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[bookmark: _Toc2016052]Executive Summary

Target 16.7: Ensure responsive, inclusive, participatory and representative decision-making at all levels
Indicator 16.7.2: Proportion of population who believe decision-making is inclusive and responsive, by sex, age, disability and population group

The table below provides an assessment of the proposed indicator methodology along the main dimensions of relevance, soundness, measurability, and ease in communication.

	Criterion
	Sub-criterion
	Indicator 16.7.2

	1. Relevant
	Linked to the target
	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’, namely: 1) one question to measure 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 to measure the extent to which people feel the political system allows them to have an influence on politics (focus on responsive decision-making)

	
	Policy relevant
	Evidence shows that levels of external efficacy across various population groups are correlated with trust in government and with government evaluations, as well as with perceptions of the legitimacy of public institutions. Higher levels of external efficacy are also associated with higher levels of political participation, including voting in elections, and with people’s own life satisfaction.

	
	Consistent with international law
	Among other international human rights conventions, indicator 16.7.2 is consistent with Article 25 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) which recognizes “the right and opportunity, without distinction of any kind such as race, color, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status, to take part in the conduct of public affairs, directly or through freely chosen representatives”. 

	2. Methodologically sound
	Based on sound methodology
	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 extent to which people think that politicians and/or political institutions will listen to and/act on the opinions of ordinary citizens”). 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. 

	
	Pilot-tested and found to be feasible and reliable
	The methodology was piloted by 7 NSOs across various regions and development contexts (Cabo Verde, Ghana, Kenya, Republic of Korea, Mexico, Palestine and Uganda). The World Values Survey Association (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 already been integrated in the core WVS questionnaire. Piloting by CIVICUS at community level also confirmed the high interest of local communities for the proposed questions and their willingness to answer them.

	
	Coherent and complementary
	SDG 16.7.2 is an important complement to SDG 16.7.1, which draws on administrative data sources to measure the proportional representation of various population groups in public institutions. Proportional representation alone is no guarantee that all population groups represented in public institutions have equal decision-making power. Indicator 16.7.2 therefore provides important additional information by measuring people’s own perceptions about the inclusiveness and responsiveness of decision-making (drawing from population surveys).

	3. Measurable

	High quality and sustainable 
	Pilot exercises carried out by selected NSOs, the WVSA and CIVICUS suggest that the proposed external efficacy survey items provide a theoretically valid measure of SDG 16.7.2. The clear correlation between external efficacy and ‘satisfaction with the country’s political system’ provides empirical support for this claim. Integrating the two questions in large-scale nationally representative survey is a sustainable and cost-effective approach to tracking SDG 16.7.2 on a regular basis. 

	
	Disaggregated
	Incorporating the 16.7.2 questions into an official,  nationally representative survey vehicle enables fine-grained disaggregation of results due to the large sample size of the support survey. Based on empirical analysis, it is recommended that survey results be disaggregated by sex, age, income and education levels and  place of residence (urban/rural, administrative regions). To the extent possible, all efforts should be made to also disaggregate results by disability status and by nationally relevant population groups.

	
	Managed by one or more  responsible agency/ies
	UNDP led the development of the methodology in close consultation with the ESS, the WVSA, the OECD’s Statistics Directorate, the Afrobarometer, and several other organizations with extensive expertise in this area. Going forward, UNDP will assume the role of ‘custodian organization’ and ‘data compiler’ responsible for compilation and reporting on this indicator at the global level. 

	4. Easy to communicate and access
	Easy to interpret and communicate
	Pilot NSOs, the ESS, the WVSA, the OECD’s Statistics Directorate, the Afrobarometer and other experts find the indicator easy to interpret and communicate. Two scores are generated (on a scale of 1 to 5) – one on each survey question, and the simple average of the two scores is then calculated.

	
	Easily accessible
	This indicator will make easily and openly accessible some key data points on disparities in self-reported levels of external political efficacy which are not currently accessible at country level on a systematic basis, except for unofficial data generated by independent research networks (ESS, WVSA).
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The ability to participate in society, to have a say in the shaping of policies and to dissent without fear are essential freedoms. Political voice also provides a corrective to public policy: it can ensure the accountability of officials and public institutions, reveal what people need and value, and call attention to significant deprivations. Political voice also reduces the potential for conflicts and enhances the prospect of building consensus on key issues, with payoffs for economic efficiency, social equity, and inclusiveness in public life.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  See OECD, “Final report of the expert group on quality of life indicators”, 2017] 


SDG indicator 16.7.2 measures people’s belief in the inclusiveness and responsiveness of the political system. In other words, SDG 16.7.2 measures the extent to which people think that politicians and/or political institutions will listen to, and act on, the opinions of ordinary citizens. This is an important indicator as such measures have been found to be correlated with trust in government and government evaluations (Finkel, 1985; Quintilier & Hooghe, 2012), as well as with perceptions of the legitimacy of public institutions (Mcevoy, 2016). Higher levels of system responsiveness are also expected to be 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).

While some NSOs and independent regional or global research organizations have experience with measuring people’s perceptions about the inclusiveness and responsiveness of politicians and/or political institutions, there is a tremendous diversity in the methodologies used. SDG indicator 16.7.2 is an opportunity to support countries in establishing mechanisms for producing globally comparable data in this critical area of governance. Because no harmonized methodology currently exists to monitor people’s perceptions about the inclusiveness and responsiveness of decision-making in a globally comparable way, developing the metadata for this indicator required substantial research, testing, revising and validation.
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As there are no existing international data sources or organization currently monitoring people’s perceptions about the inclusiveness and responsiveness of the political system in a globally comparable way, the development of a methodology for this indicator had to draw on the experience of several entities monitoring various aspects of this concept, at national, regional and international levels. Throughout the methodological development process, UNDP consulted with several well-established global and regional producers of survey data in this area, through Expert Group Meetings and bilateral consultations. 

At the regional level, important expert contributions were obtained from researchers affiliated with the European Social Survey (ESS). The ESS is a cross-national survey that has been conducted across Europe since its establishment in 2001, by leading academics and social research professionals. It measures the attitudes, beliefs, and behavior of populations in more than 30 countries. Every two years, face-to face interviews are conducted with newly selected, cross-sectional samples. Since 2018, the core survey module used by the ESS at each survey round includes two questions on external political efficacy.  

Expert inputs were also obtained from the Afrobarometer, another reputable producer of regional survey data on a wide range of governance issues, including on participation and civic engagement. The Afrobarometer dataset covers 37 countries across the African continent, and has been tracking public attitudes on democracy and governance for nearly 20 years. Finally, valuable contributions were made by experts in the OECD’s Statistics Directorate who have extensive experience in measuring governance as a key determinant for well-being, including aspects related to participation, and to the ‘personal feeling of having a say in what the government does’[footnoteRef:2]. Importantly, the OECD’s Statistics Directorate facilitated communications with the statisticians who manage the OECD’s Adult Skills Survey (PIAAC), who agreed to align the formulation of the external efficacy question used in the PIAAC questionnaire with the specific formulation to be adopted by SDG 16.7.2.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  OECD, How’s Life? 2017 Measuring Well-Being: Chapter on Governance and Well-Being, p.182]  [3:  Currently, the formulation of the external efficacy question in the PIAAC questionnaire is slightly different from the recommended formulation for SDG 16.7.2. The PIAAC questionnaire asks: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? People like me don’t have any say in what the government does, using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“strongly agree”) to 5 (“strongly disagree”). The recommended formulation for SDG 16.7.2 (from ESS) – to avoid the double negation in the PIAAC formulation – is: How much would you say the political system in [country] allows people like you to have a say in what the government does? Not at all/ Very little/Some/A lot/A great deal
] 


At the global level, the Human Development Report Office provided important statistical analysis to help inform the selection of specific survey questions for SDG16.7.2. The World Values Survey Association also played a critical role in piloting a candidate survey question (from the European Social Survey) in countries outside of Europe as part of its 7th survey wave. Finally, CIVICUS, a global alliance of civil society organizations, piloted the proposed SDG 16.7.2 survey questions at community-level as part of a campaign to engage civil society in raising awareness about community divisiveness. 

Several independent researchers with expertise in designing and conducting citizen surveys on governance also contributed to the design of this methodology, including experts from the French Institute of Research for Development (IRD), International IDEA, the University of the Witwatersrand (South Africa), the Open Society Foundation, the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), and the Transparency, Accountability & Participation (TAP) Network and Transparency International. 

The valuable insights and advice provided by these actors were instrumental in designing the metadata. A brief overview of the most significant consultations held and research undertaken since early 2017 is provided below.
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The Praia City Group, with a membership of over 40 national statistical offices and 30 member organizations and observers, has been tasked by the UN Statistical Commission to develop international methodological guidelines for the production of governance statistics, including for Tier III SDG16 indicators. The aim of the Praia Group is to encourage countries to produce governance statistics based on sound and documented methodologies. The Praia Group Secretariat and its members supported the development of Indicator 16.7.2 in each phase, including by supporting UNDP’s custodianship role throughout the process, and by co-hosting with UNDP and Statistics Norway a dedicated Expert Group Meeting (EGM) on this indicator, on 9-10 May 2017. This EGM, hosted by Statistics Norway, brought together 14 NSOs with a well-established practice of measuring some aspects related to the inclusiveness and responsiveness of decision-making, namely from Cameroon, Cabo Verde, Colombia, Germany, Jamaica, Kenya, Mexico, Norway, Palestine, the Philippines, South Africa, Tunisia, Uganda, Viet Nam. At this Expert Group Meeting, NSOs were invited to share experiences and advise on a range of definitional, methodological and practical issues that needed to be considered in developing a harmonized methodology for this indicator.

In preparation for this first Expert Group Meeting, two main steps were taken: 

1) Preliminary research paper to frame discussions at the first Expert Group Meeting (April 2017): A first stock-taking of selected NSO practices in surveying citizen perceptions related to inclusive and responsive decision-making, and a compilation of ‘Key Issues for Consideration by the Working Group’ were prepared by the UNDP Oslo Governance Centre ahead of the first Expert Meeting. This first ‘Issue Paper’ provided a broad overview of the methodological aspects that would need to be addressed in developing a survey methodology for indicator 16.7.2.

2) Global survey of NSO experiences with measuring citizen perceptions related to ‘inclusive and responsive decision-making’ (April 2017): Also in preparation for the first Expert Group Meeting, the UNDP Oslo Governance Centre designed an online survey which was completed by 33[footnoteRef:4] NSOs around the world. This survey helped identify broad trends in current surveying practice by NSOs ahead of the Meeting, notably in regards to various types of questions used by NSOs to measure the inclusiveness and responsiveness of formal decision-making processes at national and local level. [4:  Country respondents to the survey included 3 countries from the MENA region, 5 from Africa, 19 from Europe, 1 from North America, 3 from Latin America, and 2 from Asia-Pacific. The full list of respondents is as follows: Australia, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Cabo Verde, Cameroon, Canada, Colombia, Cote d’Ivoire, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Israel, Jamaica, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, Palestine, Panama, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, South Africa, Sweden, Turkey and Uganda.  ] 


This first Expert Group Meeting generated consensus around three key aspects of the methodology to be developed for 16.7.2, namely: 

· That ‘decision-making’ should be understood as the processes through which formal institutions make decisions and derive their legitimacy, rather than the broader range of informal decision-making processes at community level, within civic organizations, etc.; 
· 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; 
· That an empirical approach should be adopted to identify candidate survey items that most strongly correlate with a high-level outcome of relevance to target 16.7, and this empirical approach should draw from various regional datasets to ensure that the validity of the proposed items remains high across regions. 

[bookmark: _Toc2016056]Review of NSOs’ practices and methodological considerations in measuring ‘inclusive and responsive decision-making’ (June – November 2017) 

Following a recommendation made at the first Expert Group Meeting to document more systematically how NSOs measure the responsiveness and inclusiveness of decision-making, the UNDP Oslo Governance Centre conducted an in-depth review of relevant survey questions used by 10 NSOs[footnoteRef:5] around the world. Relevant regional survey initiatives also considered included an effort by 11 African countries[footnoteRef:6] having produced harmonized survey statistics on Governance, Peace and Security, as part of the African Union’s Strategy for the Harmonization of Statistics in Africa (SHaSA), and the production of survey data at the European level on ‘active citizenship’, through an ad hoc module attached to Eurostat’s EU-SILC[footnoteRef:7] survey.  [5:  Namely: Australia, Colombia, Cameroon, Kenya, Mexico, Myanmar, Norway, Palestine, South Africa and Viet Nam.]  [6:  From 2013 to 2017, a survey instrument on Governance, Peace and Security was developed and piloted by 11 African NSOs (namely, the NSOs of Benin, Burundi, Cameroon, Cabo Verde, Côte d’Ivoire, Kenya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Tunisia and Uganda), as part of the African Union’s Strategy for the Harmonization of Statistics in Africa (SHaSA). Since then, this instrument has been integrated in the regular survey programme of several of these countries, such as Mali where the GPS-SHaSA survey so far has been run five times. See UNDP (2017). Voices from the Field: African Experiences in Producing Governance, Peace and Security Statistics — Recommendations for National Statistical Offices for Monitoring Goal 16 on Peaceful, Just and Inclusive Societies. Norway: UNDP Oslo Governance Centre.]  [7:  The European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) is an instrument that collects timely and comparable cross-sectional and longitudinal multidimensional microdata on income, poverty, social exclusion and living conditions. This instrument is anchored in the European Statistical System (ESS).] 


On the basis of this global mapping of relevant survey questions, a conceptual framework[footnoteRef:8] was elaborated to guide the selection of candidate survey questions for SDG indicator 16.7.2. In keeping with the recommendation made at the first Expert Group Meeting to ground the selection of questions for 16.7.2 in statistical analysis rather than making a purely ‘debate-based’ choice among various wording options, this study statistically identified those survey questions found to be the best ‘predictors’ of a regression outcome measure of relevance to target 16.7, namely ‘overall satisfaction with the way democracy works in this country’. This analysis was performed across the datasets of multi-country comparative surveys from Asia, Africa, Latin America and the Arab region (using the regional barometer surveys), and pairwise regression analyses of short-listed survey items with ‘satisfaction with democracy’ led to the identification of two ‘high-performing’ questions (on people’s perception of the fairness of elections, and people’s feeling of having an influence on politics), which were then tabled for discussion at the second Expert Group Meeting.   [8:  With respect to the inclusiveness of decision-making, the conceptual framework distinguished survey questions measuring experiences of participation (e.g. voted in elections, used formal participation channels, joined activities of civic groups or personally contacted decision-makers) from questions measuring subjective perceptions of the inclusiveness of decision-making. Meanwhile, survey questions on the responsiveness of decision-making were categorized based on the ‘degree’ of responsiveness, with some questions simply asking about the extent to which decision-makers listen, and others asking about the extent to which decision-makers act on people’s preferences.] 
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At the second Expert Group Meeting, NSOs and governance measurement experts were invited to review findings and recommendations made in the aforementioned Study, and to advise on methodological options for the proposed two survey items for 16.7.2. The meeting affirmed that indicator 16.7.2 is analogous to measuring levels of ‘political efficacy’ (i.e. people’s feeling that their political views can impact on political processes), a well-established concept in political science since the 1950s. The Meeting adopted the proposal to use two survey questions to measure 16.7.2, namely one question focused on popular participation in decision-making (to measure the ‘inclusiveness’ of  decision-making) and one question focused on decision-makers’ response to people’s stated opinions and preferences (to measure the ‘responsiveness’ of decision-making). 

Furthermore, a number of methodological and broader contextual considerations were raised by national statisticians and international experts to help refine the selection of these two questions:

· For ‘inclusive decision-making’, expert participants noted that a survey item on people’s perception of the fairness of elections could be problematic given the comparatively stronger ‘sponsor effect’ recorded for this question in the Research Paper i.e. survey respondents in less democratic settings who believe the government, via an NSO, sponsors the survey have been found to inflate their answer on a politically sensitive question, like trust in the president/prime minister. Using the Afrobarometer dataset, the Research Paper demonstrated that in less democratic settings, people’s perception of ‘free & fair elections’ was more likely to be more positively assessed than other candidate items for 16.7.2). 
· Another concern with an item on elections related to the risk (documented in several studies) that respondents whose preferred candidate did not win the elections tend to respond more negatively when asked about the fairness of elections. 
· For ‘responsive decision-making’, a few statisticians cautioned against a formulation asking people about the ‘influence’ they have on politics. In contexts where opportunities for civic engagement in policymaking are limited, it might be unrealistic to expect people to ‘have influence’ over decision-making. As such, the alternative formulation ‘having a say in what the government does’ was found to be more universally applicable.
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A) Consultations with the European Social Survey (ESS)

Further to the second Expert Group Meeting, additional consultations were held with the European Social Survey (ESS). Since its first round in 2002, but more systematically since 2012, the ESS has been testing various survey questions to measure the concept of ‘political efficacy’, which they define as the “feeling that political and social change is possible and that the individual citizen can play a part in bringing about this change” (Campbell, Gurin and Miller, 1954, p.187). 

The two-pronged framework developed by the ESS to measure ‘political efficacy’ has a focus on ‘subjective competence’[footnoteRef:9] (or internal efficacy) and on ‘system responsiveness’[footnoteRef:10] (or external efficacy). This framework was found to align well with the Expert Group’s recommendation to identify two survey questions that would measure, respectively, popular participation in decision-making (‘inclusive decision-making’) and decision-makers’ response to people’s stated opinions and preferences (‘responsive decision-making’).  [9:  ‘Subjective competence’ is defined by the ESS as “The confidence or belief that an individual has in his or her own abilities to understand politics and to participate in the political process.” ]  [10:  ‘System responsiveness’ is defined by the ESS as “The individual’s belief in the responsiveness of the political system, 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.” ] 


Questions used by the ESS to measure political efficacy

	Dimensions measured
	Questions used by the ESS

	A) ‘System responsiveness’ (External efficacy)
	1. How much would you say the political system in [country X] allows people like you to have a say in what the government does? 

(1) Not at all
(2) Very little
(3) Some
(4) A lot
(5) A great deal
(6) Refusal
(7) Don’t know
(8) No answer

2. And how much would you say that the political system in [country] allows people like you to have an influence on politics? 

(1) Not at all
(2) Very little
(3) Some
(4) A lot
(5) A great deal
(6) Refusal
(7) Don’t know
(8) No answer

	B) ‘Subjective competence’ (Internal efficacy)
	3. How able do you think you are to take an active role in a group involved with political issues? 

(1) Not at all able*
(2) A little able
(3) Quite able
(4) Very able
(5) Completely able 
(6) Refusal
(7) Don’t know
(8) No answer

* ‘Not at all able’ in the sense of ‘having no chance of being able to take an active role’ 

4. And how confident are you in your own ability to participate in politics? 

(1) Not at all confident
(2) A little confident
(3) Quite confident
(4) Very confident
(5) Completely confident
(6) Refusal
(7) Don’t know
(8) No answer

* ‘Not at all confident’ in the sense of ‘having no confidence at all in your own ability’





B) Consultations with UNDP’s Human Development Report Office

Statisticians in UNDP’s Human Development Report Office contributed additional statistical analysis to help guide the selection of the two most relevant questions out of the four used by the ESS to measure political efficacy. 

First, they demonstrated that having a high level of well-being (as measured by the Human Development Index – HDI) does not necessarily imply having a higher say in the decision-making processes in the country. Using the ESS Round 8 dataset, and looking at how responses to the question ‘How much would you say the political system in [country] allows people like you to have a say in what the government does?’ are correlated with the HDI, they found a generally positive relationship between the HDI and the responses to the question. However, this relationship is not perfect (coefficient: 4.693; R-squared: 0.448) 
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In other words, even in countries with a high level of human development, citizens may not always feel that they are empowered or have a say in government decision-making. At the same time, countries where citizens feel that they have a say in their government’s decision-making are not necessarily the most advanced or developed countries. While measures of a country’s well-being abound, this analysis confirmed the need to develop and maintain other global measures that capture directly these aspects of system responsiveness.

Secondly, again using the ESS Round 8 dataset, UNDP statisticians assessed the strength of correlations between the two survey questions used by the ESS to measure each dimension of political efficacy (i.e. internal and external). For each dimension, correlations were fairly strong. The correlation coefficient between the two questions used to measure system responsiveness / external efficacy was .6254, and the correlation coefficient between the two questions used to measure subjective competence / internal efficacy was .587. However, correlations were weaker when mixing questions under each dimension: for instance, the correlation coefficient between the question “How confident are you in your own ability to participate in politics?” and “How much would you say the political system in [country] allows people like you to have a say in what the government does?” was 0.28. 

On the basis of this analysis, it was suggested that it may not be necessary to use both questions in any one category to measure SDG 16.7.2, but rather, to constitute a basket of two questions with each one measuring internal and external efficacy could yield more informative insights into these two distinct dimensions of the concept.  
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The proposed survey items for 16.7.2 ask respondents to express their views about decision-makers, which may be sensitive in some national contexts. Responses to such questions can be affected by ‘social desirability bias’, which arises whenever survey respondents do not reveal their true beliefs but rather provide a response that they believe to be more socially acceptable, or the response that they believe the enumerators wish to hear. It was therefore found necessary to assess the validity and reliability of candidate survey questions for 16.7.2 across various national contexts. To this end, a collaboration was established with two academics[footnoteRef:11] with expertise in the measurement of social desirability bias.  [11:  Marcus Tannenberg, V-Dem Institute, Department of Political Science, University of Gothenburg, and Darrel Robinson, Department of Government, Uppsala University.] 


First, the researchers mined the ESS-8 dataset to investigate the ‘sensitivity’ of the external political efficacy question “How much would you say the political system in [country] allows people like you to have a say in what the government does?” 

This was done using various methods:

· Levels of reluctance: Using question J2 in the ESS, “Did you feel that the respondent was reluctant to answer any questions?”, which is answered by enumerators at the end of the interview, statistical analysis was conducted to assess whether levels of reluctance to respond to the above mentioned question were significantly higher for the two countries in the ESS sample that fall into the category of  ‘authoritarian regime’ and ‘flawed democracy’, as classified by the Economist Intelligence Unit's Democracy Index. The analysis was not conclusive: while both these countries are among the most reluctant countries on average for this particular question (ranking 2nd and 4th ), similarly high (and even higher) levels of reluctance were found in countries that the EIU Democracy Index had not classified as ‘authoritarian’ or ‘flawed democracies’. When estimating with linear regression the differences in reluctance between the two aforementioned countries and other ESS countries, it was found that one of the countries was substantially more reluctant than other ESS countries (coefficient of 0.548 when controlling for demographic characteristics) – but this did not hold for the other country (coefficient of −0.001). 
 
· ‘Don’t know’ analysis:  Another method of inferring survey sensitivity is to examine the level of ‘Don’t know’ and ‘Refuse to answer’ responses (‘DK’) to different questions. This method must be considered with caution however because it is inherently unknown if respondents truly do not have an opinion or if they are hiding their true opinion. Nevertheless, if the likelihood of DK responses on a suspected sensitive survey item differs from the likelihood of a presumed insensitive item, it might be seen as evidence that more individuals are hiding their true opinions on the sensitive item. 

When examining the likelihood of a DK response by country for the external efficacy measure and the likelihood of DK for a presumably politically insensitive survey item, namely Life Satisfaction, it was observed that the two countries mentioned above (classified as ‘authoritarian regime’ and ‘flawed democracy’ by the EIU Democracy Index) are more likely to DK on the external efficacy item than other ESS countries, which was not the case for the insensitive item on Life Satisfaction. 
 
· Correlation between ‘reluctance’ and external efficacy measure: Analysis shows that for all countries in the ESS sample except one of the two countries mentioned above, respondent reluctance to answer the external efficacy question is associated with decreased reported levels of external efficacy. However, this relationship was found to be the reverse in this country[footnoteRef:12]. While this is evidence that respondents in this country are reacting differently to this line of questioning than respondents in other countries, in line with what theories of social desirability bias would predict, without a survey experiment, definitive conclusions cannot be drawn. [12:  It should be noted however that the magnitude of the estimated correlation was not large. A one unit increase in respondent reluctance was associated with a 0.004 increase in efficacy. ] 


To further the above analysis, this time on the basis of external efficacy data generated by NSOs (as the above analysis had been produced by non-state/independent research entities), the researchers elaborated a survey research protocol for NSOs. The objective was to assess the extent to which social desirability bias plays a role in the way respondents respond to political efficacy questions across various national contexts. Through the estimation of public opinion on the proposed SDG 16.7.2 questions with both direct and indirect (list experiment) techniques, it is possible to establish the extent of social desirability bias that otherwise is inherently unknown. Further information on NSO pilots is provided in the following section, after the overview of the WVSA pilot. 
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[bookmark: _Toc2016061]Piloting by the World Values Survey Association (Feb. 2018 – Jan. 2019)

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. The following question was therefore included in the WVS-7 English master questionnaire in February 2018: 

How much would you say the political system in [country] allows people like you to have a say in what the government does? 
1. Not at all
2. Very little
3. Some
4. A lot
5. A great deal

The second preferred question for 16.7.2 had not yet been selected by the Expert Group at the time, and the WVSA urgently needed to finalize its questionnaire as country teams were starting to go to field, so only this one question was included in the WVS questionnaire for round 7.
 
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. 

At the time of writing this report, results on this question had been received from the following 15 non-European and non-OECD (except for Australia) countries: 

Results obtained by the WVSA on the external efficacy question piloted in 15 countries during WVS-7

	Country 
	Mean 
	Median 
	SD 
	N 
	Missing 
	response rate

	1. Argentina 
	3.82 
	4 
	0.77 
	1003 
	230 
	----*

	2. Bangladesh 
	3.51 
	3 
	1.08 
	1200 
	55 
	95.6%

	3. Indonesia 
	3.40 
	3 
	1.22 
	3200 
	122 
	95.8%

	4. Andorra 
	3.30 
	3 
	1.27 
	1004 
	9 
	99.1%

	5. Kazakhstan 
	3.30 
	3 
	1.07 
	1277 
	91 
	92.9%

	6. Malaysia 
	3.21 
	3 
	1.16 
	1313 
	0 
	100%

	7. Jordan 
	3.20 
	3 
	1.24 
	1203 
	62 
	94.8%

	8. Pakistan 
	3.11 
	3 
	1.34 
	2000 
	126 
	93.7%

	9. Peru 
	2.95 
	3 
	1.16 
	1400 
	29 
	98%

	10. Australia 
	2.76 
	3 
	1.00 
	1813 
	25 
	98.7%

	11. Iraq 
	2.72 
	3 
	1.32 
	1200 
	29 
	97.6%

	12. Nigeria 
	2.66 
	2 
	1.50 
	1237 
	54 
	95.6%

	13. Lebanon 
	2.65 
	3 
	1.18 
	1200 
	6 
	99.5%

	14. Egypt 
	2.45 
	3 
	1.06 
	1200 
	213 
	82.3%

	15. Brazil 
	2.36 
	2 
	1.25 
	1762 
	151 
	91.7%



Note: Information as of February 11, 2019; list of countries that asked the SDG 16.7.2 question and have already submitted their data to the WVSA Secretariat; countries currently in the field or with surveys commencing in 2019 are not included here.
*In Argentina, the question was introduced after the fieldwork commenced, and as many as 228 respondents out of the total sample size of N=1003 were not asked the question on efficacy. 

The average response rate on the external efficacy questions across the 15 countries is relatively high at 94.4% (which is not dissimilar from the response rate on the same question administered in Europe by the ESS, at 97.8%) and varies from 90% to 100% in most countries. 

All WVS national teams were advised to draw on existing translations of the question used for the ESS-8 survey round if corresponding language(s) were spoken in Europe. National teams were also free to use alternative translations if they felt it would better reflect the essence of the question. As part of the WVS-7 pilot, alternative and/or new translations of the question were made in Spanish (3 versions), French, Catalan, Arabic, Malay, Chinese/ Mandarin, Hausa, Igbo, Yoruba, Indonesian, Urdu, Portuguese, Bengali, Russian, and Kazakh languages.

With results on the ESS question now available in 15 countries outside of Europe after the integration of this question in the WVS questionnaire in 2018-19, the global availability of data on this question as of February 2019 is quite extensive:









Consolidated results on external efficacy question: ESS and WVS results 
[image: ]
Source: European Social Survey Round 8 (2016) and World Values Survey Round 7 (2018)

Overall, all WVS national teams involved into the pilot of the new survey item agreed that the question was a good proxy for the concept of external political efficacy and a good measure for SDG indicator 16.7.2. 

Further statistical analysis on available survey results from the 15 pilot countries was conducted as described below. 

[bookmark: _Toc2016062]Theoretical validity of the proposed measure
First, the broad relevance of the proposed measure to assess the extent to which individuals believe decision-making to be responsive and inclusive was examined. Both ‘convergent validity’ (whether the measure correlates well with other proxy measures of the same concept) and ‘construct validity’ (whether the measure behaves as theory and common sense dictate) were assessed empirically, by analyzing the relationship between the proposed measure and other questions in the WVS questionnaire, such as questions on people’s satisfaction with democracy/with the political system in their country. This analysis is presented below. Overall, findings show that the concept of external political efficacy is empirically strongly related to the extent to which one perceives his/her country to be democratic. It is also strongly related to the extent to which one is satisfied with the political system in his/her country in general.
The figure below shows the relationship between levels of external efficacy and the extent to which respondents believe that their country is governed democratically today. As can be seen, there is a clear, positive relationship between perceptions of efficacy and perceptions of democratic rule. In those countries with high levels of external efficacy, high levels of perceived ‘democraticness’ are also reported – such as in Argentina, Bangladesh and Indonesia – while in countries with low levels of external efficacy, low levels of perceived democraticness are reported – such as in Brazil, Lebanon, Egypt and Iraq.
External efficacy vs perceived democraticness: WVS countries only
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/937222CC.tmp]
Source: World Values Survey 7 (2018); ‘Perceived democraticness’ measured from WVS question: “How democratically this country is governed today?” 10-points scale

The same positive relationship is observed when combining WVS results (non-OECD/non-European countries) with ESS results (OECD/European countries):

External efficacy vs perceived democraticness: ESS and WVS countries
WVS-7: “How democratically is this country governed today?” using a 10-point scale; ESS-8: “How satisfied are you with the way democracy works in this country?” using a 10-point scale 

[image: ]
Source: World Values Survey 7 (2018) and European Social Survey 8 (2016)
2

[bookmark: _Toc2016063]Strong positive correlation between external efficacy and the perceived respect for human rights in the country can also be observed: 

External efficacy vs perceived respect for human rights in the country (4-point scale)

[image: ]
Source: World Values Survey 7 (2018)

Similar results are observed between external efficacy and overall satisfaction with the system of governance in the country. High levels of external efficacy correspond to high levels of system satisfaction – as seen in Bangladesh, Indonesia, Kazakhstan and Andora – and low system satisfaction coincides with low external efficacy, as seen in Brazil, Iraq, Lebanon, Peru and Nigeria. 












External efficacy vs satisfaction with political system
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/5C950C5D.tmp]
Source: World Values Survey 7 (2018)

[bookmark: _Toc2016064]Relationship with actual level of democracy

Second, the relationship between levels of external efficacy were plotted against a country’s ‘actual’ level of democracy, as measured with the V-Dem Institute’s measure of electoral democracy.[footnoteRef:13] As seen in the figure below, there is little relationship of note between levels of efficacy and actual levels of democracy. This important observation makes clear that the proposed measure for SDG 16.7.2 does not aim to serve as – and should not be used as – a proxy measure of ‘actual’ levels of democracy in a country. Rather, SDG 16.7.2 is a subjective measure of the extent to which people think that politicians and/or political institutions in their country will listen to and act on their opinions. As stated earlier, such perceptions, irrespective of how closely aligned they are with ‘actual’ levels of democracy in a country, have a direct and significant influence on popular trust in government, satisfaction with government performance, and levels of political participation (including voting), which confers to them high policy relevance.   [13:  Teorell, Coppedge, Skaaning, and Lindberg, (2016). Measuring electoral democracy with V-Dem data: Introducing a new polyarchy index. V-Dem Working Paper, 25.
] 









External efficacy vs ‘actual’ levels of democracy (as measured by V-Dem’s measure of electoral democracy) 
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/4B93AEBA.tmp]
Source: World Values Survey 7 (2018)


[bookmark: _Toc2016065]Relationship between demographic variables and reported levels of external efficacy
People’s perceived capacity to shape government decisions is affected by their personal characteristics and socio-economic background. The following graph shows the multivariate relationship between a number of demographic variables and reported levels of political efficacy, in the WVS-7 sample. All variables have been standardized prior to regression which means that the magnitudes of the estimated coefficients can be compared. 







Relationship between selected demographic variables and reported levels of external political efficacy
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/AE46BC40.tmp]
Source: UNDP analysis performed on WVS-7 data on external political efficacy question (15 countries) 
· Sex: On average, female respondents report lower levels of political efficacy when controlling for age, residency (urban/rural) and country fixed effects. 
· Urban/rural: Similarly, urban residency (town size > 20 000) is also negatively associated with political efficacy when controlling for the other demographic factors – that is, urban dwellers report lower levels of efficacy than rural dwellers. 
· Age: Age also exhibits a negative relationship: older respondents report lower levels of political efficacy than younger respondents. 

It should be noted however that the coefficients for the relationship between external efficacy and these three demographic factors are quite small, which means that the that the substantial influence of these relationships is fairly low. 

If countries are then split between ‘democratic’ and ‘authoritarian’ categories[footnoteRef:14], we see a slightly different pattern:  [14:  Based on several indicators and criteria used in Lührmann, Tannenberg, & Lindberg (2018) Regimes of the World (RoW): Opening New Avenues for the Comparative Study of Political Regimes. Politics & Governance, 6(1). See https://www.cogitatiopress.com/politicsandgovernance/article/download/1214/1214
] 



Relationship between selected demographic variables and reported levels of external political efficacy: ‘Democratic’ vs. ‘authoritarian’ countries
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/6AD90F41.tmp]
Source: UNDP analysis performed on WVS-7 data on external political efficacy question (15 countries) 
· Urban/rural: In authoritarian countries, urban dwellers are less likely than rural dwellers to feel that the political system allows them to ‘have a say’, while in democratic countries there is no difference between the two groups (when also controlling for gender, age and country fixed effects.)
· Sex: Gender largely exhibits the same relationship with political efficacy regardless of regime type (with female respondents reporting lower levels of efficacy than male) 
· Age: Age exhibits a negative relationship in democracies (where older respondents report lower levels of political efficacy than younger respondents) but that relationship does not hold in authoritarian regimes.  
The preceding analysis confirms the relevance of sex, age and place of residency (urban/rural) when disaggregating results on external efficacy. 
WVS performed further analysis on the relevance of income level and education level on reported levels of external efficacy, and found these two additional demographic factors to be associated with external efficacy as follows:  
· Income level: Income level generally has a positive relationship with external efficacy – that is, richer respondents have higher levels of external efficacy.  
· Education level: Similarly, there is also a positive correlation between education level and external efficacy – that is, respondents with higher levels of education report higher levels of efficacy. 
Similar analysis was conducted by the OECD on external efficacy data collected in the 28 OECD countries covered by the PIAAC survey.[footnoteRef:15] The figure below shows the self-reported political efficacy of various groups. The same observation made for WVS pilot countries holds for OECD countries:  [15:  See OECD, How’s Life? 2017 Measuring Well-Being: Chapter on Governance and Well-Being, p.183 
] 

· Sex and age affect self-reported levels of political efficacy only marginally. Old age, however, is a more significant factor, with older respondents in OECD countries reporting lower levels of political efficacy (just like older respondents in the WVS sample).
· The more influential demographic factors are education and income level, which are both positively correlated with political efficacy: people in the top quintile report average values that are 0.3 point higher than those in the bottom quintile, and people with tertiary education report average values that are 0.7 point higher than that of people with less than secondary education. 
[image: ]
Unfortunately, the WVS questionnaire does not ask respondents about any disability they may have, so an attempt was made to consider the subjective state of health of respondents (as determined by respondents themselves) as a proxy for respondents’ disability status. While this approach comes with significant limitations[footnoteRef:16], it still provides valuable insights into the relevance of disability as a factor impacting reported levels of external political efficacy: people self-reporting a poor health and people with a disability both constitute vulnerable groups who might feel more excluded from public life and perceive decision-making to be less inclusive and responsive than people self-reporting a good health. A fairly strong positive correlation was found between self-reported ‘good health’ and external efficacy, when controlling for age (as age and health are frequently correlated). In fact, that correlation was found to be stronger than the correlation (estimated earlier) between age and external efficacy, which confirms the high relevance of disaggregating survey results by disability status. [16:  On the one hand, not all disabilities worsen health condition and negatively affect subjective perceptions of health. On the other hand, all those who report having a poor health do not necessarily have a disability or special health conditions. 
] 

Finally, since target 16.7 focuses on ‘decision-making at all levels’, it will be important to disaggregate survey results by place of residence (administrative region, e.g. province, state, district; urban/rural), to help identify areas in a given country where populations feel excluded from decision-making. Also, while the WVS dataset could not be disaggregated by ethnicity, race, religion, language or other such ‘national-relevant population groups’, it is also strongly recommended that NSOs able to collect such data use it as an additional marker for disaggregated results, to help identify whether some groups feel more excluded from decision-making than others. 
[bookmark: _Toc2016066]Measurement validity
In order to make cross-national comparisons of levels of political efficacy as intended by SDG 16.7.2, it must be assumed that the measure has validity independent of context. If for example respondents in one context have a different understanding of the term ‘having a say in what the government does’, or if individuals in some countries perceive this question to be more sensitive than individuals in other countries, the validity of the survey item will be affected, and the comparability of results will be compromised. 
To investigate this aspect, the rate of non-response (in %) to the external political efficacy question is plotted against 1) the average perceived level of democracy, by country (first figure below) and 2) the ‘actual’ level of democracy as coded by the V-Dem Institute (second figure below). While these two figures show a general trend whereby countries with lower perceived levels of democracy seem to exhibit higher levels of non-response (which could suggest that the efficacy question is more sensitive in such contexts), several countries show patterns that contradict this trend. For instance, some countries where the perceived or ‘actual’ level of democracy is low exhibit non-response rates that are among the lowest in the sample, on par with countries perceived (or rated) to be very democratic. This analysis suggests that neither the perceived nor the ‘actual’ level of democracy affects the non-response rate. In other words, respondents who say they live in less democratic settings do not seem to be more likely to refuse to respond to this question. This is an important finding suggesting the relatively modest sensitivity of the question.







Non-response rates and level of democracy as perceived by respondents
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/D223B8F9.tmp]
Non-response rates and ‘actual’ level of democracy as rated by V-Dem’s measure of electoral democracy
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/F7D49AA6.tmp]
Source: UNDP analysis performed on WVS-7 data on external political efficacy question (15 countries) 

When considering the demographic factors associated with non-response, the below two figures show that sex is the most influential variable: 

· Sex: Female respondents are more likely than male respondents to refuse to response, and this relationship is particularly pronounced in authoritarian regimes. 
· Place of residence (urban/rural): Urban residency is not associated with non-response when controlling for gender, age and country fixed effects, in either regime type. 
· Age: Age exhibits a positive relationship with non-response, with older respondents being less likely to provide a response to the political efficacy item. This however is only the case in democratic regimes. 

Relationship between selected demographic variables and non-response on efficacy question
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/7172CE96.tmp]
Relationship between selected demographic variables and non-response on efficacy question: ‘Democratic’ vs. ‘authoritarian’ countries
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/ADCA419F.tmp]
[bookmark: _Toc2016067]Piloting by National Statistical Offices (July 2018 - ongoing) 

In July 2018, the NSO membership of the Praia Group and other NSOs that are members of the IAEG-SDGs or that have been involved in consultations around SDG indicator 16.7.2 were invited to contribute to the final validation of the methodological proposal for this indicator in three possible ways, namely a) through piloting on a large-scale (implementing the research protocol elaborated for the two proposed survey questions as part of an upcoming nationally representative household survey); b) through piloting on a small-scale (implementing the research protocol on smaller samples of 500 or above if no large-scale survey was planned in the near future); c) through a review of the two proposed survey questions (if piloting was not possible). 

Overall, 7 NSOs (Cabo Verde, Ghana, Kenya, Republic of Korea, Mexico, Palestine and Uganda) undertook to pilot the research protocol for SDG 16.7.2 as part of a larger survey or separately on a small sample. At the time of submitting this report, pilot survey results were available for Cape Verde, Palestine and the Republic of Korea, but unfortunately, methodological errors in the implementation of the research protocols in Korea compromised the usability of this datasets for further analysis. 

[bookmark: _Toc2016068]Palestine
As discussed earlier, one method of assessing the sensitivity of a survey item is to examine the non-response rate in relation to other indicators. The Palestine NSO took part in the pilot to assess the sensitivity of the proposed external efficacy question, and collected data on 10 indicators, including the external efficacy item. The plot below reports the non-response rate for each one of the 10 survey items. The non-response rate for the external efficacy question was the highest, at over 20%. This figure is consistent with the non-response rate of Egypt (18%) in the WVS pilot study.
Palestine NSO pilot: Non-response rate on the efficacy question, compared to other questions
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/37704155.tmp]
To determine the factors associated with non-response, a multiple regression model was estimated with non-response as the dependent variable. The figure below plots the results of this regression with the independent variables along the y-axis and the coefficient magnitude along the x-axis. Points represent coefficient estimates and the horizontal lines are confidence intervals for each of the 11 independent variables. This analysis shows that in Palestine, the most significant factors associated with non-response are sex and education level. Men are significantly less likely than women to refuse to respond. Level of education is a similarly strong predictor: those who have studied at the secondary or tertiary level are significantly less likely to non-respond than those with a primary education or less. Age on the other hand is entirely unrelated to non-response. Those who are married are estimated to non-respond to a greater degree, but this estimate is not statistically significant. Finally, rural and urban residents are significantly more likely to non-respond than those living in camps.
Palestine NSO pilot: Factors associated with non-response on the external efficacy question
[image: /var/folders/y0/75cw24zx27j5ck84tb4m9ysxr0wnlh/T/com.microsoft.Word/Content.MSO/EC082F52.tmp]
[bookmark: _Toc2016069]Cape Verde
The NSO of Cape Verde implemented the survey experiment module to estimate the validity of the external efficacy item. The experiment was designed so that individuals were asked to state their level of perceived external efficacy in two manners. The first ‘direct’ manner was the standard approach in which individuals were asked to rate their level of efficacy on a scale, identical to the approach used by the ESS and the WVSA. The objective of the second ‘indirect’ manner was to estimate levels of external efficacy in an anonymous way, so that individuals never had to explicitly state their true belief.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  This approach used a so-called list experiment. Details of the method and survey design can be found in Blair and Imai (2012), Statistical Analysis of List Experiments, Political Analysis, 20(1), Glynn (2013), What can we learn with statistical truth serum? Design and analysis of the list experiment, Public Opinion Quarterly, 77(S1).] 

The results from Cape Verde showed that the proportion of individuals expressing external efficacy was consistent across the two survey methods. With direct questioning, 56% of respondents stated that they felt they had a say in what the government does. The corresponding figure estimated with indirect questioning was 62%, with a statistically insignificant difference of 6 percentage points. These results therefore indicate that in the Cape Verde context, the external efficacy item does not suffer from measurement validity. 
[bookmark: _Toc2016070]Piloting by CIVICUS (Nov. 2018 – Jan. 2019) 

SPEAK! is a campaign supported by CIVICUS to engage civil society in raising awareness about community divisiveness. In the fall of 2018, the SPEAK! campaign examined the draft methodological proposal for SDG indicator 16.7.2 contained in an Indicator Development Workplan (dated July 2018) elaborated by UNDP for this Tier 3 indicator, and publicly accessible on the global SDG Indicators Database. Finding the proposed two survey questions included in this methodological proposal – one on internal efficacy and another on external efficacy – to be of high relevance to the themes of the SPEAK! campaign, CIVICUS decided to pilot an approach aimed at producing citizen-generated data on these two questions. 

Between November 2018 and January 2019, 36 civil society organisations participated in the exercise, and 581 surveys were filled (on paper or online) in communities across 22 countries (in the three regions of Latin America, Middle East and North Africa and Sub-Saharan Africa), in English[footnoteRef:18], Spanish[footnoteRef:19] and Arabic[footnoteRef:20]. The two questions were also administered in French and Swahili, but results in these languages were not yet available at the time of writing this report. Women and youth were well represented, often representing 50% of participants at the SPEAK! events. Surveys were voluntary and no personal data was collected. [18:  From the following countries: In Africa: Ethiopia, Liberia, Togo, Uganda, Gambia, Cameroon, Nigeria, South Sudan, Zambia; In Europe: Albania, Spain  ]  [19:  From the following countries: Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, Mexico, Peru, Uruguay ]  [20:  From the following countries: Syria, Iraq, Morocco, Turkey, Lebanon ] 

 
A survey was used to collect both quantitative and qualitative data – i.e. the two proposed SDG 16.7.2 survey questions were posed to participants exactly as they were posed by the WVSA and the ESS, and additional qualitative questions were asked to gather more contextual information on how participants understood these two questions.[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  The qualitative question posed to complement the survey question on internal efficacy was “What is your greatest reason for your level of confidence to participate in politics?; to complement the survey question on external efficacy, the following qualitative question was posed: “Can you describe a place or time when you were able to influence decision-making in your community?”] 


Five key findings emerged from this exercise which shed further light on the methodological options considered for SDG 16.7.2:

· First, it is noteworthy that most participants took part in the exercise and seemed to be genuinely interested in it, which CIVICUS interpreted as “a good indicator that they felt comfortable and safe while answering questions on this topic”.[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  CIVICUS report on this pilot experiment, “Citizen-Generated Data (CGD) for Sustainable Development Goals -- SDG16.7.2 Inclusive and responsive decision-making”, January 30, 2019.] 


· Second, most participants expressed high confidence in response to the first question on internal efficacy, “how confident are you in your own ability to participate in politics?”. This important finding suggests that this question may be affected by social desirability bias, as respondents want to project a positive image of themselves to interviewers. It raises questions about the usefulness of using a question which generates little variability in responses, and as such supports the decision to replace this question with the second question on external efficacy used by the ESS (i.e. having influence on politics) 

· Meanwhile, responses were much more negative on the external efficacy question, “How much would you say the political system in [country] allows people like you to have a say in what the government does?”. This is also an important finding indicating that people in diverse national contexts felt relatively comfortable expressing their true (negative) opinion about the responsiveness of politicians/political institutions.[footnoteRef:23] In several regions, responses obtained on the corresponding qualitative question revealed a deep-seated feeling that voting remains “the principal way of having a say in politics.” Other obstacles to ‘inclusive and responsive decision-making’ identified by participants included “corruption, the irrelevance of the topics for which  public inputs are sought, and the fact that only a [privileged] minority can participate in politics.” [23:  One exception was in the MENA region, where several civil society organizations felt this question was ‘too political’ to ask. However this is largely attributable to distortions in the translation of the question, which asked about opportunities to participate in formal government decision-making processes. This narrow focus on formal participation made the question considerably more sensitive than intended (i.e. the more wide-reaching ‘having a say’ expression means having a voice that is listened to, and includes informal channels of participation). In spite of these translation issues, in certain countries of the region, respondents, when well briefed on the voluntary and confidential nature of the exercise, did not shy away from stating their true opinion. In Iraq for instance, CIVICUS was “pleasantly surprised at the fruitful and enthusiastic nature of the discussions”, during which participants deplored that the political system was not giving them a meaningful chance to participate in decision-making. The political system was described as “corrupt, unrepresentative of women and minorities, unconcerned with the youth’s opinions, built on private interests, and sectarian.” Several respondents also said they were scared to talk about politics. Positive examples cited of political participation were mainly from outside the traditional world of politics – for example in relation to education provision, teaching or other employment, or civil society mobilization.] 


· Fourth, the construct validity (i.e. whether the measure behaves as theory and common sense dictate) of the external efficacy question was confirmed by the responses obtained on the complementary qualitative question asking people to “describe a place or time when you were able to influence decision-making in your community”. Many referred to instances where they stood up for their rights or for that of marginalized individuals in their community, or described their participation in community- and/or school-based organisations. The high relevance of the real-life examples provided by participants of “situations where one is able to influence decision-making” suggests that the specific quantitative question used to measure external efficacy was correctly understood by participants, and as such is a valid measure of external political efficacy.

· Finally, and similarly to the WVSA experience, CIVICUS also highlighted considerable translation challenges related to the external efficacy question (on “having a say in what the government does”). This confirmed the need for the survey methodology for 16.7.2 to provide clear guidance on the meaning of the idiom “having a say” used in this question, and to provide ‘recommended’ translations of survey questions in various languages in the metadata.

[bookmark: _Toc2016071]Key Take-Aways from Piloting 

· 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. 
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Figure 4.12. Having a say in government, by personal and socio-economic characteristics
OECD average mean score on a 1-5 scale (higher scores indicate higher perceived political efficacy levels)
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Note: Differences across groups are measured with respect to the following reference groups: men, people aged 55 to 64, people with tertiary
education, employed people, and people in the top income quintile. Differences are assessed on the basis of a T test. When the label
includes *, the difference between that category and the reference group is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level. The OECD
average is the simple average for the 28 countries with available data, and excludes Hungary, Iceland, Latvia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Portugal
and Switzerland.
Source: OECD calculations based on data from OECD Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC database), wwuioecd.org/site/piaac/.
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