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JUST HOW RESILIENT ARE OECD AND EU COUNTRIES? - SUSTAINABLE GOVERNANCE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE COVID-19 CRISIS

In a Nutshell

Resilience of Democracy

In states where freedom of the press, civil and
political rights, the independence of the judiciary
and core democratic values were subject to erosion
even before the crisis, these worrying develop-
ments became further entrenched as a result of
actions taken in the name of battling the corona-
virus crisis. However, those countries classified
as democratically resilient proved able, for the
most part, to demonstrate their resilience, even
during the crisis. In Turkey, Hungary, 94, Mexico

and Croatia, efforts to hollow out key democratic
institutions have only continued during the crisis.
In addition, the pressure placed on media profes-
sionals increased significantly in these countries.
The ability of the courts to monitor the legality of
measures taken by these state’s governments has
also been curbed even further. All of the other states
in our sample also placed significant restrictions
on political freedoms and civil liberties in order
to contain the spread of the coronavirus. In this
respect, the first year of the pandemic serves as a
litmus test for whether elected governments are se-

FIGURE 1 Democracy 2020 and Resilience of Democracy 2021
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rious about commitments to restoring these rights
at the first possible opportunity during an acute
crisis. Whether attempts to effectively compensate
for these restrictions have been made is, however,
also relevant. It is thus a matter of the proportion-
ality of restrictions introduced (see Fig. 1).

Only eight states in our sample have succeeded in
demonstrating a high degree of credibility with
regard to the proportionality of the restrictions
placed on political freedoms and civil liberties. In
Ireland, New Zealand, Sweden, Switzerland, Esto-
nia, Greece, Portugal and the United Kingdom, our
experts found the leadership in these countries to
have made particularly credible commitments to
lifting the restrictions placed on political freedoms
and civil liberties at the first available opportu-
nity. In many of these states, the decisions made
were based on clear legal principles that in many
cases featured mandatory exit clauses and were
subject to regular judicial and legislative review.
Restrictions placed on political and civil liberties
are particularly problematic if they are influenced
by political self-interest and are applied only to
certain groups. This was the case in Poland, where
restrictions on the freedom to demonstrate were
interpreted differently for different groups and
different kinds of public protest. The state of civil
and political rights has also worsened in Hungary
and Turkey, where governments exploited the
coronavirus crisis to introduce tighter restrictions.

An important measure of the quality of a coun-
try’s democratic culture is the ability of its polit-
ical leadership to engage in compromise. In 10 of
the countries we surveyed, political polarization
posed a significant obstacle either within the
policymaking process or later in the coordina-
tion and implementation of key crisis-response
measures. Particularly at the beginning of the
pandemic, we observed a high degree of coop-
eration between various political actors in many
countries — including those featuring a highly
polarized party landscape — that was manifest in
short-term support for the government’s course
of action in a “rally around the flag” effect. How-
ever, this changed as the pandemic continued. In
Belgium, Estonia, France, Spain, Turkey, Israel,
Poland, Hungary, Mexico and the United States,
failures to bridge partisan divides slowed progress
in controlling the pandemic.

FIGURE 2 Resilience of Democracy

Rank  Country Score
1 New Zealand 9.50
Sweden 9.50
Switzerland 9.50
4 Ireland 9.25
5 United Kingdom 9.00
6 Germany 8.75
Portugal 8.75
8 Greece 8.50
9 Canada 8.25
Finland 8.25
11 France 8.00
12 Austria 7.75
Estonia 7.75
Netherlands 7.75
15 Belgium 7.50
Chile 7.50
Czechia 7.50
18 Denmark 7.25
Italy 7.25
Japan 7.25
7.21
21 Spain 7.00
22 South Korea 6.75
23 Israel 6.50
United States 6.50
25 Croatia 5.00
26 Mexico 3.75
27 Poland 3.50
28 Hungary 2.75

29 Turkey 2.50 =
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Source: Sustainable Governance Indicators

Resilience of Governance

Having resilient democratic institutions and pro-
cesses as well as a resilient rule of law are thus
important when it comes to responding capably
to a crisis. However, highly resilient democratic
institutions are a necessary but not sufficient con-
dition for effective policy performance. States with
high quality of democracy scores in the SGI 2020
have therefore generally proved more successful
in terms of their crisis preparedness and response
(see Fig. 3).
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JUST HOW RESILIENT ARE OECD AND EU COUNTRIES? - SUSTAINABLE GOVERNANCE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE COVID-19 CRISIS

Nonetheless, there are clearly several states which,
despite their robust democratic institutions,
fall short in terms of delivering crisis-resilient
economic and social policies. Thus, in addition
to the quality of democracy, the sustainability
and effectiveness of governance capabilities is
equally important to a state’s continued viabil-
ity. This relates first to the quality of the exist-
ing crisis-management system itself. Second, a
government’s ability to successfully manage a
crisis depends on criteria such as the ability to
effectively formulate a crisis response, establish
a functioning crisis-monitoring system, wage a
clear crisis communication campaign and im-
plement political measures. Third, both citizens
and civil society must be empowered to monitor
and influence the development of policies on an
ongoing basis.

In retrospect, however, with the exception of
South Korea, none of the countries we examined
were adequately prepared in terms of their ad-
ministrative crisis management and prepared-
ness systems to deal with a public health crisis
on the scale of the COVID-19 pandemic. Almost
all countries, for example, did not have enough

medical equipment for the pandemic at the be-
ginning of the crisis. Of particular concern is
the fact that in many cases, there was no clear
allocation of competencies among the authorities
involved in the event of a crisis. Instead, in nearly
every country surveyed, we saw a lack of clarity
in terms of who was responsible for what as well
as a lack of experience with the channels of com-
munication, which resulted in serious problems
with coordination between authorities at different
levels of government. This proved to pose a par-
ticular challenge to nearly all federally organized
states which, however, were by no means the only
ones to struggle with such problems. Countries
with more centralized political systems such as
the United Kingdom, Estonia, Italy and Japan
also found it difficult to coordinate the central
government’s response to the crisis with that of
regional governments. Looking forward, in order
to strengthen their response to future crises, all
states will need to subject their individual crisis
architecture to regular evaluation and stress tests.
Ensuring that such efforts have an impact, how-
ever, will require that the actors involved be pro-
vided a clear mandate and timetable, for example,
so that they can provide the leadership binding

FIGURE 3 Policy Performance 2021 and Democracy 2020
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recommendations for improvements to the crisis
architecture. Maintaining a transparent evaluation
process is also important.

Our study also shows that countries featuring ro-
bust executive capacities before a crisis are at an
advantage when it comes to rapidly formulating
effective countermeasures, evaluating the mea-
sures implemented and successfully communi-
cating their crisis-response policies. Most of the
countries that topped our “executive capacity”
ranking for the 2020 SGI survey — which covers the
end of November 2018 to the end of November 2019
— also number among the strongest performers in
our special survey’s “executive response” ranking.
This is true for the Nordic countries of Finland,
Sweden and Denmark as well as Oceania’s New
Zealand, all of which are top performers in terms
of their executive crisis response. In terms of their
overall executive capacity, other countries in our
sample also achieved a level more or less on par
with that observed by our experts in the SGI 2020.
However, there are important exceptions to this.
Greece, for example, shows impressive improve-
ment compared to the pre-crisis period in both
evidence-based policy formulation and national
coordination efforts. As a result, it is in the group
of top performers in terms of executive response
along with the Nordic countries and New Zealand.
By contrast, Estonia shows substantial deterio-
ration compared to the previous reporting period
in almost all areas of governance, ranging from
the quality of evidence-based policy formulation
to policy evaluation, public consultation and the
national coordination of policy measures. A closer
look at the individual criteria for good governance
examined by our survey provides important les-
sons to draw upon when facing future crises.

Countries that can quickly and effectively in-
corporate the advice of experts into policy for-
mulation or in adjustments made to appropriate
policies tend to deliver a more effective crisis
response. This has been particularly true for New
Zealand, South Korea and Greece, which top our
ranking on effective policy formulation. However,
twelve out of the 29 countries surveyed demon-
strated only marginal success in being able to
rapidly and systematically translate the available
expert advice into a coherent pandemic-control
policy. In the United States and Mexico, sitting

presidents deliberately chose to ignore or express
disdain for the advice voiced by established scien-
tific advisory bodies. The horrible consequences of
their inaction are well known: In terms of excess
mortality, Mexico ranks last and the United States
27th among the 29 countries examined.

As the coronavirus pandemic progressed, poli-
cymakers were increasingly confronted with the
challenge of creating a coherent crisis response
able to incorporate divergent expert opinions,
rapidly accumulating scientific evidence, and
broader economic and societal perspectives on
the consequences of the pandemic. Nearly all of
the countries we studied varied considerably over
time in terms of the extent to which the polit-
ical leadership followed the advice of virologists
on how to contain the pandemic. It is therefore
crucial, on the one hand, that as a crisis develops,
the circle of advisory experts and social groups
remains sufficiently open and permeable to new
members. Doing so ensures that new insights and
overlooked issues are taken into consideration. In
some of the countries examined, such as Sweden
and the Netherlands, it turned out that the pool of
experts involved was too limited at the beginning
of the crisis. On the other hand, we see in all of the
countries surveyed a lack of formally established
mechanisms able to identify, effectively balance
and coordinate divergent perspectives and con-
flicting goals as a crisis continues.

Another important area where further work is
needed is ensuring that governments have the
data collection and analysis capacities to evaluate
the impact of measures taken. As the pandemic
showed, many countries still struggle with gath-
ering and assessing good data on health-related
and other socioeconomic early-warning indica-
tors that inform crisis-management decisions. In
many states, there was an initial lack of valid and
reliable data, such as that regarding intensive-care
unit (ICU) capacity or excess mortality rates.
This was also the case in countries such as the
Netherlands, which are otherwise known for their
excellent information infrastructure. A potentially
promising approach to remedying this issue is to
link up various and more detailed administrative
data, and to tie this data to a frequently conducted
survey of households. Overall, however, countries
such as the Netherlands, New Zealand, Denmark
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and South Korea, each of which feature highly de-
veloped information and data infrastructures able
to monitor on an ongoing basis the consequences
of the pandemic, had greater success in mitigating
the economic, health and social consequences of
the pandemic.

It is important here to ensure that the data
and information collected is also rapidly made
available for public review and in ways that are
user-friendly. However, the coronavirus crisis
has shown just how far behind most states are in
terms of providing open government data. Eight
of the 29 states we studied delivered only weak
and incomplete data on the pandemic to their cit-
izens. And once published, this data often turned
out to be unreliable. In addition, it was often un-
clear what data and which interpretation of the
data ultimately informed government decisions
on pandemic measures. In several other states,
the essential (raw) data or information informing
the leadership’s decision-making metrics was not
consistently made available to the public. Buck-
ing this trend, Canada once again proved able to
significantly increase transparency, accountability
and the participation of its citizens — even during
the crisis — through its already well-developed
Open Government platform.

Overall, in all the countries examined, the de-
gree to which legislative or civil society groups
such as employers’ associations, trade unions,
environmental groups and welfare organizations
were involved in policy formulation suffered as
a result of the rapid-fire pressure under which
measures had to be adopted. However, during
the crisis, none of the countries in our sample
proved able to adapt their societal consultation
processes so as to enable the government and
civil society to engage — under the strain of time
pressure — in an adequate and effective exchange
of ideas while formulating policies. In many of
the countries surveyed, parliamentary oversight
opportunities proved to be severely limited both
de facto and de jure. In six countries, parliaments
had almost no oversight capabilities. Only Portu-
gal and Greece involved civil society groups more
so than they had before. In both cases, however,
the governments interacted with unions and em-
ployers’ associations primarily to provide them
information rather than engage in an exchange of

ideas. Looking ahead, a strong recovery from the
crisis will therefore require involving civil society
groups more heavily in the formulation of mea-
sures designed to lead the way forward.

Because key civil society actors are generally not
heavily involved in decision-making processes
during a crisis, a government’s crisis commu-
nication becomes increasingly relevant. In fact,
countries that are able to formulate relatively
successful policies in response to a crisis often
also feature a coherent and unified crisis commu-
nication strategy. There is therefore a correlation
between proactive and coherent crisis commu-
nication efforts and a successful crisis response.
Countries such as New Zealand, for example, suc-
ceeded in creating a shared understanding of the
cause and effects of the coronavirus crisis through
only a few clearly stated objectives and measures.
From the outset, federally organized states faced
greater challenges than more centralized ones in
coordinating their respective crisis communica-
tion. All too often, countries such as Canada, the
United States, Germany, Switzerland and Belgium,
for example, failed to ensure that the public was
provided with consistent information through the
various levels of local administrative bodies.

However, when it comes to the question of suc-
cessful national coordination efforts, one should
not necessarily shy away from comparing fed-
erally organized systems with more centralized
political systems. This should not come as a
surprise. After all, the pandemic has powerfully
demonstrated that this involves mobilizing and
orchestrating a collective effort on a national
scale, establishing solidarity across subnational
entities, and empowering subnational actors to
find solutions that work at the local level. In prin-
ciple, federally organized states are particularly
well-poised to draw on tried and tested structures
and processes. In Germany, for example, the pan-
demic response required several rounds of feder-
al-state coordination in which the two levels often
ran into conflict with each other. However, with
the help of a strong scientific advisory staff, the
chancellor’s office was comparatively successful
in containing these tensions, and the effort as a
whole was able to respond effectively to regional
particularities and concerns. During the second
and third waves of the pandemic, however, the
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foundation of this consensus increasingly began
to erode in large part due to a series of state-level
elections, resulting in the pursuit of uncoordinated
and uneven approach across the country. Overall,
however, the ranking is topped by the more cen-
tralized countries of New Zealand, South Korea,
Denmark, Greece and Sweden. In these countries,
national coordination efforts proved sensitive to
local concerns and were thus carried out with the
least friction, at least during the first year of the
pandemic.

Overall, nearly half of the countries in our sam-
ple — 14 states in total — must therefore in retro-
spect be regarded as insufficiently resilient with
regard to their political-administrative capacity
to act during the coronavirus crisis. The current
gap found between these states regarding their
capacity to govern could actually grow rather
than narrow in the years to come. For example,
countries such as Canada, New Zealand and South
Korea, each of which features a strong evaluation
culture, decided already during the first year of
the pandemic to draw upon the experience of past
pandemics by initiating evaluations and taking

steps to adapt their response along the way.
Showing considerable readiness and willingness
to learn from other countries’ experiences with
pandemics, New Zealand introduced its NZ Covid
Tracer app, which was closely modeled on Singa-
pore’s contact-tracing app.

Our analysis shows that, during the first year
of the coronavirus, the quality of a state’s crisis
response depended significantly on how well
prepared the government was to deal with a cri-
sis. Those countries already equipped before the
pandemic with an effective crisis preparedness
and management system as well as robust eco-
nomic and social policies generally demonstrated
a stronger executive response during the crisis
and proved able to respond more competently to
the economic and social policy challenges faced
(see Fig. 4). Greece is a positive outlier in this re-
gard, featuring an above-average crisis response,
despite its rather adverse baseline conditions. By
contrast, the United States stands out for its far-
below-the-expected-bar performance, given its
potential.

FIGURE 4 Overall Response and Overall Preparedness
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New Zealand, South Korea and Sweden are the top
performers in our overall ranking of the resilience
of governance (see Fig. 5). The states demonstrat-
ing the most difficulty in steering their country’s
response to a crisis on the scale of the corona-
virus pandemic were Israel, Croatia, Italy, Poland,
Hungary and Mexico.

FIGURE 5 Resilience of Governance

Rank  Country Score
1 New Zealand 8.89
2 South Korea 8.78
3 Sweden 8.72
4 Denmark 7.94
5 Germany 7.89
6 Ireland 7.83
7 Canada 7.78
8 Switzerland 7.61
9 Greece 7.56
10 Finland 7.39
11 Austria 7.33
12 Japan 6.94
13 United Kingdom 6.83
14 Netherlands 6.72
15 Portugal 6.56
6.39
16 Estonia 6.22
17 Chile 6.06
18 France 5.94
19 Spain 5.89
20 Belgium 5.83
21 Turkey 5.67
22 Czechia 5.39
United States 5.39
24 lIsrael 4.94
25 Croatia 4.89
26 ltaly 4.67
27 Poland 3.61
28 Hungary 3.00
29 Mexico 2.94 =
o 2 4 s 8 10
Score: standardized, 1-10

Source: Sustainable Governance Indicators
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Economic Resilience

More than half of the states in our sample were
showing weak economic growth even long before
the coronavirus crisis. Between 2010 and 2019,
real average economic growth was just 2% or low-
er in 15 of the 29 states. Some leading economies
also appear to be losing increasing ground to other
countries with regard to gross fixed capital forma-
tion. On this measure, Japan is the only G-7 state
to fall among the top 10 countries in our survey.
Progress in product development, which results
from an effective research and innovation sector,
also varies widely.

Before the crisis, none of the countries in our
sample had yet developed convincing programs
for transitioning to a climate-friendly and re-
source-conserving economic model. Some of the
countries showing the highest recent economic
growth rates fall into the bottom group in terms
of key indicators measuring outcomes along the
path to a climate-neutral economy. Top economic
performers such as Ireland, Estonia, Poland and
South Korea are among the states with the highest
per capita greenhouse gas emissions. On the oth-
er hand, countries such as Sweden and Finland,
despite being top performers in terms of climate
protection and renewable energy development,
have considerable catching up to do with regard
to energy efficiency and using raw materials sus-
tainably.

The already-high levels of public debt in many
countries, paired with further increases due
to coronavirus-era stimulus packages, require
policymakers to focus clearly on the major socio-
economic challenges ahead. Countries that were
already highly indebted before the crisis typically
increased their public debt more significantly
during the first year of the pandemic than did
less heavily indebted countries. Moreover, fiscally
well-positioned countries did not make excessive
use of the low-interest credit options available
to them. It is therefore already foreseeable that
the coronavirus crisis will widen the gap between
fiscally well-positioned countries and those that
were already worse off.



INANUTSHELL

When crafting their stimulus programs during
the first year of the pandemic, the vast majority
of the countries in our sample made virtually
no attempt to set the sustainable transforma-
tion of the economy as one goal. In a minority
of the countries examined, stimulus programs
have already been designed to help economies
transition toward a point of climate neutrality
and resource-conserving growth. However, only
10 of the 29 states in our sample have released
policy measures in this area. Just two countries
— Germany and Sweden — are already seeking
to align their economic stimulus programs with
environmental and sustainability goals.

While some countries were relatively well pre-
pared for the crisis in terms of labor market
policies, many others were unable to draw on
existing instruments and institutions appropriate
to the crisis’ specific challenges. Countries with
comprehensive short-time work schemes and
well-developed labor market policies fared better
through the pandemic’s first year than did those
lacking such instruments. The short-time work
policy model again become a popular export during
the coronavirus crisis. Countries with considerable
experience implementing such programs, such as
Germany, France and Switzerland, extended their
regulations still further. Best positioned in terms
of the resilience of their labor market policies are
Germany, Switzerland, Denmark and Sweden.
What these countries have in common is that
their systems enable employers’ and employees’
organizations to work together constructively. In
addition, these countries have successfully man-
aged to significantly increase the employment rate
among older workers in particular.

Nevertheless, few of the countries examined used
the first phase of short-time work to reform the
regulatory framework so as to provide greater
incentives for worker training and further edu-
cation. After the crisis, when people return to their
jobs, the labor market will look different, requiring
a different set of skills and qualifications than
before the crisis. Denmark has taken an interest-
ing approach in this regard. Here, policymakers
have set compensation levels within retraining
programs to provide the highest level of benefits
to people retraining in areas experiencing skill
shortages.

Our overall ranking on economic resilience (see
Fig. 6) is led by Germany, Sweden, Switzerland
and Denmark. The bottom group is made up of
Poland, Croatia, Hungary, Chile, Turkey, Italy and
Mexico. Both with regard to their vulnerability to
crises and their economic-policy crisis response,
these countries show the greatest shortcomings in
terms of economic sustainability.

FIGURE 6 Economic Resilience

Rank  Country Score
1 Germany 7.91
2 Sweden 7.85
3 Switzerland 7.53
4 Denmark 7.38
5 lIreland 7.01
6 Netherlands 6.87
7 New Zealand 6.80
8 South Korea 6.76
9 Finland 6.67
10 Belgium 6.50
11 United Kingdom 6.40
12 Israel 6.30
13 Canada 6.27
14 Japan 6.22
15 France 6.21
6.14
16 Austria 6.05
17 Czechia 6.04
18 Portugal 6.03
19 United States 5.72
20 Estonia 5.62
21 Spain 5.61
22 Greece 5.46
23 Poland 5.45
24 Croatia 5.29
25 Hungary 5.17
26 Chile 5.09
27 Turkey 5.02
28 ltaly 4.92
29 Mexico 3.94
o 2 4 & 8 1
Score: standardized, 1-10

Source: Sustainable Governance Indicators
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Welfare State Resilience

Overall, the analysis (see Fig. 7) shows a strong
correlation between the degree of preparedness for
the crisis and the quality of a country’s actual crisis
response. Countries whose social security systems
were already well positioned before the pandemic
tended to respond better to the challenges arising
during the crisis in the areas of education, health
and family policy.

Countries that were well prepared for the crisis in
terms of education policy typically had strongly
digitalized education systems, and also support-
ed a certain degree of autonomy with regard to
teaching methods. The pandemic led to school
closures on a greater or lesser scale in all 29
countries examined. Countries whose education
systems were already highly digitalized before
the pandemic - that is, those in which digital
infrastructure was already in place, and where
teaching staff had previous experience with dis-
tance-learning tools — were most successful in
making a rapid and smooth transition from face-
to-face to online instruction. Denmark and Swe-
den stand out in this respect, with each placing

among the top four countries in the study’s four
digitalization-related indicators. Another common
feature of well-organized education systems is a
certain degree of autonomy granted to decentral-
ized local authorities or teaching institutions, thus
allowing them to experiment with or use different
instruction methodologies.

The unequal distribution of educational op-
portunities that existed before the outbreak of
COVID-19 has worsened in most countries. Chil-
dren from socially disadvantaged families were
more seriously affected by school closures due to
a lack of laptops, fast internet connections and
digital skills. This was true of well-performing
states as well. For example, in Denmark, despite
the well-developed digital infrastructure, many
primary-level students — especially children from
economically or ethnically disadvantaged back-
grounds — did not receive instruction during the
first year of the pandemic. In Canada too, students
from disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds
were disproportionately affected by school clo-
sures and the shift to online learning, in large part
due to a lack of support programs for children with
special needs.

FIGURE 7 Welfare State Response and Welfare State Preparedness

10 -
R?=0.6917
9 .
8l SE
I

ﬁ C.A FR @
g 7r BE o [ )
B uk@ NLCKHR NZ DE
2 6r ot g @ATg P
o @ CZ B L ® e
& ° PT
& 5r cLausi—® GR
= ® L@ R
n HU TR
o 4
3 °
3 3 MX

2 .

1 .

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 J
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10

Score: standardized, 1-10
Source: Sustainable Governance Indicators

Welfare State Response

| BertelsmannStiftung



INANUTSHELL

In many countries, the increase in intensive-care
capacities for COVID-19 patients was accompa-
nied by a neglect of people with other conditions.
A shortage of well-trained staff proved to be a
key bottleneck in this regard. As a consequence,
hospitals were often unable to use their newly
expanded intensive-care facilities to full capacity
and could not guarantee that all patients would
receive the proper care. While some states were
forced to postpone elective surgeries, the focus on
COVID-19 patients had more serious consequences
in others. In Poland, for example, hospitals were
unable to admit many sick people even in cases of
emergency.

Closures of schools and kindergartens during the
crisis everywhere made it more difficult for par-
ents to reconcile work and family responsibilities.
In response, the EU and OECD countries examined
here introduced or adapted a series of family-pol-
icy measures aimed at making this combination
easier, while providing financial support to fami-
lies coping with income losses. In many countries,
despite the coronavirus’ dangers, early childhood
education and care institutions were kept open for
parents deemed “essential workers.” In instances

where this was not possible, financial support
was often introduced for parents who had to stay
at home due to school or kindergarten closures.
Other (financial) benefits were also introduced
or adapted to fit the new circumstances in many
places. For example, such policies included top-
ups to child benefits, one-time bonus payments
for families, the introduction of additional benefits
for poor families and the provision of subsidies
to employers in order to enable flexible working.
Overall, it appears that countries with sustainable
family policies before the crisis were also more
successful in their response to the crisis (see
Fig. 8).

No country succeeded in promoting a more eq-
uitable division of household labor between the
sexes. Government support measures mitigated
the negative impact of the crisis on families but
were not able to lead to a more equitable shar-
ing of responsibilities between the sexes. On the
contrary, the coronavirus crisis seems to have
reinforced adherence to traditional family roles,
as women ultimately took over the bulk of the ad-
ditional burden associated with caring for children
and elderly family members. This underscores the

FIGURE 8 Family Support Policies und Family Policy Preparedness
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JUST HOW RESILIENT ARE OECD AND EU COUNTRIES? - SUSTAINABLE GOVERNANCE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE COVID-19 CRISIS

FIGURE 9 Welfare State Resilience
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fact that previous family-policy measures have
done too little to make the household division of
labor between women and men more equitable.

Overall, the welfare states in the countries of
northern Europe showed the greatest resilience
in the face of the crisis. Our overall ranking on
welfare state resilience (Fig. 9) is led by Denmark,
Sweden, Estonia and Finland. With the excep-
tion of the health sector, where Sweden (crisis
response) and Estonia (preparedness and crisis
response) both show slight weaknesses, these
countries are among the top 10 in all three areas
(education, health and family policy). In the area
of education policy, all are even among the top
five. In contrast, social security systems in the
United States, Chile, Hungary and Mexico proved
to be less resilient. The United States is ranked
in the middle of the pack in terms of educational
preparedness, while Chile achieves a mid-range
ranking for its health-sector crisis response.
However, these countries show major weaknesses
in the other areas examined.



MEASURING SUSTAINABLE CRISIS MANAGEMENT

Measuring Sustainable

Crisis Management

How well do democratic checks and balances func-
tion in a crisis? How forward-looking and effec-
tive is the political process of crisis management
organized? How vulnerable are economic, health
and social security systems in OECD and EU coun-
tries? How effective and sustainable is their crisis
response? These are the guiding questions behind
the special Covid-19 survey of the Sustainable Gov-
ernance Indicators 2021. To answer them, 29 OECD
and EU countries are assessed and compared on the
basis of 94 indicators (see Fig. 11). The assessment
is carried out by more than 70 international ex-

FIGURE 10 Survey Process

perts from the scientific community. These experts
prepare detailed country reports (see Fig. 10). In
this way, successful examples of effective and
sustainable Covid-19 crisis management can be
identified. The instrument is based on three pillars:
the Resilience of Policies Index, which measures
crisis preparedness and response in economic and
social policy, the Resilience of Democracy Index,
which measures the robustness of key democratic
institutions, and the Resilience of Governance In-
dex, which assesses crisis preparedness, response
and accountability of the executive.
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A regional coordinator
reviews the report
and scores provided,
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in consultation with
the experts to create
the final report.
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four countries.
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JUST HOW RESILIENT ARE OECD AND EU COUNTRIES? - SUSTAINABLE GOVERNANCE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE COVID-19 CRISIS

FIGURE 11 Survey Structure
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MEASURING SUSTAINABLE CRISIS MANAGEMENT

Resilience of Policies
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OECD and EU country sample
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