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Indicator Number and Name: 
SDG 16.7.2: Proportion of population who believe decision-making is inclusive and responsive, by sex, age, disability and population group
Custodian agency: UNDP
Current Tier: III
Proposed Tier: II

1. Background and rationale for indicator re-classification
Target 16.7 focuses on government decision-making and the extent to which it is inclusive and responsive. Indicator 16.7.2 uses two well-established survey questions to measure self-reported levels of ‘external political efficacy’ – that is, the extent to which people think that politicians and/or political institutions will listen to and act on the opinions of ordinary citizens – namely: 1) one question measuring the extent to which people feel they have a say in what the government does (focus on inclusive participation in decision-making) and 2) another question measuring the extent to which people feel the political system allows them to have an influence on politics (focus on responsive decision-making).

Evidence shows that levels of external efficacy across various population groups are correlated with trust in government and with government evaluations (Finkel, 1985; Quintilier & Hooghe, 2012), as well as with perceptions of the legitimacy of public institutions (Mcevoy, 2016). Higher levels of external efficacy are also associated with higher levels of political participation, including voting in elections (Abramson and Aldrich, 1982), and with people’s own life satisfaction (Flavin and Keane, 2011).

The re-classification of the indicator from Tier III to Tier II will encourage countries to embrace the 2030 Agenda’s commitment to inclusive and responsive decision-making, by systematically reporting on the extent to which various socio-demographic sub-groups (male/female, age groups, income level, education level, administrative region, disability status, nationally relevant population groups) feel that their views can impact public decision-making processes. 

2. Information on how and when the methodology has become an international standard and who is the governing body that approves it

This methodology was developed under the guidance of the Praia City Group on Governance Statistics, which has a dedicated Working Group on SDG indicator 16.7.2, and a mandate to support the development of methodologies for Tier III indicators under SDG 16. The methodology for 16.7.2 draws from a well-established practice in national electoral surveys (since the 1950s) to measure the concept of ‘external political efficacy’. The two specific questions selected for SDG 16.7.2 are already integrated in the core questionnaire of the European Social Survey, a reputable cross-national survey of attitudes and behaviour established in 2001 and conducted biennially across nearly 30 European countries. One of the two questions is also a core question in the OECD’s Adult Skills Survey (PIAAC) which in its last round (2008-2019) was run in 39 OECD countries and ‘partner’ countries. Both sources are highly regarded by the OECD and the EU for their high-quality standards, and both sources are already used by the OECD in its flagship publication How’s Life? Measuring Well-Being.

3. Development and testing of the methodology 
UNDP led the development of the methodology in close consultation with more than 30 national statistical offices around the world who have practical experience in measuring people’s perceptions about the inclusiveness and responsiveness of politicians and/or political institutions, as well as with several regional and gloabal research organizations with extensive expertise in this area, such as the European Social Survey, the World Values Survey Association, UNDP’s Human Development Report Office, the OECD’s Statistics Directorate and the Afrobarometer.

In May 2017 and in December 2018, two Expert Group Meetings were held, gathering NSOs, international agencies and experts to discuss key methodological aspects of the indicator. At these meetings, it was agreed that survey measures for 16.7.2 should be designed with a view to being policy ‘actionable’ i.e. they should inform course correction by policymakers. It was also emphasized that an empirical approach should be adopted to identify the candidate survey items that most strongly correlate with a high-level outcome of relevance to target 16.7, rather than making a purely ‘debate-based’ choice among various wording options.

An in-depth review of relevant survey questions used by 10 NSOs[footnoteRef:1] around the world that have significant experience in measuring the responsiveness and inclusiveness of decision-making was carried out. This was complemented by a systematic mapping of relevant questions used by regional and global survey initiatives. At the second Expert Group Meeting, NSOs and governance measurement experts were invited to review findings and recommendations made about a subset of survey questions statistically found to be the best ‘predictors’ of a high-level outcome measure of relevance to target 16.7. The meeting affirmed that indicator 16.7.2 was analogous to measuring levels of ‘external political efficacy’ and adopted the proposal to draw from the European Social Survey’s conceptual framework for measuring this concept, and from its experience in doing so across the European region, since 2012. [1:  Namely: Australia, Colombia, Cameroon, Kenya, Mexico, Myanmar, Norway, Palestine, South Africa and Viet Nam.] 


Several piloting exercises were then launched at country level. The World Values Survey Association (WVSA) offered to pilot-test the preferred ESS-8 question on external political efficacy, as selected by the Expert Group in Oslo at its second meeting, as part of its 7th round of the World Values Survey program. With more than 30 countries around the world testing this question in 2018, and more doing so in 2019, this pilot exercise represents the first systematic effort to test a survey question on external political efficacy beyond Europe/OECD countries. Meanwhile, 7 NSOs undertook to pilot a research protocol to estimate the validity of the external efficacy item in various contexts, by using the ‘list experiment’ method. CIVICUS, as part of its SPEAK! campaign, also piloted an approach aimed at producing citizen-generated data on the two proposed survey questions for 16.7.2. CIVICUS piloted a survey in communities across 22 countries, in English, Spanish, French, Arabic and Swahili, and complemented the two proposed survey questions for 16.7.2 with open-ended questions to gather more contextual information on how participants understood these two questions.

4. Results of the pilot studies and list of countries consulted that are regionally representative

The methodology was piloted by 7 NSOs across various regions and development contexts (Cabo Verde, Ghana, Kenya, Republic of Korea, Mexico, Palestine and Uganda, with results from Palestine and Cape Verde were available at the time of writing this report). The WVSA also pilot-tested one of the two questions as part of its 7th survey wave (2018-19), with results currently available from 15 countries (Andorra, Argentina, Australia, Bangladesh, Brazil, Egypt, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Malaysia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru). Very positive feedback was received from the WVSA as to the relevance and viability of the recommended questions, which have now been integrated in the core WVS questionnaire for future survey rounds. Piloting by CIVICUS at community level in 22 countries (In Africa: Ethiopia, Liberia, Togo, Uganda, Gambia, Cameroon, Nigeria, South Sudan, Zambia; In Europe: Albania, Spain; in Latin Amerca: Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, Mexico, Peru, Uruguay; in the MENA region: Syria, Iraq, Morocco, Turkey, Lebanon) also confirmed the high interest of local communities for the proposed questions and their willingness to answer them.

Extensive statistical analysis performed on available pilot results generated by NSOs, the WVSA and CIVICUS led to the following observations/recommendations: 

Cross-contextual comparability: The lack of a clear correlation between external political efficacy and ‘actual’ levels of democracy (as measured by independent experts) strengthens the case for the cross-national viability of survey items on external efficacy. In other words, the perceptions that individuals have with regards to the inclusiveness and responsiveness of decision-making are not driven by the type of political system in which they live. Similarly, significant variations in the relationship between levels of human development and external political efficacy have shown that people’s perception about the inclusiveness and responsiveness of decision-making is not perfectly correlated with their country’s development level.  

Theoretical validity: Pilot exercises carried out by NSOs, the WVSA and CIVICUS suggest that the proposed external efficacy item provides a theoretically valid measure of SDG 16.7.2. This sentiment was unanimously shared by participating NSOs, the WVSA and CIVICUS, and the clear correlations between external efficacy and a) satisfaction with the country’s political system / b) perceived level of democracy / c) perceived respect for human rights provides empirical support for this claim. 

‘Sensitivity’: While it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions about the relative ‘sensitivity’ of the external efficacy item – that is, whether it is more prone to non-response or more affected by social desirability bias in less democratic settings – some insights can nevertheless be gleaned. 

When comparing the distribution of responses in the 15 countries surveyed by the WVS-7 (primarily non-European and non-OECD countries) with the distribution of responses in the ESS sample (European/OECD countries), it is instructive to note that while positive answer options are selected at the same rate or more frequently than in European countries, negative answer options are selected much more frequently by the 15 non-European and non-OECD countries than in Europe: the average cumulative percentage of respondents in ESS countries who believe they have ‘no say’ in what the government does was around 7-8% (exception: Switzerland – 39%) in 2016, but that percentage was much higher at 13.4% for WVS pilot countries. This is an indication that respondents in non-European/non-OECD contexts are not more reluctant to respond negatively to the question. Furthermore, when considering non-response rates as a possible indication of the sensitivity of the external efficacy question, it is noteworthy that the average response rate to the question in the 15 WVS pilot countries (outside of Europe/outside of OECD grouping) is relatively high at around 94.4%, a rate not too far from the average response rate to the same question administered by the ESS in Europe: 97.8%.  

Disaggregation: SDG indicator 16.7.2 calls for disaggregation by sex, age, nationally relevant population groups and disability. Based on empirical analysis conducted on WVS pilot survey results, as well as consideration of OECD’s analysis of socio-demographic factors affecting levels of self-reported external efficacy across OECD countries, it is recommended to also disaggregate survey result by income and education levels, which were found to be positively associated with efficacy. Moreover, since target 16.7 focuses on ‘decision-making at all levels’, disaggregation by place of residence (administrative region e.g. by province, state, district’; urban/rural) is also important to help identify areas in a given country where populations feel excluded from decision-making. 

Question wording and translation: Both the World Values Survey teams and CIVICUS teams identified some ambiguities in the translation of the external efficacy question ‘having a say in what the government does’ in other languages. The back-translation to English by WVSA of the question translated into 12 additional languages suggests that the idiom ‘having a say’ has been understood as having two broad meanings, when translated into other languages:

· Some countries focused the translation on the ‘expression of people’s opinion’ in government decision-making 

· Other countries focused their translation on the element of ‘responsiveness’ i.e. that opinions were not only expressed, but that they also ‘influenced government decision-making’ 

These are two different concepts, which in fact correspond to the two external efficacy questions used by the ESS in its core questionnaire – and to the two ‘aspects’ of decision-making to be covered by SDG indicator 16.7.2: 

· How much would you say the political system in [country X] allows people like you to have a say in what the government does? (focus on inclusive participation in decision-making)

· And how much would you say that the political system in [country] allows people like you to have an influence on politics? (focus on responsive decision-making)

To minimize cross-country variations in the translation of the first ESS question (‘having a say in what the government does’), it is recommended that SDG 16.7.2 uses both questions selected by ESS to measure external efficacy (as listed above), as each question’s specific focus becomes clearer when considering them hand-in-hand. 

This recommended approach is in line with the ESS’s rationale for using two survey items to measure the concept of ‘external efficacy’, which is twofold: 1) The use of two questions allows for the detection of (and correction for) measurement error (i.e. since the two questions have proven to be highly correlated, if country results show that they are not, some form of measurement error can be suspected), and 2) it also allows for the testing of cross-cultural equivalence, a requirement for comparative research. Indeed, breaking down the external efficacy concept into the two sub-concepts of ‘inclusive participation in decision-making’ (measured with the question ‘having a say in what the government does’) and ‘responsive decision-making’ (measured with the question ‘having an influence on politics’) provides greater conceptual clarity to each question, and the cross-cultural validity of the data generated is likely to be enhanced. 

5. [bookmark: _Hlk1994431]Confirmation/explanation of joint submission with other partner/co-custodian agencies (if applicable)
The methodology was developed by the custodian agency, UNDP.
6. Conclusion
The proposed survey methodology for indicator 16.7.2 offers a simple, realistic and cost-effective approach to measuring people’s perception of the extent to which public decision-making is inclusive and responsive. The development of the methodology was informed by a global mapping of relevant survey questions currently in use by NSOs around the world and by reputable regional/global survey outfits, extensive statistical analysis, consultations with numerous expert organizations in the field, and the pilot-testing of the proposed questions in 17 countries, on nationally representative survey samples. 
The re-classification of the indicator from Tier III to Tier II will encourage NSOs to fill important gaps in the global measurement of self-reported levels of external efficacy, a critical concept to monitor at country-level in relation to government trust and legitimacy. SDG 16.7.2 offers an important opportunity for NSOs to start producing official statistics on this concept which up until now has only been measured in a systematic and globally comparable way by independent research networks (ESS, WVSA, PIAAC), in a limited number of countries worldwide. 
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