequent
points of time (Wiesenthal 2005). Improvements dirae would allow to infer a reform ca-
pacity. Such an evidence-based measurement ofrrefapacity would also avoid the politi-
cal bias often associated with specific policy nueas and the beliefs underpinning their ap-
plication. This is why evidence-based comparisdrsoticy performance are increasingly
accepted in international cooperation frameworkshown by the United Nations’ Mille-
nium Development Goals or the EU’s Lisbon Process.

(2) This second approach is inter alia advocateddmnomists who assess the efficiency of
public expenditures by comparing the levels of exjiteire in 23 OECD states, new EU-
member states and “emerging markets” (Afonso €&CG05; 2006). Afonso, Schuknecht and
Tanzi conceptualize public sector performance aspeising allocation, distribution and sta-
bilization functions as well as the provision otiatjopportunities. To evaluate performance,
they use quantitative indicators intended to desdtie quality of public administration, edu-
cation, health, transport and communication infragtire (equal opportunities) as well as
income distribution, growth, inflation and unempiognt. These indicators are aggregated by
calculating means from the respective equally weidjistandardized components. The ratio
of public sector performance and public expend#mneeasured as a share of GDP) indicates
the efficiency of the public sector, which accogltn the authors is higher in countries with
lower public expenditure shares.

In contrast with this simple input-output-comparisother studies try to identify different
profiles of public sector performance and explaen with institutional determinants. The
Social and Cultural Planning Office (SCP), a Dugolvernmental think tank, calculated ag-
gregate performance scores for the public seabon ft9 quantitative indicators collected for
22 developed industrial states (2004). The indisaéoe divided into four groups: stabiliza-
tion and economic development; distribution (meadury poverty rates); allocation of public
services; quality of the public administration. Tdemposite measure is determined by calcu-
lating first the group means of each individuatransformed and equally weighted indicator
and second an overall mean of the equally weightedp means.

Roller measures policy outcomes in the fields trimal security, economic policy, social
policy and environmental policy by collecting 14licators for 21 OECD countries over the
period from 1974 to 1995 (Roller 2006). She cordsra composite indicator of “political
effectiveness” similar to the SCP study, in a tw&panean-based aggregation procedure that

! Unlike Afonso et al., the SCP study defines tbkime of public expenditure based on a functional

definition of the public sector, which also inclsdie private production of services that are tiaaklly con-
sidered as public services.
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assigns equal weights to policy areas and to iddaliindicators which have been standard-
ized through a linear transformation.

Yet both SCP and Roller can explain the influerafaastitutional factors on policy outcomes
only partially and their lessons for institutiomaform remain vague. In the tradition of Esp-
ing-Anderson (1990), SCP classifies states by &tratcfeatures of public services (use of
resources, funding, delivery). However, the geolgiegl-cultural groups of Anglosaxon,
northern, western, southern and central Europedesstesulting from this classification sug-
gest little scope for intentional model change.

Roller also distinguishes patterns of politicalfpanance, but drawing on Lijphart (1999) she
additionally classifies states according to theeekof power dispersion, which is determined
by characteristics of the constitution and struedusf government and opposition. But she
finds only selective and inconsistent effects ajat@tion / majoritarian democracy on the
level, stability and structure of political effesthess (Roller 2006, 276-277). She interprets
this result with the fact that her classificatiared not sufficiently take the breadth of interest
representation into account. However, one canagdkanore fundamentally whether her deci-
sion to operationalize power dispersion througlo yaayer indices has been appropriate.
Considering only few macro-institutional featurems gradual into categorical differences
and sacrifices minor differences between instindlarrangements to the theoretical interest
in parsimony. Furthermore, macro-institutional slasations of presidential or parliamen-
tary, bi- or unicameral, federal or unitarian systedo not offer viable starting points for in-
stitutional reforms, since such fundamental featfepolitical systems are usually beyond
the discretion of political actors.

(3) These questions and objections lead to a #nedytic and conceptual approach that con-
ceives reform capacity as a function of the pditigrocess and its management. At levels
below the macro-institutional categorizations, rereasingly accepted and expanding body
of desirable public management practices has ed@wsong practitioners. International or-
ganizations and agencies like the World Bank, OB@D EU Commission use these agreed
good practices as benchmarks for international esispns (Evans/Manning 2003;
James/Ben-Gera 2004; Manning 2005; Nunberg 200@GEDEO05). These organizations try
to develop process-oriented standards becausedmsyder good governance a crucial factor
of successful development and view benchmarksfastefe orientations and incentives for
domestic reforms in the framework of performance aew public management approaches
(Knack, Kugler and Manning 2003; Kuhlmann, Boguartd Wollmann 2004).

With the Governance Indicators, World Bank econtsrisve developed a sophisticated
methodology of governance measurement that syaesidicators of governance quality in
213 countries and territories from 25 differentagations and 31 data sources (Kaufmann
et al. 2006). Governance is evaluated by six difiecomposite indicators that refer to the
accountability of governments, their implementatiapacity and the acceptance of political
institutions. Of these indicators, “government efifeeness” seems to best represent the con-
tribution of governments to reform capacity, siftadescribes “the quality of public service
provision, the quality of the bureaucracy, the cetepce and independence of the civil ser-
vice, and the credibility of the government’s cortment to policies. The focus is on inputs
the government needs to produce and implement golicles and deliver public goods.”
(Kaufmann u.a. 2004: 255). The data sources faritigiicator are expert polls, business and
popular opinion surveys carried out by the WorlshBas well as by non-governmental or-
ganizations, universities and commercial ratinghaggs.

From these sources, items associated with governefifectiveness are selected, standardized
and weighted according to their representativity precision. This procedure allows to esti-
mate governance as “the mean of the distributiaimobserved governance conditional on
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the [...] observed data points” for a country (KaufmaKraay, and Mastruzzi 2004, 259).
This aggregation and estimation procedure triddtén out the valid information content of
the data sources by assigning lower weights tocgsuhat differ strongly from the assess-
ment of other sources. Critics have pointed oditttina procedure weights similarly biased
sources higher due to their correlation, which $etadess precise governance estimates
(Arndt/Oman 2006). An even more serious problethésloss of conceptual precision caused
by the aggregation procedure that reduces items flifferent sources varying in their word-
ing and meaning to numeric information that is thesonstructed in a new indicator (Knack
2007; Van de Walle 2006).

Contrary to the World Bank’s synthetical Governahwdicators, the OECD disaggregates
government activities into a wealth of cross-natlbpncomparative qualitative and quantita-
tive indicators (OECD 2007). Based on the model pfoduction process, the OECD in early
2007 published comparative data on government tegnnputs, processes and outputs.
With 32 individual data series, the process datstitute a focus of the compilation and in-
clude public budgeting, human resource managementitoring, regulatory quality, the role
of centers of government and e-government. Howawest datasets have been selected from
already available, already published OECD survel/featal data. Moreover, the compilation
does not explicate whether the datasets are supposever the respective part of the gov-
ernmental production process in an exemplary fas{@e proxies) or whether they provide
only fragmentary information.

Until now, the OECD has not constructed any contpardicators from those dingle data
and intends to proceed carefully since such indrsatvould suggest ,a spurious degree of
precision in inter-country ranking“ (OECD 2007, )is remarkable that this critique ad-
dresses only the risks of misinterpretation, busdaot raise principled doubts regarding the
aggregability of institutional and process featuidsee OECD does consider the data a suit-
able basis for measuring efficiency and effectigsn@®ECD 2007, 2) and thus for a graduat-
ing international comparison. Most process-relageelstions and response options imply an
obvious interpretation regarding good and less gabdinistrative practice and thus at least
an ordinal level of measurement.

2. Design of the Sustainable Governance Indicators

The SGI do not venture on a catalogue-based measuatef reform capacity. Rather, the
conceptual design of the survey seeks to link aweldp approaches of results- and process-
oriented measurement. Reform capacity is assesdeddtly by comparing the policy per-
formance and executive governance of states. Asaragonal comparison of policy out-
comes allows reform activities and their impacdbécassessesk post Better policy outcomes
or greater improvements — cross-nationally or ctesgporally — may result from a higher
reform capacity in a given country. As the interoadl consensus on “good” policy outcomes
grows, identifying reform capacigx posthas become much more feasible.

In addition, the SGI adopt ax anteperspective and try to assess the institutionaécigy for
reforms by comparing “executive governance”. Tluisaept denotes the institutional ar-
rangements of governing, including the mechanismsifid patterns of interaction between
the core executive and its organizational enviramigoth within the executive itself and in
the wider political system. Executives have commawet significant resources and translate
popular preferences into policies. How they areegogd may not guarantee the success of
reforms, but it surely affects the chances of goremts to succeed with their reform meas-
ures.



To evaluate executive governance, the SGI focut@micro-level functions and processes
required to “run a government”, drawing on the &ugj international public management
know-how in areas such as strategic planning,-imiersterial coordination, the drafting of
legal acts, monitoring, budgeting, auditing, taskedation, institutional learning devices, and
public communication and consultation policies. #8sume that the extent to which a gov-
ernment has established best practices in perfgritsrfunctions can be taken as an indica-
tion of better executive governance that is likelynhance a country’s institutional capacity
for reform.

Policy performance and executive governance aresepted in two composite indicators: a
Status Index and a Management Index. These twodadionsist of 149 individual items—93
and 56, respectively. Seventy-four quantitativadatbrs are derived from information col-
lected from public data sources. Experts for eacmtry have provided 62 qualitative as-
sessments as well as 13 quantitative indic&tors.

Figure 1: Composition of the Status and Managemerindices

Status Index| Management Index

Dimensions 2 2
Categories 4 7
Criteria 18 15
ltems 93 56
Of which: 26 36

Expert assessments

Quantitative indicators 67 7

Quantitative expert indicators - 13

The Status | ndex

The Status Index reflects the growing political aetolarly consensus on what good policy
outcomes entail as well as the importance of a-Qigddity democracy as a framework for
policy performance. The Index therefore includessfions on democracy that assess whether
citizens face discrimination in the electoral piss;ehow citizens can access public informa-
tion, the degree to which the media are indepenaethidiversified, how well states protect
civil rights and whether the government and adniai®n act predictably and in accordance
with the law. To assess policy performance, théuStlndex then examines four broad policy
sectors and policy areas:

(1) Economy and employment: labor market policyegrise policy, tax policy, budgetary
policy;

(2) Social affairs: health policy, social cohesitamily policy, pension policy;

(3) Security: external/internal security policytegration policy;

(4) Sustainability: environmental policy, reseaactd innovation policy, education policy.

2 For a detailed list of indicators, questions andrses, please see www.sgi-network.de.
? In addition to this policy-specific performancesessment, the Index is also based on indicatorsefiact the
broad socioeconomic performance of countries (pagntial GDP growth).
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Each policy area was evaluated by country expadglaough indicators from public data
sources. Country experts were asked to asses®hgetstions and evaluate the extent to
which a particular policy realizes specified obpees, such as the goal of fiscal sustainability
in the case of budgetary policy. These objectivaaselbeen carefully selected and defined so
as to avoid any ideological bias and to make swaethey would be broadly accepted and
supported by citizens, policymakers and scholake alcross both political and value-based
divisions.

In selecting the performance indicators from putiiita, we have also been careful to choose
those indicators that are clear in meaning, damate ambiguous interpretations and are
available for all OECD countries. We have sougtdavoid including model-specific indica-
tors that might be seen as being biased in favteadrdinated” or liberal market economies
(Hall and Soskice 2001; Howell 2003). The key nagie@ for combining democratic, socio-
economic and policy performance items in one inueEx been that high democratic and so-
cioeconomic standards constitute necessary scopktioms for policy-specific performance.

The Management Index

The Management Index reflects the consensus poaeis and scholars have developed on
what good governmental practices entail. The Ifdekexamines the extent to which core
executives act strategically and can rely on astihal capacities for strategic policy-making.
This dimension, labeled “executive capacity,” isé&hon a commonly accepted notion of
governing that identifies the government and szl the core executive as the key actor
of governance (Knack, Kugler and Manning 2003). Mamnagement Index then analyzes the
role of actors outside the executive and the exttenthich these actors hold governments
accountable, enhance the knowledge base of desiammhdeliberate their normative appro-
priateness. This dimension of “executive accoutitgbreflects the degree of importance
attained in governance by actors outside the exectt

Both dimensions of executive capacity and execwoeuntability are further structured into
categories and criteria (see figure 2). The categarsed to assess executive capacities refer
to stages in the policy cycle as well as to corgdptiving from the literature on Europeani-
zation, globalization and policy learning (Commd®2; Dolowitz and Marsh 2000; Radaelli
2003):

(1) Policy preparation: strategic planning and expdvice, inter-ministerial coordination,
regulatory impact assessment (RIA), consultatiah@mmunication policies;

(2) Policy implementation: anticipation of veto @& in the legislative process, management
of task delegation to ministers, agencies, subnatigovernments and private actors;

(3) Incorporation of external reform impulses: gowaental capacity to adapt to globaliza-
tion, Europeanization or transnationalization a#i a&to import and export policies;

(4) Institutional learning: governmental capacdyéform its own institutional arrangements
and improve its strategic orientation.

* In their theoretical account of governing, Piearel Peters describe the state’s dependence ondtiess as
follows: “states must be open to a wide range fifrimation, including much that is uncomfortable aligso-
nant, if it is to be successful in governing. lhetwords, states must be in close contact withstiogety and
utilize social information openly and accuratelyambgoverning. This further implies that the statékiely to be
in close communication with societal actors whosgss much of the information that would be requiced
effective governing and also generally that théestaust be willing to engage in a formal or infofrachange
of power over decisions for that information.” (Peand Peters 2005, 46)
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Executive accountability is subdivided into threparate categories corresponding to actors
or groups of actors that are considered to be kegumtability providers in theories of de-
mocracy and governance (Bovens 2007; Pierre areddP2005, 46; Schedler 1999, 17,
Schmitter 2004). The particular questions here @skwhat extent are citizens informed
about government policies? Is the parliament capabévaluating and controlling the execu-
tive? And are intermediary organizations (the mepliitical parties, interest associations)
characterized by policy know-how and relevances&lgiestions were evaluated by country
experts who also collected numerical data on, fan®gle, the share of governmental bills
adopted by parliament or the size of expert staffarliament.

Figure 2: Components of the Status and Managemenhtlex

Sta'[US Index PR > Management Index
) Socioeconomic and Executive
dQuaIlty Of. policy performance: Executive capacity: accountability:
- elmoc:fac_y. . addressing core executives information,
[POIMIEEY [PEIE SR, challenges of and strategic deliberation and
electoral competition advanced industrial policymaking control by non-
and the rule of law societies executive actors
A
Economy
Electoral Access to and Social Policy Policy
process | [information| employ- affairs prepa- implemen- Citizens
ment ration tation
in- Incorpo- ) Partie_s|
Civil rights| [Rule of law Security SN rating Institu- parliament| | @ssocia-
ability tional tions
external Tl -
impulses 9 media

In sum, the design of the Management Index asstimgsnore accountability — in the form

of public scrutiny, information channels and noriveatieliberation — improves executive
governance. Since the conventional approach ofrgowgtends to view accountability and
participation mechanisms as constraints on exezatithority, this assumption might be
challenged as counterintuitive. Reforming may be&measier for some governments as they
can govern under much more conducive structuraditons and rely on enabling actor con-
stellations.

This critique can be substantiated with the thécabargument that a greater number of ideo-
logically opposed and internally coherent veto playincreases an adopted policy’s degree of
stability (Tsebelis 2002). However, veto playersndd necessarily block improvements to the
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status quo. In fact, many authors have arguedvétatplayers might even improve the quality
of reforms by helping governments to better assgesgpotential impacts of a given reform.
Doing so induces reformers to broaden their baksspport by accommodating veto-player
critiques and thereby rendering reforms irrevees{oblf.,Benz 2003, 230).

For this reason, we do not attribute a veto fumctigriori to certain attributes of a given po-
litical system, such as a large number of (goveynparties, a bicameral parliament or a
strong constitutional court. Instead, we use erogiiata to examine whether veto players
have a positive influence on reform policy or wiegtthey just block it, driven by confronta-
tional preferences. In addition, we switch perspestand ask to what extent governments are
able to anticipate veto players in the legislapvecess (Evans and Manning 2003).

One might still argue that each OECD country hdgfarent number of veto points (i.e., po-
tential blockade constellations) that their respeagovernments need to consider in legisla-
tive processes. For example, whereas British govents do not have to take into considera-
tion either a constitutional court’s concerns arsih of a second parliamentary chamber with
veto rights, German governments must take thesdédwadable veto players into account.

This comparison naturally raises the question aghtether a German government that must

anticipate more veto points in the lawmaking prec@suld have its success more positively
evaluated than a British government that, in comspar has fewer veto points requiring con-
sideration.

For the purposes of the SGI, we have decided &b states equally in this respect, regardless
of whether their governments must anticipate thoed, four or five veto points. One could
object to this methodology by pointing to the afoemtioned example and argue that it is
easier for the British government to attain the lbssessment because it effectively has to
anticipate only two veto points. At the same tilm@yever, governments in systems with
more veto points than the United Kingdom are awétée additional veto points and there-
fore can—and indeed must—prepare for them accadiiig permit de facto a bonus for
states with veto-intensive systems could resudt situation in which such a state—despite
having had several proposed laws fail approvahleyconstitutional court—is accorded a bet-
ter score than a government in a system with less points that succeeded in having more
laws adopted.

Furthermore, according to this methodology, a sydtased on the majority principle (e.qg.,
the United Kingdom’s) does not automatically reeesvgood rating for strategic capacity just
for having comparatively low veto hurdles. Insteadountry’s aggregate assessment also
takes into account the assessments of the govettsnegensultations with business and social
actors and its communication with the public. Baaraple, a British government that, thanks
to its majority principle, is able to pass manysamhile, at the same time, ignore societal
interests, would receive a poor rating for the eetipe question. In comparison, systems with
many veto points usually have various social irgiEsreepresented among their veto players.
As a result, governments in these systems thaesafidly anticipate veto points can gener-
ally expect to receive positive ratings for the gjiens related to public communication and
consultation.

3. Measurement and aggregation

To operationalize and measure the concepts usashstructing the SGI, we decided to rely
on a combination of statistical data drawn fromaidf sources as well as the qualitative as-
sessments of country experts. Statistical datgemerally more reliable than expert opinions,
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particularly when they are collected by officiasiitutions and by using methods that conform
to cross-national standards. At the same time, tiexysuch data often do not adequately
cover the full meaning of a concept. We therefmeleve that complex concepts can be
measured best through the use of expert assesstnaitske the country-specific context

into account and provide “thick” descriptions captg the nuances of phenomena. Neverthe-
less, one must always remember that the respohsgperts are prone to bias by subjective
perceptions and thereby pose problems of interaadi@bility (Munck and Verkuilen
2002).The SGI's expert survey questionnaire wagyded to improve the validity of expert
assessments through the use of six tools and proadesteps.

(1) Many assessment questions are formulated spelit detailed factual evidence rather
than broad—and consequently more subjective—assegsm

(2) The questionnaire provides detailed explanatmrand four tailored response options for
each question. The experts were instructed to abeptandardized response options to the
individual context of the particular country thegns evaluating and to substantiate their rat-
ings (numerical assessment) with evidence in twintry report (in the following: “expert
report”). The rating scale for each question rarfgms one to 10, with one being the worst
and 10 being the best. The scale is differentibtefbur response options provided for each
guestion. Although the written assessments do llaw dor a direct reconstruction of the nu-
merical ratings, they do provide an explanatorykigamund for them.

(3) Each OECD member state was examined by theelng scholars with established exper-
tise in their respective countries. To identify jgaive bias and reduce any distortion it might
cause, the experts were selected so as to reptestbrdomestic and external views as well as
the viewpoints of political scientists and econdsiig§ach expert was tasked with writing
assessments for “their” country, which resultethim production of three individual and yet
parallel country assessments (“expert reports”emh country. The experts were instructed
to assess the situation in their countries as atMa007 and to take into account the period
between January 2005 and March 2007 when explathgigratings.

In completing the questionnaire, each expert hgadwide ratings for 62 questions, which
means that the evaluations for all 30 countrieaibstt a total of 1,860 scores, or ratings. For
65 percent of the ratings, the expert scores dewilay two levels or fewer, which results in a
standard deviation of equal to or less than 0.@WweéVer, these deviations tend to overesti-
mate the imprecision of the ratings, as the matwabehind selecting three experts per coun-
try was indeed to benefit from the input of a virief political orientations as well as profes-
sional experience. In other words, a high standaxdation is a side-effect of the survey’s
design—not necessarily an indication of a valigitgblem. Moreover, the review process
eliminated all measurement errors resulting frosesan which obvious misunderstandings
produced high standard deviations. Organized ascardive process between and among the
experts and reviewers, the review process allowegbarticipants to clarify concepts, define
the exact meaning of questions and agree on caowsnidf interpretation that would ensure
reliable evaluations.

(4) The countries examined by the SGI were subdiyi@mong seven regional coordinators
according to geographical location. These regionatdinators, who are political scientists
with both comparativist and area expertise, weoh easponsible for three to five of the 30
OECD countries. Selecting information from eacheskpeport according to the criteria of
validity and objectivity, the regional coordinatansegrated this information into a synthe-
sized “country report” and gave numerical ratingsdal on those provided in the three expert
reports.

(5) The regional coordinators reviewed their raticgllectively so as to make it possible to
draw comparisons across the entire OECD world. g gf the discussions making up the
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review process, each regional coordinator was reduo explain, defend and eventually re-
calibrate his ratings and assessments. To makelamges agreed to during the review proc-
ess more transparent, the coordinators also agpegtbose the median of the three country
expert ratings as the default score and, if a dievidrom the median score was deemed nec-
essary, to keep the score within the range ofgatprovided in the experts’ reports. During
the review process, the regional coordinators dedifrom the respective median values in

31 percent of the total number of 1860 scores pexvin the reports. In turn, two percent of
these scores exceeded the range defined by thet exipegs and each of these deviations was
justified in the body of the country reports.

(6) As part of a second round of reviews, an adyibody composed of renowned scholars
and practitioners and charged with making stratdgasions discussed and approved the
ratings. This second review resulted in chang&spercent of the total scores and entailed a
slight reduction in the proportion of scores daugfrom the country expert median in the
expert reports (down to 29 percent from 31 percand) exceeding the range of the ratings in
the experts’ reports (down to 1 percent from 2 et

The SGI's other main sources of data are quantgatidicators collected from publicly avail-
able statistics. While the expert ratings are based unified scale ranging from one to 10,
the quantitative indicators are provided usingedéht scales and units of measurement. In
order to aggregate the latter into composite irgjittee indicators had to first be standardized.
This was accomplished by calculating the relatistatice from the best performing state and
assigning a value to this distance using a scalgimg from one to 10. In cases where lower
values of indicators denoted better performaneestiores were inverted so as to guarantee
that higher scores always represented better peaface.

The chosen method of standardization has desiedfglets insofar as it generates scales with
identical ranges and fixed end points, limits thituence of outlier values and increases the
distance between values lying within a narrow wa€rso as to emphasize the relative posi-
tion of states vis-a-vis other states (OECD/JRC32000 check the robustness of our stan-
dardization approach, we also calculated the Statiex and Management Index using z-
transformed and logistic-function-transformed val{@rusis 2009). These standardization
methods produced very similar rankings, with thepgcof rank shifts being limited to a
maximum of three ranks.

For most indicators, there are no broadly agreamtipgbsolute benchmarks that denote top-
or bottom-level performance. This is the case eitleeause performance is assumed to in-
crease or decrease continually or because estathlnchmarks (e.g., the threshold of a
general government deficit of 3 percent of GDP,chithe European Union uses as an eligi-
bility criterion for membership in the Economic aMdnetary Union) remain contested
among scholars and policymakers. For this reasergetgided to define empirical, relative
benchmarks by assigning scores of one and 10 twah&t and best performing state, respec-
tively, within the given set of countries.

This benchmarking technique made full use of tingeagiven by the scale. At the same time,
however, it also caused a divergence between itmigcand expert ratings, as the latter rarely
chose the lowest possible scores. This meansh@atibice of empirical, relative benchmarks
led to a situation in which, for the quantitatinelicators, the worst performers were assigned
a score of one even if they performed only slighttrse than other countries. In contrast,
without a method of standardization for the expatings, the worst performers here would
have “suffered” less from a small gap in relatiorbétter-performing countries. Since we did
not want to treat quantitative indicators and ekpaings in different ways, we rescaled all
expert ratings so as to generate distributions idéthtical ranges. To avoid the emergence of
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any discrepancies between expert ratings and wigssessments, we also included the origi-
nal, non-standardized expert ratings in the courgpprts.

In order to integrate individual items into a corape index, weights have to be assigned to
all individual items. The SGI's method of weightitigese items has been guided by two main
considerations:

In the first place, we decided that weights shoaftéct the conceptual status of items, crite-
ria, categories and dimensions that are compoménite key SGI concepts of democracy,
policy performance and executive governance. Omeget concepts were disaggregated into
their components, theoretical reasoning was useétktdify, define and juxtapose these com-
ponents. In contrast, our prior empirical knowledgpeut, for example, the impact of effec-
tive inter-ministerial coordination on the preparatof policies was mainly based on the ex-
periences of practitioners, case-based evidengtiam and common sense.

Our knowledge has been particularly limited whegoitnes to the interaction of individual
components with each other, for example, on hoerintinisterial coordination, regulatory
impact assessments and strategic planning joiffégtgpolicy preparation. This uncertainty
about effects and interrelations suggests that coets might best be considered hypotheses
about the presence or fulfillment of a concept (&2006, 53-58). For example, by defining
inter-ministerial coordination as a component dfqyopreparation, one must assume that
effective inter-ministerial coordination improvesligy preparation. On the more aggregate
level of SGI categories, it is contended that éffecmechanisms of policy preparation in
combination with effective implementation and ihgibnal learning increase the strategic
capacity of executives. However, we do not knowcisety how much individual components
contribute to the aggregate concept and wheth&inazomponents reinforce or hamper the
contributions of other components.

Given these uncertainties, the safest strateglydibding indices is to assume, on the one
hand, that all components possess equal statugpathieses about the presence and fulfill-
ment of aggregate concepts and, on the other liagideach component may partially, but not
fully substitute for the effect of other componeritke corollary for the construction of the
index at this point is to assign equal weightslita@mponents and choose an additive method
of aggregation.

Second, the SGI has been operationalized as a natidn of an expert survey and a compi-
lation of so-called hard statistical data. Thismoetblogical choice is motivated by taking two
facts into consideration: On the one hand, OECD bezrstates are well-charted by numer-
ous datasets, and there are official, cross-ndtatatasets that provide information that is
more reliable than subjective assessments of expg@rt the other hand, statistical data cover
only very specific aspects of more complex reaiied ignore a context that can allow for a
fuller understanding of an indicator’s particulaganing. In order to take this complexity
more fully into account, experts were asked to gl®eontextualized assessments that were
then subjected to a review process.

In this way, the combination of expert assessmamdisstatistical indicators assumes that both
types of observations have specific strengths agmknesses, that they cannot fully substitute
for each other, and that neither of them is epistegically superior to the other (Collier,
Brady and Seawright 2004, 252-258). For this reasendecided to assign equal weight to
the expert assessments and the sets of indicatitig e policy areas constituting the per-
formance assessment of the Status Index.

The Status Index and the Management Index scoeethias derived by calculating the arith-
metic means of the scores for their respectivedaraponents (i.e., dimensions, categories
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and criteria)l. In order to confirm the robustness of our chasproach of weighting, we
tested various other weighting models. The aggeegatrelations between these models and
our default model turned out to be fairly high, aihiconfirms the robustness of our weight-

ing.

4. Key findings

This section summarizes key findings of the surfegised on the Management Index. We
start by describing and interpreting the groupihgauntries that emerges from the ranking.
Then we analyze patterns of centralized vs. segedaskecutives, policy coordination and the
management of delegation in federal states. A faggregate-level finding is that the two
dimensions of the Management Index—-executive cégaand “executive accountabil-

ity"— are highly correlated. This correlation camfis our assumption that accountability
does not have to constrain a government’s decisaiimmg capacity and may even increase
executive capacity.

Figure 3: Management Index results
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® As the categories (i.e., the four broad policytee) of the Status Index do not imply a theoréttatus within
the SGI conceptual framework, they were not usdehadds in the aggregation process.
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Patterns of executive governance

Four different state groupings emerge from a ragkiithe 30 countries based on their ag-
gregate Management Index scores. Norway, Denmanlgriel, Sweden, Iceland and New
Zealand hold the top positions. This leading greeis itself apart from the lower-ranked
states particularly with respect to its institusbfearning capacity. In all of the countries
within this group, the various parts of the exeautre continually scrutinized and frequently
reformed so as to improve their efficiency and gerfance capacity. Most reforms are guided
by strategic considerations rather than by partisaditical interests, and are primarily con-
cerned with restructuring the portfolios of theigas ministries, as well as relations between
ministries and semiautonomous agencies.

On the other hand, the differences between therigagtoup and the intermediate group are
less pronounced with respect to policy preparadiath formulation, parliamentary monitoring
and information-gathering resources or intermedag@nizations are involved. In these ar-

eas, Iceland and New Zealand performed more pduaaly many other states from the upper
part of the intermediate group.

The upper intermediate group of the Managementimglenade up of states including Ire-
land, Canada, Australia and the United Statesgalath the smaller Central European states
of Austria, Switzerland, Luxembourg, the Netherlsuadd, at the end of this group, Germany.
These states display a weaker institutional legroapacity than those in the leading group,
but also have responded in a less active and itivevaay to globalization and Europeaniza-
tion, and they have a smaller proportion of wefbimed citizens. They differ from the coun-
tries in the lower intermediate group particulanyterms of their party, media and association
systems, all of which tend to provide more suppmgoverning.

The aggregate scores of the individual dimensiom$irtn the hypothesis that, in the coun-
tries belonging to the Anglo-American traditionghlwmajoritarian democracies, executive
capacities are stronger while the monitoring arfidrmation-gathering functions of societal
actors are weaker. In the Central European cosnthe relationship is exactly the opposite:
Governance is supported less by the executivetiutional and strategic capacity and more
by the monitoring, information-gathering and deldiese capacities of parliaments, parties,
media organizations and interest associationspgride political knowledge of the citizenry.

The Management Index’s lower intermediate groupuntes the United Kingdom, South Ko-
rea, Slovakia, Hungary, Portugal, Japan, Mexicajigg-rance, Belgium, Italy, the Czech
Republic and Turkey. In comparison with the cowstiin the upper intermediate group, the
13 countries in this group displayed weaknessdscpharly in the fields of executive ac-
countability to citizens and parties, as well athie political expertise and relevance of inter-
est associations. One of the key explanationshisrgarticular shortcoming was mentioned in
several country reports: Interest associationkencountries of Southern Europe, but also in
Asia and Mexico, attempt to influence governmenicpes largely through networks of po-
litical decision makers, and less so by means bfipdebate contrasting government policies
with alternative policy proposals. However, the mioy reports also pointed out a lack of ca-
pacities, and problems with setting priorities.

The majority of states in the lower intermediargwuy have similar models of governance, at
least in the sense that executive capacity islgledaminant as compared to the accountability
of the executive to external actors. Six of thestt@es had capacity scores that were even
higher than that of Germany, the lowest-scoringitguin the upper intermediate group. On
the other hand, in terms of executive accountgbitibne of the 13 countries attained a score
as high as those obtained by countries in the uppenmediate group.
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Poland and Greece trail the other OECD statesstgraficant degree. Their deficiencies
compared with the intermediate group are partitpjaonounced in the field of strategic
capacity, while the parliaments of both countrie@yg much better monitoring and informa-
tion-gathering resources than several of the cammiteceiving higher scores. In terms of
globalization, Europeanization, policy preparation institutional learning, the governments
of Poland and Greece scored significantly lowenttinee average country in the lower inter-
mediate group.

Centralized vs. segmented executives

The two dimensions of the Management Index allojestand models of governance to be
roughly distinguished as to whether the strategpacity of the executive takes prominence
in decision-making processes or whether the cantrfdrmation-gathering and deliberation
functions of societal actors outside the execudrgemore strongly pronounced. The differing
capacity profiles of Australia and Germany illuggréghis distinction (see figure 4). In the
Management Index, Australia lies four places ab®eemany and owes its position in par-
ticular to its government’s strategic capacity. tBe other hand, executive accountability to
citizens, the parliament and intermediate orgaiumatreceived higher scores in Germany
than in Australia.

Figure 4: Executive vs. non-executive led governaacAustralia and Germany

Policy preparation "_ Australia

O Germany
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Delegation management in federal states

Among the nine states in the upper intermediatagrthere are six federal states in which
most policies are also formulated and implememeelation to states or provinces, reflect-
ing the political conditions of a multi-level systeThe Management Index examines and
assesses the extent to which governments effegtiledégate tasks to self-administering and
self-governing bodies at both the regional andllEeel. In this process, the degree of decen-
tralization is not necessarily positive (or nega}iin itself. What is much more important is
whether the central government has created stestuhich fully exploit the potential of de-
centralization (more proximity to citizens, moré@ént public services and more effective
public accountability of office holders). The Indagcertains the extent to which central gov-
ernments: provide sources of revenue to the regofiient to fulfill the tasks that have
been delegated to them; respect the constitutppdafined discretion of regions; and ensure
regions meet national standards for the delivenputiic services.

The assessment profiles associated with these ¢hitega highlight the different structures
of intergovernmental relations in the federal staeamined here. Germany and Australia
earn higher scores when it comes to safeguarditignad standards than for guaranteeing
autonomy related to finances and decision-makihgs assessment is consistent with the
model of cooperative federalism and points to #ut that Germany’s federal government
puts a much higher priority on uniformity of livirgpnditions than on safeguarding federal
states’ autonomy in legal and financial mattersstfalia’s system of vertical financial equali-
zation decouples the responsibilities for expemdgwand revenues. The country’s federal
government is increasingly taking advantage ofatsstitutionally guaranteed authority with
regards to revenue in order to implement polidied tvould traditionally fall under the juris-
diction of the individual states and territorigshas tied federal budget allocations to the con-
dition that state governments implement measurest $ke federal level.

On the other hand, Switzerland and the United Stedeve as examples of competitive feder-
alism. In comparative terms, both countries plass importance on safeguarding national
standards than on state governments’ autonomylaeddo finances and decision-making.
Switzerland’s cantons and U.S. states are ableat@erautonomous decisions about types and
rates of taxes as well as about important experedit he federal governments monitor com-
pliance with national standards only in individpalicy areas and to a limited extent. Never-
theless, in real terms, the Swiss cantons anddiages enjoy a lower degree of political, leg-
islative and administrative autonomy than do Geryisafederal states.

Figure 5: Profiles of policy delegation in federaktates

Central government provides...| ...fiscal- |...political- | ...country-wide
autonomy| autonomy | standards
BEL 6 10 7
DEU 7 7 9
ESP 6 7 4
CAN 6 8 7
USA 9 10 6
CHE 10 10 7
AUS 6 5 7
AUT 7 7 6
MEX 7 6 4
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| nter-ministerial coordination

In examining the scores related to the role ofcévater of government, two separate groups of
countries can be identified (see figure 6). It&igvakia, Czech Republic and Poland have
centers of government that play a subordinatestsgirole in the preparation of cabinet pro-
posals as well as in the monitoring and contrahefline ministries. On the other hand, Bel-
gium, Mexico, South Korea, Hungary and the Unitéatés have centers of government that
are outfitted with their own policy expertise andhafar-reaching rights to intervene, and as a
result are able to shape governing in a signifigasttonger way.

All of the countries of the lower intermediate goathat have been examined here as exam-
ples have developed what are primarily politicath@nisms of interministerial coordination,
in which ministers, the head of the government poidical leaders reach agreements, set
priorities and negotiate compromises on governnh@alecies. On the other hand, the admin-
istrative coordination between specialized civiva@ts within the ministries is accorded only
minor importance. In Belgium, Slovakia, the CzeapBblic and Italy, interministerial coor-
dination takes place across the entire cabinetedisaw in the context of cabinet committees
or informal ministerial meetings, all of which seras venues for collective decision making.
In the remaining countries, one can observe maoialgthierarchical forms of political coor-
dination that are dominated by prime ministerandhe case of the presidential systems of
Mexico and the United States, by presidents.

The relatively large importance given to mechanisigolitical coordination differentiates
the countries in the lower intermediate group fithiwse in the upper intermediate group and
the leading group. Only in the latter two groupsevdere countries in which the center of
government has control by virtue of its expertisd aghts of intervention and in which the
administrative mechanisms of interministerial caoation are dominant.

Figure 6: Arrangements of interministerial coordination

Political coordination Administrative coordinati-
on
Steering center of govern- BEL, MEX, KOR, HUN, USA IRL, ISL, CAN, LUX, NOR
ment
Assisting center of govern- ITA, SVK, CZE, POL
ment

Classification: Mean of the scores for M3.1, M3V3.3, M9.2b > 8: steering COG, < 6: assisting COGe
classification of political and administrative cdoration is based on the scores for M3.4-M3.6 inn&ztion
with an analysis of the country reports.

Conclusion

The Sustainable Governance Indicators have beegneelsto assess reform capacity indi-
rectly by measuring both policy outcomes and exeegovernance. This indirect approach
entails a degree of methodological, theoretical @oldical self-restraint.

Firstly, we do not assume that greater instituti@agacity will necessarily generate im-
proved socioeconomic performance or better perfoo@an terms of policy outcomes or the
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guality of democracy. These outcomes are also am@tmes decisively influenced by other
determinants, such as a favorable internationat@mwent, charismatic leadership or fortu-
nate coincidences. However, greater institutioagbcity does improve the chances that po-
litical leaders will make decisions that can flllgrness a country’s potential and maximize
its performance.

Secondly, we do not believe that there is a sirggee for reform to be written by social sci-
entists. Any attempt to claim such a one best wayta communicate the “right” reform will
always arouse suspicions of ideological motivesruzkthe proposed reforms. Rather, the SGI
consist of outcome and procedural indicators thanat linked to distinctive reform philoso-
phies and that are widely accepted beyond politcalisciplinary divides.

Our study of executive governance combines stat&giceand societal notions of governance,
monitors the impact of veto players, and focusemamo-level functions and processes of
governance that reflect a growing consensus onfastices beyond traditional macro-
categories of political systems. Our exploratiothaf survey results in the present paper has
produced several important findings:

» The high correlation observable between executiypacity and executive account-
ability indicates that accountability does not doais a government’s decisionmaking
capacity and may even increase executive capacity;

» Countries with particularly high aggregate capaaitg accountability scores have es-
tablished superior arrangements for institutioealthing. Countries with weaker ex-
ecutive governance are often characterized by damhiexecutives and relatively
weak non-governmental actors;

» Countries belonging to the Anglo-American traditmfrmajoritarian, Westminster
democracy are characterized by stronger execusipadaity whereas the monitoring
and information-gathering functions of societaloastare stronger in Central Euro-
pean countries;

» Federal states differ according to whether ceigwakernments place more emphasis
on ensuring the fiscal and political autonomy @fio@s or whether compliance with
national standards of public services is givenryip

* Top performing countries have developed a comlonati strong administrative co-
ordination mechanisms and centers of governmefit siginificant policy expertise
and steering powers.

These findings constitute only a first analyticibg. Further research will have to examine

in more depth whether, how and which disaggregagidators of executive governance in-
teract with other variables and influence policyfpenance. The SGI data provide a good
basis for such inquiries because, in contradistindb existing composite indicators and
comparative assessments, they explore policy owgs@nd governmental practices in greater
detail, and they do so for a larger sample of stataile using more recent data. In addition,
the SGI integrate expert assessments and stdtidéitzain order to combine the advantages of
both types of information. As all disaggregate datapublished together with the aggregate
indices, the data may be customized by recombitiiem in different ways or with other
datasets.

17



Acknowledgements

Several parts of the paper have been intensivetudsed in the context of the Sustainable
Governance Indicators project. We are particulgrateful to Stefan Empter, Josef Janning,
Andrea Kuhn, Leonard Novy and Daniel Schraad-Tecfibm the Bertelsmann Foundation
who have provided extremely helpful comments armberagement. We also thank the
members of the project’s advisory and steeringdvéartheir engagement and valuable in-
sights during all stages of the project. Finalhys tanalysis would not have been possible
without the wealth of authoritative background mh@tion provided by our country experts.
Their detailed reports are highly recommended amdbe accessed on www.sgi-network.de.

Bibliography

Afonso, Anténio, Ludger Schuknecht, and Vito Taf2£05): Public Sector Efficiency: An Internatior@bm-
parison, in: Public Choice 123, 3-4, 321-347.

Afonso, Anténio, Ludger Schuknecht, and Vito Taf2£06): Public Sector Efficiency: Evidence for NEW
Member States and Emerging Markets, Working Pape581, January 2006, European Central Bank,
www.ecb.org, accessed 1 August 2009.

Arndt, Christiane, and Charles Oman (20Q#9es and Abuses of Governance IndicgtBeris: OECD.

Ben-Gera, Michal (2004Co-Ordination at the Centre of Government: The Rioms and Organisation of the
Government OfficeSIGMA paper 35, OECD, Paris 9 September 2004 sxexl.

Benz, Arthur (2003): Konstruktive Vetospieler in Mebenensystemen, iDie Reformierbarkeit der Demokra-
tie. Innovationen und Blockadeadited by R. Mayntz and W. Streeck, Frankfurt/Néovk: Campus,
205-238.

Bovens, Mark (2007): Analysing and Assessing Actabitity: A Conceptual Framework, in: European Law
Journal 13 4, 447-468.

Brusis, Martin (2009): Designing Sustainable Goeaae Indicators: Criteria and Methodology, in: @irstble
Governance Indicators, edited by Bertelsmann $tiftGitersloh: Bertelsmann Stiftung Publishers,
71-100.

Collier, David, Henry E. Brady, and Jason Seawr{@004): Sources of Leverage in Causal Inferenoceard
an Alternative View of Methodology, ifRethinking Social Inquiry. Diverse Tools, Shareah8ards
edited by H. E. Brady and D. Collier, Lanham: Rowné&aLittlefield, 229-265.

Common, Richard (2004): Organisational Learning Political Environment. Improving Policy-Making K
Government, inPolicy Studie®5 1, 35-49.

Dolowitz, David, and David Marsh (2000): Learningrh Abroad: The Role of Policy Transfer in Contempo
rary Policy-Making, inGovernancel3, 5-24.

Esping-Anderson, Gésta (1990he Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalis@xford etc.: Polity Press.

Evans, Gord, and Nick Manning (2008)elping Governments Keep Their Promises. Makingdténs and
Governments More Reliable Through Improved Polign&yementinternal Discussion Paper IDP-
187, World Bank, Washington April 2003, http://s#tsources.worldbank.org/INTLICUS/64137337-
1094570513360/20250799/Helping%20Governments%20k26their%20Promises.pdf, accessed 1
August 2009.

Goertz, Gary (2006)50cial Science Concepts: a User's Guidenceton: Princeton University Press.

Hall, Peter, and David Soskice, eds. (200/Hrieties of Capitalism. The Institutional Foundatiof Compara-
tive AdvantageOxford: Oxford University Press.

Howell, Chris (2003): Varieties of Capitalism. Afitien There Was One? i@omparative Politic86 1, 103-
124,

James, Simon, and Michal Ben-Gera (20@4Lomparative Analysis of Government Offices in OEIDun-
tries GOV/PGC/MPM/RD(2004), OECD, Paris August 2004, wesecd.org, accessed 1 August 2009.

18



Kaufmann, Daniel, Aart Kraay, and Massimo Mastr2006):Governance Matters V: Governance Indicators
for 1996-2005Working Paper, World Bank, Washington SeptemIio&62 www.worldbank.org, ac-
cessed 1 August 2009.

Kaufmann, Daniel, Aart Kraay, and Massimo Mastri20i04): Governance Matters Ill: Governance Indicsit
for 1996, 1998, 2000, and 2002, irhe World Bank Economic Revié® 2, 253-287.

Knack, Steve, Mark Kugler, and Nick Manning (2008&cond Generation Governance Indicatordnterna-
tional Review of Administrative Scien@&%3, 345-364.

Knack, Stephen (2007): Measuring Corruption in &asEurope and Central Asia: A Critique of Indicatm
Eastern Europe and Central Asia,Journal of Public Policy27 3, 255-291.

Kuhlmann, Sabine, J6rg Bogumil, and Hellmut Wollmaeds. (2004).eistungsmessung und -vergleich in
Politik und VerwaltungWiesbaden: VS Verlag fir Sozialwissenschaften.

Lijphart, Arend (1999)Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Peréme in Thirty-Six Countries
New Haven [Conn.]; London: Yale University Press.

Munck, Gerardo L., and Jay Verkuilen (2002): Conaalizing and Measuring Democracy. Evaluating Alter
tive Indices, inComparative Political Studie35 1, 5-34.

Nunberg, Barbara (2000Ready for Europe: Public Administration Reform d&dopean Union Accession in
Central and Eastern Europ&ashington D.C.: World Bank.

OECD (2007)Towards Better Measurement of Governm@&brking Papers on Public Governance 2007/1,
OECD, Paris, doi:10.1787/301575636734, accessed.

OECD (2005)Modernising Government: The Way Forwafdrganisation for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment, Paris,
http://www.oecd.org/document/15/0,2340,en_2649 8333405455 1 1 1 1,00.html, accessed.

OECD/JRC (2008)Handbook on Constructing Composite Indicators. Mdtiiogy and User Guidé®ECD,
Paris, http://browse.oecdbookshop.org/oecd/pdfa/bed/3008251E.PDF, accessed 1 August 2009.

Pierre, Jon, and B. Guy Peters (20@)verning Complex Societies. Trajectories and StesiaNew York:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Pollitt, Christopher, and Geert Bouckaert (200)blic Management Reform. A Comparative Ana)ySidord
etc.: Oxford University Press.

Radaelli, Claudio (2003): The Europeanization dbliRuPolicy, in: The Politics of Europeanizatioedited by
K. Featherstone and C. Radaelli, Oxford: Oxfordugnsity Press, 27-56.

Roller, Edeltraud (2006)he Performance of Democracies. Political Instdng and Public PolicyOxford:
Oxford University Press.

Schedler, Andreas (1999): Conceptualizing Accodulitghin: The Self-Restraining State: Power and Account-
ability in New Democracie®dited by A. Schedler, L. Diamond and M. F. Platf Boulder: Lynne Ri-
enner, 13-52.

Schmitter, Philippe C. (2004): The Ambiguous Vidwsd Accountability, inJournal of Democracy5 4, 47-60.

Social and Cultural Planning Office (2008ublic Sector Performance. An International Compan of Educa-
tion, Health Care, Law and Order and Public Admiration, The Hague: Social and Cultural Planning
Office.

Tsebelis, George (2002)eto Players. How Political Institutions WoiKew York/Princeton: Russell Sage
Foundation.

Van de Walle, Steven (2006): The State of the WoBdireaucracies, idournal of Comparative Policy Analy-
sis8 4, 437-448.

Wiesenthal, Helmut (2005}iberlegungen und Messkriterien fiir den Vergleich 8gstem- und Leistungsprofi-
len konsolidierter marktwirtschaftlicher Demokratien der OECD-WeltExpertise for the Bertelsmann
Foundation, Berlin, mimeo.

Williamson, John, and Stephen Haggard (1994): Tdigi¢al Conditions for Economic Reform, ifthe Politi-
cal Economy of Policy Reforradited by J. Williamson, Washington D.C.: Ing&tfor International
Economics, 527-596.

19



