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Foreword

We are pleased to present the 2017 edition of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) Index and Dashboards that have
been jointly developed by the Bertelsmann Stiftung and the Sustainable Development Solutions Network (SDSN). This
year's edition includes revised and additional metrics for the SDGs bringing the total to 99 indicators. We also introduce
several refinements to the methodology and extend coverage from 149 to 157 of the 193 UN member states. Results are
therefore not strictly comparable with the 2016 edition. We are grateful to the many organizations and individuals who
have helped us improve the SDG Index and Dashboards.

The SDGs are a universal agenda of sustainable development, calling on all nations to pursue a holistic strategy that combines
economic development, social inclusion, and environmental sustainability. We are gratified that throughout the world,

local and national governments are rallying around the goals, seeking ways to incorporate them into planning processes.
Businesses, universities, and civil society are also recognizing that the SDGs and the Paris Climate Agreement (incorporated
into the sustainable development agenda as SDG 13) require a new orientation of strategy and national planning.

The purpose of the SDG Index and Dashboards is to assist countries to identify priorities for action, in order to achieve the
17 SDGs. The indicators and dashboards should help countries to pinpoint key implementation challenges and the overall
index permits an assessment of progress towards the goals and a comparison with peer countries.

We applaud the large number of countries stepping forward to make Voluntary National Reports on their progress in
implementing the SDGs at the High-Level Political Forum. We also note that the design and implementation of the official
SDG indicators is making significant progress following their formal adoption by the UN Statistics Commission. The SDG
Index and Dashboards are complementary to official SDG monitoring. They are not an official product endorsed by any
governments or the United Nations.

Based on our scrutiny of the relevant data available for tracking the SDGs, the SDG Index and Dashboards present these
data in a way that we believe and hope to be informative, insightful, and interesting for policy makers and the public.
Where possible we use the official SDG indicators and fill gaps in data availability with variables published by reputable
sources. We have constructed the various measures for each SDG so that they immediately indicate a country’s position on
a 0-to-100 spectrum from the “worst” (score 0) to the “best” (score 100).

The SDGs rightly emphasize a universal agenda that requires all countries — both rich and poor alike - to take decisive
actions to support sustainable development. In this year's report we note that development patterns of the rich countries
may generate adverse “spillovers”that may hinder the ability of poorer countries'to achieve the SDGs. For example, the
high consumption levels, banking secrecy and tax havens, and weapons exports, by the rich countries may severely inhibit
sustainable development in poorer and more vulnerable countries. On the other hand, international development finance
by high-income donor nations also directly supports the SDGs.

Many of the adverse spillovers tend to be neglected or poorly measured in official development statistics. The 2017 SDG
Index and Dashboards therefore reviews the scientific and policy literature to identify the best available data for quantifying
such complex spillovers. We show that there are indeed many such adverse global spillovers to consider and that they are
indeed driven strongly by high-income countries. We believe that such adverse spillovers deserve much greater attention
by national and international efforts to achieve the SDGs and by statistical agencies. We know that our report only is a start
on such analyses and should be understood in that spirit.

The SDG Index and Dashboards show that data on important SDG priorities are sometimes unavailable or out of date or
not yet counted on the official list of indicators. Filling these gaps and ensuring that key measures are included among the
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official indicators will require improved metrics as well as more and better data. One priority for SDG implementation must
therefore be to invest in strengthening data collection, choice of indicators, and statistical capacity in all countries.

The 2017 SDG Index and Dashboards report generates “tough grading”for all countries, including the richest ones. We
choose this approach not to be punitive or pessimistic about the prospects for dramatic improvements, but to draw
attention to the most urgent SDG-related challenges facing each country for each SDG.

We hope that in addition to governments, other SDG stakeholders will find this report interesting and useful. Business,
civil society organizations, foundations, universities, the media, and others will all play a vital role in turning the SDGs into
practical tools for explaining sustainable development, managing implementation, ensuring accountability, and reporting
on progress at local, national, regional, and global levels. This report and the companion website (www.sdgindex.org)
provide rich information to help inform these discussions.

To support SDG implementation at local levels, the SDSN is launching a preliminary SDG Index and Dashboards for cities in
the United States of America. Similar analyses can be conducted for cities and provinces elsewhere. We are also planning
to work with SDSN partners to develop deeper indicators and new SDG Indices and Dashboards to focus on specific
challenges in major regions around the world.

In addition to the SDG Index and Dashboards report, Bertelsmann Stiftung is contributing to many SDGs with its
operational and data-related work to promote social inclusion, improve education, shape democracy, advance society,
promote health, vitalize culture and strengthen economies. For example, our assessment at the local level (Monitor
Nachhaltige Kommune) analyzes the sustainability of German local communities. We also undertake monitoring projects on
health, education, social cohesion, and governance to identify best practices.

We look forward to the opportunity to improve the quality and coverage of the SDG Index and Dashboards, including ways
to understand trend data. We encourage and welcome feedback on the usefulness and limitations of the SDG Index and
Dashboards, and advice from all parts of the global community on how the report can be made more useful and accurate
in the coming years.

Aart de Geus, Jeffrey Sachs,

Chairman and CEQ, Director, Sustainable

Bertelsmann Stiftung Development Solutions
Network

R\
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PART 1
SDG Index and Dashboards Report

1. INTRODUCTION

Agenda 2030 and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs, Figure 1), which were adopted by all
member states of the United Nations in 2015, describe a universal agenda that applies to and must

be implemented by all countries, both developed and developing. Sound metrics and data are critical

for turning the SDGs into practical tools for problem-solving by (i) mobilizing governments, academia,
civil society, and business; (i) providing a report card to track progress and ensure accountability; and
(iii) serving as a management tool for the transformations needed to achieve the SDGs by 2030. We

are encouraged that countries around the world, including the G20 (Box 1), are aligning long-term
development strategies with the SDGs. Similarly, business and other non-government stakeholders are

increasingly working towards the SDGs as operational goals (Box 2).

Figure 1] The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
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Purpose of the SDG Index and Dashboards

To track the SDGs, the UN Statistics Commission has
recommended over 230 official indicators. Of these, some
150 have well-established definitions, but not all have data
for all UN member states (UN Statistics Division, 2017).
Countries are invited to submit voluntary national reviews
of their progress to the High-Level Political Forum. A first
review of reports submitted so far (Bizikova and Pinter,
2017) found that countries report best on socioeconomic
SDGs (health, education, gender equality, infrastruc-

ture, decent work, and economic growth). In contrast,
reporting was particularly weak on the environmental
SDGs 12-15 and goal 17 (international partnership).
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Countries appear to struggle with implementing the full
range of official SDG indicators.

To complement the official SDG Indicators and voluntary
country-led follow-up and review processes, the Sustainable
Development Solutions Network (SDSN) and Bertelsmann
Stiftung issued a first global unofficial SDG Index and
Dashboards in 2016 (Sachs et al,, 2016). That report synthe-
sized metrics with available data — based whenever possible
on the official SDG indicators — to enable countries to take
stock of where they stood in 2016 with regards to fulfilling
the SDGs and to help countries set priorities for early action.
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1. Introduction

Box 1| Message on the SDG Index Report 2017

Peter Altmaier, Head of the Federal Chancellery and Federal Minister
for Special Affairs

With the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the international community committed to managing key tasks
to take our world into the future. The Agenda, which takes the form of a voluntary commitment by the governments of
193 states, contains ambitious goals which touch on areas of critical importance for the future of humanity. It aims to
ensure a dignified life in peace and justice for all people, to safeguard social security and scope for economic develop-
ment, to protect natural resources and to respect the planetary boundaries. In order to achieve these goals, we need to
act together — towards a sustainable way of living, towards fair and environment-friendly working conditions, products
and services.

Anchoring sustainable development as a guiding principle in all policy fields at national, European and international levels
is a necessity, not a luxury, particularly at a time when the global political situation is difficult. Along with a willingness to
cooperate at international level, successful implementation of the 2030 Agenda primarily requires the development and
implementation of strong operative concepts at national and regional levels.

In a dialogue with the Ldnder and municipalities, as well as with our partners in the business and scientific communi-

ties and civil society, we have this year adopted the new German Sustainable Development Strategy. It provides a main
framework for the implementation of the 2030 Agenda in Germany and is fundamentally oriented to the 17 SDGs.
Ambitious goals and effective measures are intended to spur concrete action and shape change. The German Sustainable
Development Strategy strengthens sustainability as a cross-cutting task, fundamental goal and guiding principle of gov-
ernment activity.

We want to make active use of our G20 Presidency (1 December 2016 to 30 November 2017) to link the G20 agenda more
closely to the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The basis for this is the G20 Action Plan on the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development adopted in Hangzhou. This Action Plan is intended to develop coherent measures as individual
and collective contributions by G20 countries and to support the provision of public goods. We want to strengthen the
Forum on Financing for Development so as to monitor and document the implementation of the Addis Ababa Action
Agenda. We want to enable the G20 countries to take a pioneering role in implementing the 2030 Agenda.

The goals contained in the 2030 Agenda constitute a moral obligation for the whole of humanity — states, companies,
individuals. There is no doubt that this brings tremendous challenges. But humanity has the values, the knowledge and
the resources to achieve these goals.

At the political level, the absolute key factor is the will to tackle the challenges, to look seriously for solutions and to com-
municate this fact. To this end, politicians need to take the goals on board and carefully plan how they are to be attained.
In this context, we will have to take a critical look at our patterns of thought and conduct, ideologies and political con-
victions, and particularly our own interests, and be ready to change them if necessary. The SDG Index Report developed
jointly by the Bertelsmann Stiftung and the Sustainable Development Solutions Network gives an initial indication of the
state of play and helps raise public awareness of the 2030 Agenda and its implementation in individual states.

W
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The SDG Index and Dashboards are not official SDG mon-
itoring tools and they are subject to many important
limitations and caveats that we summarize at the end

of this report. We strongly encourage calls for increased
investments in statistical capacity so that every country
can in due course track the 17 SDGs comprehensively and
with rigor. Annex 2 answers frequently asked questions in
relation to the SDG Index and Dashboards.

This 2017 SDG Index and Dashboard Report presents an
updated and revised SDG Index and introduces country
dashboards. The report incorporates comments received
on the previous version, as well as new data and improve-
ments in methodology. As a result, the rankings and
dashboards in this report are not comparable to the results
in the 2016 report, though comparisons are still useful we
believe, as long as caveats are kept in mind. Changes from
last year to this year in a country’s score or ranking are
likely to be due to changes in data and methodology as
well as progress or regress towards achieving the SDGs.

The role of international spillovers in
achieving the SDGs

To help fill a major gap in last year's report and in SDG dis-
cussions more generally, we focus this year’s report on
countries’ global responsibilities and international spillover
effects in achieving the SDGs. Such spillovers must be
understood and measured since countries cannot achieve
the goals if others do not do their part. For example, rising
sea levels will submerge Small Island Developing States
(SIDS) unless all countries curb greenhouse gas emissions,
and African elephants and rhinos face extinction unless
demand for ivory and horns is curbed outside of Africa.
Poor countries require increased Official Development
Assistance to co-finance the investments needed to
achieve the Goals, and all countries must avoid a race

to the bottom on taxation and transparency to protect
the public revenues required to finance the goals. Only if
such positive and negative spillovers across countries are
managed carefully can the promise of Agenda 2030 be ful-
filled, particularly since negative effects tend to flow from
rich to poor countries. It is therefore critical to understand
spillover effects and to measure them as part of SDG mon-
itoring, as done for example by the OECD (Box 3).

1. Introduction

Economists have studied positive and negative spillover
effects (often called “externalities”) since Arthur Pigou'’s
pioneering work in the first half of the 20™ century.
International spillover effects are said to occur when one
country’s actions generate benefits or impose costs on
another country that are not reflected in market prices,
and therefore are not “internalized” by the actions of
consumers and producers. The benefits or costs may be
referred to as negative or positive externalities, and much
economic work focuses on how these can be “internal-
ized, for example through corrective taxation such as the
widely proposed “carbon tax”to internalize the externality
of COx-induced global warming.

The SDGs also cover the “‘global commons,’such as the
management of the high seas, the oceans, and the atmo-
sphere. If the scarce resources of the commons are not
properly managed, they can be overused and depleted,
leading to the famous “tragedy of the commons!’ Since
richer countries tend to have more resources and greater
capabilities to access the resources of the global commons,
they tend to use them at the expense of poorer countries.

Finally,‘global public goods”are non-excludable and can be
accessed by all countries, but in contrast to common goods
their use is non-rivalrous. Use by one country does not
diminish use by another country. The most famous example
of a public good is knowledge and innovation. Markets
tend to underprovide global public goods because the
total social benefits are not reflected in the market incen-
tives to provide them. Indicators for several public goods
are included in the SDG Index, such as innovative capacity,
but we recognize that the SDG Index does not yet capture
all relevant global public goods related to the SDGs.

For this report, we aimed to identify and measure the most
important cases of SDG-related spillovers and misuses of
the global commons. This is a first-time effort, so our cov-
erage is necessarily incomplete and provisional. Many of
the spillover effects have not yet been properly measured
by scientists and statisticians. Our effort is motivated by the
realization that traditional SDG metrics mostly ignore such
spillover effects and therefore favor the high-income coun-
tries that tend to generate significant negative spillover
effects and that have the greatest capacity to misappropri-
ate the resources of the global commons.

R\
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1. Introduction

Box 2| How can the SDGs help decision-
makers chart a course towards
sustainable development?

Klaus Schwab, Founder and Executive Chairman, World Economic Forum

The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) will be an indispensable platform for building a better world. The various con-
cepts that lie behind this ambitious agenda will together provide the engine for progress — the need for a defined vision,
the importance of multistakeholder partnerships, the emphasis on accountability and measurement, and the acknowl-
edgement that environmental, social and economic goals are interconnected.

The very exercise of setting goals fulfils various functions. The definition clarifies what we are working towards, creating a
sense of purpose around which different constituencies can cohere. This in turn leads to practical momentum and com-
mitment. Since its launch in 2015, around 50 countries have already integrated the goals into their national strategy plans,
while another 50 are currently undertaking consultation processes.

As a result of this impetus, business too has started to grasp the relationship between the goals and their own commercial
success. A 2017 report by The Business and Sustainable Development Commission, itself launched in Davos last year in
response to the announcement of the SDGs, found that sustainable business models could create economic opportunities
worth up to US$12 trillion and increase employment by up to 380 million jobs by 2030.

Such tremendous gains can only be realized through substantial investment, both public and private. Indeed, a multi-
stakeholder approach - involving national, regional and local government, the private sector, civil society, international
organizations and academia — will be fundamental to the realization of the SDGs. The history of the World Economic
Forum has shown that this multistakeholder concept, when backed up with action and the support of all those at the
table, can lead to powerful results.

To ensure that all stakeholders fulfil their obligations in what is inevitably a complex process, we must continually measure
progress on the ground at local, national and international levels. The SDG Index will enhance this essential accountability,
identifying weaknesses in implementation and highlighting any failure to meet stated obligations and targets. In this way,
the goals move from imprecise aspiration to a concrete reality that remains in our sights.

A basic principle of the SDGs is the recognition that they are interconnected, clearly conveying the message to decision-
makers that tackling them together, rather than independently, triggers greater impact. For example, the SDGs can only
be reached in their entirety if gender equality is achieved, unleashing female potential through comprehensive access to
education, health care, decent work, and representation in political and economic decision-making processes.

These proven concepts at the heart of the SDG agenda will render it more likely that bold ambition can be translated into
positive and far-reaching consequences for us all.

W
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We hope that the expanded set of metrics related to the
SDGs, including spillovers and common goods, provides
a richer and more accurate assessment of countries’
SDG baseline. Since there are many data gaps, we also
discuss how they can be closed.

A final methodological point is in order: A lot of work

on international spillovers focuses on individual supply
chains (e.g. production of a pair of jeans) or specific
products, such as palm oil from South-East Asia. Such case
studies have made a tremendous contribution towards
our understanding of international spillover effects, but
they could not directly be incorporated into a global

SDG Index. Translating the findings from case studies into
metrics available at the national level is a priority for future
research into international spillover indicators.

In this report we consider three groups of international
spillover effects:

Environmental spillovers, include anthropogenic
climate change; transboundary pollution and pollution
embedded in trade; biodiversity loss embedded in trade;
and the misuse of the global commons, such as over-
fishing in the high seas. Unfortunately, data are limited
or unavailable for some of these spillovers. Table 1.1 lists
the spillover indicators that are included in the 2017
SDG Index and Dashboards. The full description of each
spillover indicator is available in Annex 1.

Table 1.1 | Environmental spillover indicators included
in the SDG Index and Dashboards

SDG SDG Spillover Indicator Coverage Source

6  Imported groundwater Global Dalin etal.,
depletion (m*/year/capita) 2017

12 Netimported SO, emissions Global Zhang et al,,
(kg/capita) 2017

12 Netimported emissions of Global Oitaetal,, 2016

reactive nitrogen (kg/capita)

13 Imported CO, emissions, Global Kander et al.,
technology-adjusted (tCO,/capita) 2015
15  Imported biodiversity impacts ~ Global Chaudhary and

(species lost per million people) Kastner, 2016

Source: Authors' analysis

1. Introduction

Spillovers related to the economy, finance, and gover-
nance include official development finance and policies
related to international investments; trade rules; ineffi-
cient tax competition; international tax evasion; banking
secrecy; and cross-border corruption.

Table 1.2 | Spillovers related to the economy, finance,
and governance

SDG SDG Spillover Indicator Coverage Source

16  Financial Secrecy Score OECD
(best 0-100 worst)

Tax Justice
Network, 2015a

17  Tax Haven Score Global Oxfam, 2016
(best 0-5 worst)
17 International concessional OECD & OECD, 2016

public finance, including high-
official development income
assistance (% GNI) countries

Source: Authors' analysis

Security spillovers, include trade in arms, particularly in
small arms; international crimes; and investment in con-
flict prevention (positive spillover).

Table 1.3 | Spillover indicator related to security
included in the SDG Index and Dashboards

SDG SDG Spillover Indicator  Coverage Source

16  Transfers of major conventional Global Stockholm

weapons (exports) (constant International
1990 US$ million per 100,000 Peace Research
people) Institute, 2017

Source: Authors' analysis

Overall, the nine spillover indicators affect six goals:
SDG 6 on water, SDG 12 on sustainable consumption
and production, SDG 13 on climate change, SDG 15 on
terrestrial biodiversity, SDG 16 on peace and justice, and
SDG 17 on the global partnership. Since high-income
countries tend to generate negative spillover effects
vis-a-vis the poorer countries, the inclusion of spillover
indicators changes the scores and rankings attributable
mainly to the high-income countries.

v,
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1. Introduction

Box 3| Delivering on the 2030 SDG Agenda:
The OECD’s work on assessing
international spillovers

Martine Durand, OECD Chief Statistician and Director of Statistics

A major advance of the SDGs over the previous Millennium Development Goals is their recognition of the interrelated-
ness of actions to achieve sustainable development. The notion of sustainable development itself recognises interactions
between economy, society and the environment, and the SDGs were explicitly agreed as a mutually complementary
package of goals and targets.

The OECD Study on Measuring Distances to the SDG targets, undertaken as part of the Organisation’s broad Action Plan
on SDGs, draws on existing OECD data that are aligned with the UN global reporting framework to help OECD countries
assess the efforts they have to make and identify priorities for action if they are to meet their Agenda 2030 commitments.

An especially important aspect of such commitments concerns their global responsibilities. While at first blush the SDG
targets may appear to relate to each country individually, important transboundary effects are involved, and given OECD
countries’economic weight, their contributions to these effects are likely to be decisive.

OECD member countries'actions can have transboundary or spillover effects of three main kinds. First, they can actively
assist developing countries to meet the SDGs. Second, their domestic policies may have implications for the economies
and societies of other countries. And third, their actions may affect global public goods.

The OECD Study includes indicators representing each of these three effects. To gauge OECD countries'help to developing
countries, the study uses our unique database on official development assistance (ODA). The level of assistance is measured both
against the overall UN target of 0.7% of national income, and in terms of the assistance to priority sectors identified in the SDGs.

The policy impacts on other countries are illustrated by the OECD Producer Support Estimates (PSE). These measure agri-
cultural subsidies in OECD countries. Some of these subsidies can distort farm production in other countries by undermin-
ing the market prices that tell growers what is demanded.

An important global public good is our climate. An important transboundary spillover affecting the global climate comes from
consumption-based carbon dioxide emissions. “Consumption-based” means attributing emissions to the country where final
products are consumed. This places greater responsibility on the developed countries where the bulk of consumption occurs.

Overall, OECD countries score best on reducing agricultural subsidies, and somewhat less well on development assistance
and consumption-based CO,. But variations among countries on each indicator are much wider than those between the
overall averages. It also emerged that individual countries’scores on each indicator are not well correlated. For example,
Norway leads the world on aid contributions, but still has high agricultural subsidies -- pointing to where priority for
action lies in order to achieve global policy coherence.

The OECD's work on international spillovers to date should be considered exploratory, and is subject to revision. For
example, we may consider replacing the PSE with a new indicator of the Nominal Rate of Protection, which focuses more
sharply on measures that distort markets. And the work will also be expanded to include other effects, such as those of
migration, regional security, financial stability, and the control of infectious diseases.

There are, however, significant challenges of data availability, and some issues may require more methodological or mod-
elling work. Our continued collaboration with interested OECD members to apply and adapt our Study should provide
us with a powerful tool to establish the needed evidence that will help gauge whether countries are delivering on their
global SDG responsibilities.

W
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For each set of spillover effects, we consider conceptual
issues (such as the divergence of social costs and ben-
efits from market prices), data availability, and whether
measurement concepts are sufficiently clear to include
in the index. These issues are described in Annex 1.
Overall, the data on cross-border spillover effects tend to
be sparse and incomplete. Several spillover effects lack
clear conceptual frameworks for measurement. The lack
of data and concepts derive partly from the complexity
of the issues — for example how to attribute environmen-
tal impacts to trade in virtual water embodied in food
products, or how to assess the impacts of international
labor standards on child labor. Another challenge is

that national statistical offices are rarely mandated to
measure international spillovers. The work of interna-
tional organizations in this area is hampered by political
sensitivities among member states on the measurement
of spillover effects and on the difficulties of clearly
assigning responsibility for negative externalities to one
particular country.

We hope this report provides useful suggestions for filling
some conceptual and data gaps and for supporting future
efforts to close these gaps. We believe that accurate
measurement of international spillover effects is import-
ant to foster the political consensus around the SDGs as a
universal agenda and to ensure effective implementation
strategies by all countries.

Other changes made to the 2017 SDG Index
and Dashboards

Besides adding spillover indicators to the SDG Index
and Dashboards, we have also updated the data and
made several changes to the methodology and indica-
tors compared with the 2016 edition. We have replaced
and added several indicators to reflect changes in the
official SDG Indicators (UN Statistics Division, 2017) and
to improve alignment, as summarized in Table 1.4. Full
information on the data changes and methodological
refinements of the SDG Index is provided in Part 2.

We have also revised the methodology of the SDG
Dashboards to make the results less sensitive to perfor-
mance under a single indicator within an SDG category.

1. Introduction

Table 14| Changes made to indicators in 2017
SDG Index (excluding the addition

of spillover indicators)

Poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/
day (%)

Projected poverty headcount ratio
at $1.90/day (%) in 2030

Births attended by skilled health
personnel (%)

Universal Health Coverage Tracer
Index (0-100)

HIV infections (per 1,000)

Death rate from NCDs (per 100,000)

Death rate from household and
ambient pollution (per 100,000)

Access to bank account or mobile-
money service (% of adult pop.)

Logistics Performance Index (1-5)

Top 3 University Rankings (0-100)

Number of scientific and technical
journal articles (per capita)

Rent burden (% of disposable
income) (OECD only)

E-waste (kg/capita)

Production-based SO, emissions
(kg/capita)

Nitrogen production footprint
(kg/capita)

Effective Carbon Rate (€/tCO,)
(OECD only)

Marine sites, mean protected area (%)

Terrestrial sites, mean protected
area (%)

Freshwater sites, mean protected
area (%)

Slavery Score (0-100)

Health & Education spending
(% GDP)

Change of indicator
source

New addition

New addition

New addition

New addition

New addition

New addition
Replaces “Number of
ATMs per 1000”
Revised methodology

New addition

New addition
Replaces “Rooms per
person” (OECD only)
New addition

New addition

New addition

New addition (OECD only)

Replaces “Marine sites of
importance completely
protected (%)”

Replaces “Terrestrial sites
of importance completely
protected (%)"

New addition

New addition

Replaces “Health,
Education & R&D
spending (%GDP)”

Note: SeeTables 1.1-1.3 for a list of the spillover indicators added to the 2017
SDG Index and Dashboards.
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1. Introduction

The new Dashboards also include four color codes (green,
yellow, orange, and red) rather than three as in last year's
report, to make the presentation clearer and more differen-
tiated. Details of these changes are also discussed in Part 2.

In reviewing results for the 2016 SDG Index and
Dashboards as well as draft versions of the 2017 report,
some national statistical offices have pointed out discrep-
ancies between the data reported internationally and
their national statistics. In some cases, recent national
data might not yet have been included in international
statistics published by the World Bank or United Nations
organizations. In other cases, the latter modify national
data to ensure consistency with data reported from other
sources. These issues are frequently discussed in the
Statistical Commission and with specialized UN agencies.
Itis not possible for the Bertelsmann Stiftung and the
SDSN to resolve these discrepancies. To ensure interna-
tional comparability of the SDG Index and Dashboards,
we use internationally consistent data from international
sources. We recognize that in some cases the international

v,

data may be inferior to national data. Where such discrep-
ancies have been flagged to us we estimate their impact
on the country’s SDG Index score and ranking. These
results are presented in the country profiles (Part 3).

The remainder of this report is organized as follows:
Section 2 describes the results and findings from the
2017 SDG Index and presents the SDG Dashboards for
each region and regional trends. Section 3 concludes by
reviewing data gaps for the SDGs and how they might
be filled. Annex 1 presents the spillover indicators in
detail, and Annex 2 provides answers to frequently asked
questions (FAQs). The methodology and changes made
relative to the 2016 SDG Index and Dashboards are
described in Part 2. For the country profiles (Part 3) and
indicator profiles (Part 4), refer to the full version of the
SDG Index and Dashboards 2017 report. Detailed meta-
data for the SDG Index and Dashboards and visualization
tools are available online at www.sdgindex.org. The full
datasets can be downloaded in spreadsheet form or as
Stata files for statistical analyses.
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2. RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION

The SDG Index and Dashboards summarize countries’ SDG baselines and compare performances. They are

based on the most comprehensive set of country-level data assembled to date for the SDGs. As empha-

sized throughout this report, the indicators, data, and methodology have been revised for the 2017 Index,

so results are not comparable with the 2016 version.

The SDG Index

The 2017 SDG Index is shown in Table 1.5. The SDG Index
score signifies a country’s position between the worst

(0) and best (100) outcomes. So Sweden'’s overall index
score of 85.6 suggests that the country is on average
85.6% of the way to the best possible outcome across
the 17 SDGs.

Three Scandinavian countries (Sweden, Denmark, and
Finland) top this year's SDG Index, but they score signifi-
cantly below the maximum score of 100. Each of these
countries scores “red”on at least one SDG (Figure 3),
particularly on climate change and other environmental
SDGs. The addition of the spillover indicators discussed
in the next chapter has lowered the SDG Index score for
many rich countries, particularly Switzerland, the United
States, and several Gulf States. However, additional spill-
over indicators represent only a subset of SDG Indicators,
so they do not profoundly change the overall rankings in
the SDG Index.

Poorer countries tend to be closer to the bottom of

the rankings. This result is not surprising, since SDGs 1

to 8 focus on ending extreme poverty in all its forms.
Moreover, poorer countries tend to lack adequate infra-
structure and the mechanisms needed to manage key
environmental issues that are the focus of other SDGs.

For this reason, the commitments to provide adequate
development assistance and climate finance made by rich
countries at the 2015 Financing for Development Summit
in Addis Ababa and the Paris Climate Agreement are a
critical part of the SDGs.

As described in the methodology section (Part 2), the
2017 SDG Index contains new indicators and updated
values for those indicators for which new data are

available. As a result, the 2017 scores and rankings are not
comparable with the 2016 results. Unfortunately, it has
not been possible to estimate time series trends for many
variables, so the available data do not tell us whether and
how fast countries progress towards the SDGs.

Contribution of international spillovers

The data on each spillover indicator (Annex 1) show
that high-income countries tend to generate negative
SDG spillover effects for poorer developing countries.
Figure 2 illustrates this point further. It plots coun-
tries'average performance on the spillover indicators
(note that the vertical axis is inverted so that worst
performers on spillover indicators are at the top)
against per capita GDP PPP (horizontal axis). Negative
spillover effects are most common among wealthier
countries, but there’s high variation in spillover effects.
Some high-income countries generate large negative
spillovers (e.g. Belgium Israel, Luxemburg, Netherlands,
Switzerland, Singapore, United Arab Emirates, UK,
USA) while others score above 70 on spillovers (e.g.
Australia, Canada, Denmark). This suggests that good
SDG outcomes are often associated with negative spill-
over effects, but this effect can be tempered through
policies.

These results underscore that rich countries in partic-

ular need to address negative spillover effects in their

SDG implementation strategies and reporting. However,
such reporting is not done systematically in today’s volun-
tary reviews under the High-Level Political Forum (Bizikova
and Pinter, 2017) — a point that could be considered in
subsequent reviews.

W)
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2. Results and Interpretation

Table 1.5| The SDG Index

® o o0 ©

M*’i‘w Rank Country Score Rank Country Score

1 Sweden 85.6 41 Argentina 72.5

2 Denmark 84.2 42 United States 724

‘(‘ 3 Finland 84.0 43 Armenia 717

' 4 Norway 839 44  Chile 716

5 Czech Republic 819 45 Uzbekistan 712

6 Germany 81.7 46 Kazakhstan 71.1

7 Austria 814 47 Uruguay 710

8 Switzerland 81.2 48 Azerbaijan 70.8

' 9 Slovenia 80.5 49 Kyrgyz Republic 70.7

10 France 80.3 50 Cyprus 70.6

11 Japan 80.2 51 Suriname 704

12 Belgium 80.0 52 Israel 70.1

- 13 Netherlands 799 53 Costa Rica 69.8

I!!l ' 14 lceland 79.3 54 Malaysia 69.7

15 Estonia 786 55  Thailand 69.5

16 United Kingdom 783 56 Brazil 69.5

17  Canada 780 57  Macedonia, FYR 69.4

18 Hungary 78.0 58 Mexico 69.1

19  lreland 77.9 59  Trinidad and Tobago 69.1

20 New Zealand 77.6 60 Ecuador 69.0

21 Belarus 77.1 61 Singapore 69.0

22 Malta 77.0 62 Russian Federation 68.9

23 Slovak Republic 769 63 Albania 689

24 (roatia 76.9 64  Algeria 63.8

25 Spain 76.8 65  Tunisia 68.7

26  Australia 759 66  Georgia 68.6

27 Poland 75.8 67  Turkey 68.5

28  Portugal 75.6 68  Vietnam 67.9

29  Cuba 755 69 Montenegro 67.3

30 [taly 755 70 Dominican Republic 67.2

31 Korea, Rep. 755 71 China 67.1

32 Latvia 75.2 72 Tajikistan 66.8

33 Luxembourg 75.0 73 Morocco 66.7

34  Moldova 74.2 74  Jamaica 66.6

35 Romania 74.1 75 Paraguay 66.1

/‘/| 36 Lithuania 736 76 Belize 66.0

" 37  Serbia 73.6 77 United Arab Emirates 66.0

38  Greece 729 78 Barbados 66.0

39 Ukraine 72.7 79 Peru 66.0

40 Bulgaria 725 80  Jordan 66.0

10 SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2017 .¢ Global Responsibilities



2. Results and Interpretation
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Rank Country Score Rank Country Score —

81 SriLanka 65.9 120  Bangladesh 56.2

82  Venezuela, RB 65.8 121 Zimbabwe 56.1

83 Bhutan 65.5 122 Pakistan 55.6

84  Bosniaand 65.5 123 Rwanda 55.0

Herzegovina 124 Swaziland 550 ﬁ =

85  Gabon 65.1 125  Kenya 54.9

86  Lebanon 64.9 126  Ethiopia 53.5

87  Egypt, Arab Rep. 64.9 127 Coted'voire 533

88  Colombia 64.8 128  Lesotho 530

89 Iran, Islamic Rep. 64.7 129  Uganda 529 m
90  Bolivia 64.7 130  Cameroon 52.8

91 Guyana 64.7 131 Tanzania 52.1

92 Bahrain 64.6 132 Burundi 51.8

93 Philippines 64.3 133 Mauritania 511

94 Oman 64.3 134 Zambia 51.1 @
95 Mongolia 64.2 135 Congo, Rep. 509

96 Panama 63.9 136  Angola 50.2

97 Nicaragua 63.1 137 Togo 50.2

98  Qatar 63.1 138  Burkina Faso 499 A
99 El Salvador 62.9 139 Sudan 499 iy
100  Indonesia 629 140  Yemen, Rep. 498 »
101 Saudi Arabia 62.7 141 Djibouti 496

102 Kuwait 62.4 142  Benin 495

103 Mauritius 62.1 143 Mozambique 49

104 Honduras 617 144 Cuinea 483 ‘*\
105 Nepal 61.6 145  Nigeria 486 s
106  Timor-Leste 61.5 146  Mali 485 —
107 LaoPDR 614 147  Malawi 480

108  South Africa 61.2 148  Gambia The 47.8

109 Ghana 59.9 149  Sierra Leone 47.1 2
110 Myanmar 59.5 150  Afghanistan 46.8 1_
111 Namibia 593 151 Niger 448 ¢ =
112 Guatemala 583 152  Haiti 44.1

113 Botswana 583 153 Madagascar 435

114  Cambodia 58.2 154  Liberia 08

115 Syrian Arab Republic 58.1 155 Congo, Dem. Rep. 4.7 @
116  India 58.1 156  Chad 415

117 Turkmenistan 56.7 157  Central African 36.7

118  Iraq 56.6 Republic

119  Senegal 56.2
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2. Results and Interpretation

Figure 2| Average spillover scores against Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita in purchasing power parity (PPP)
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SDG Dashboards

The SDG Dashboards for OECD countries (Figure 3)
show that every rich country faces major challenges in
meeting several SDGs, as indicated by a red rating. The
greatest challenges exist on sustainable consumption
and production (SDG 12), climate change (SDG 13), clean
energy (SDG 7), and ecosystem conservation (SDGs 14
and 15). Here the international spillover effects that

are included in the 2017 SDG Index report show up
strongly. Several OECD countries are rated “red”on SDG 2
because their agricultural systems are unsustainable,
and some countries are rated low because of very high
rates of obesity, which we interpret to be a measure of
malnutrition. A large number of OECD countries face
major challenges in achieving SDG 17 because of their
insufficient financial contributions towards international
development cooperation, banking secrecy, or unfair

aw.

SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2017 £

150,000

Source: Authors' analysis

tax competition. Some experience low growth and high
unemployment (SDG 8) as well as major shortfalls on
gender equality (SDG 5). Notably, several OECD countries
score "red”on income inequality (SDG 10) and SDG 16
(peace and sound institutions). We recommend that
OECD countries carefully study their performance against
individual indicators to identify the areas where greater
progress is required.

The dashboards for East and South Asia (Figure 4) out-
perform many other developing regions on the SDGs, but
several challenges do remain. While tremendous progress
has been made on reducing extreme income poverty
(SDG 1), the dashboard shows that the region faces major
SDG challenges in health (SDG 3) and education (SDG 4).
SDG 2 (improved nutrition and sustainable agriculture)

% Global Responsibilities



comes up as red across the region since countries either
face high levels of malnutrition and stunting or unsus-
tainable agricultural practices. There are still significant
shortfalls on ensuring access to basic infrastructure
services and innovation (SDGs 6, 7, 9) across the region.
Many countries face major challenges on ensuring gender
inequality (SDG 5) and promoting environmental sus-
tainability (SDGs 11,12, 13,14, 15, as well as SDG 2 on
sustainable agriculture). Overall, the dashboard shows that
the region needs to better balance its economic perfor-
mance with environmental sustainability. The expanded
data used for the 2017 SDG Index also suggest that

SDG 16 (peaceful and inclusive societies) represents major
challenges in countries across the region.

Countries in Eastern Europe and Central Asia (Figure 5)
have met some of the most pressing challenges in
providing social services and access to basic infrastruc-
ture, though greater progress is needed to achieve these
SDGs. The region has largely ended extreme income
poverty (SDG 1). The greatest challenges remain in
promoting health (SDG 3), achieving gender equality
(SDG 5), addressing renewable energy and climate change
(SDGs 7, 13), sustainable consumption and production
(SDG 12), and protecting ecosystems (SDGs 14, 15).
Available data for SDG 2 show that many countries also
need to shift towards more environmentally sustainable
agricultural practices and improve nutrition outcomes.
Under SDG 9 (infrastructure) countries will need to prior-
itize greater access to information and communication
technologies and promote innovation. A few countries

in the region exhibit very high rates of income inequality
(SDG 10), and insecurity remains widespread (SDG 16).

Extremely high levels of inequality (SDG 10) are a critical
challenge across Latin America and the Caribbean
(Figure 6). The same applies to the promotion of peaceful
societies (SDG 16) with many countries scoring poorly on
measures of insecurity and violence. Given the relatively
higher levels of per capita incomes in the region it is notable
that some countries continue to face major challenges in
health (SDG 3), education (SDG 4), as well as poor nutrition
(SDG 2). The expanded indicators for the 2017 SDG Index
show that countries in the region need to promote innova-
tion (SDG 9) and improve employment outcomes (SDG 8).
The SDGs'stronger focus on environmental sustainability

2. Results and Interpretation

brings out major challenges across the region in meeting
SDGs 12 (sustainable consumption and production), 13
(climate change), 14 (oceans), and 15 (terrestrial ecosys-
tems). As the poorest country in the region, Haiti faces
particular challenges across the full breadth of the SDGs.

In the dryland Middle East and North Africa (Figure 7)
food security and sustainable agriculture (SDG 2) and
sustainable water management (SDG 6) are high-priority
challenges in most countries. Several countries face major
challenges in achieving gender equality (SDG 5). Our
expanded indicators now underscore the importance of
promoting innovation and investments in communication
technologies across the region. The data on SDG 8 show
that many countries are not growing fast enough and
experience high rates of unemployment. These countries
also face major challenges in decarbonizing their energy
systems to fight climate change (SDG 13), and in conserv-
ing marine (SDG 14) and terrestrial (SDG 15) ecosystems.
Several countries perform poorly across the full range of
SDGs owing to instability and conflict, which also show up
in SDG 16.The high-income countries in the region gener-
ate substantial negative spillover effects on other countries.

As the world's poorest region, albeit one that is now
experiencing important advances, Sub-Saharan Africa
(Figure 8) faces nearly across-the-board challenges in
meeting the SDGs. In particular, major challenges remain
in ending extreme poverty (SDG 1) and hunger (SDG 2),
health (SDG 3), education (SDG 4), and access to basic
infrastructure (SDGs 6 - 9), while noting the tremendous
progress that was made in many of these areas under the
Millennium Development Goals. The broader SDGs bring
out additional challenges for Sub-Saharan Africa that
require urgent action. These include sustainable urban
development (SDG 11) and reducing high inequality
(SDG 10). Similarly, significant challenges remain on

SDGs 16, including peace, security, and institutions.
Countries in the region fare much better on sustain-

able consumption and production (SDG 12), climate
change (SDG 13), and terrestrial ecosystems (SDG 15),
underscoring that richer countries are responsible for a
disproportionate share of environmental pressure relating
to these goals. The remaining red scores on Goal 17 high-
light that Sub-Saharan Africa has significant potential in
mobilizing domestic revenue collection.

SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2017 —‘:"“ Global Responsibilities 13
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2. Results and Interpretation

Figure 3| SDG Dashboard for OECD countries

DECENT  INDUSTRY, RESPONSIBLE PEACE,
GOOD HEALTH CLEANWATER AFFORDABLE WORK AND  INNOVATION SUSTAINABLE  CONSUMPTION LIFE JUSTICE  PARTNERSHIPS
NO ZERO AND QUALITY  GENDER AND ANDCLEAN - ECONOMIC AND REDUCED  CITIES AND AND CLIMATE  BELOW LIFE ANDSTRONG  FOR THE

POVERTY ~ HUNGER ~ WELLBEING EDUCATION EQUALITY SANITATION  ENERGY ~ GROWTH INFRASTRUCTURE INEQUALITIES COMMUNITIES PRODUCTION ACTION  WATER ON LAND INSTITUTIONS ~ GOALS
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Mexico
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New Zealand
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Slovak Republic
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Switzerland
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United States - -

A green rating on the SDG Dashboard denotes SDG achievement, and is assigned to a country on a given SDG only if all the indicators under the goal are rated green. Yellow, orange and red indicate
increasing distance from SDG achievement.
For more information on the dashboard methodology, refer to part 2. Full metadata on the indicators used is available at www.sdgindex.org

Source: Authors' analysis
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2. Results and Interpretation

Figure 4 | SDG Dashboard for East and South Asia
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A qgreen rating on the SDG Dashboard denotes SDG achievement, and is assigned to a country on a given SDG only if all the indicators under the goal are rated green. Yellow, orange and red indicate
increasing distance from SDG achievement.
For more information on the dashboard methodology, refer to part 2. Full metadata on the indicators used is available at www.sdgindex.org
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Source: Authors' analysis
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2. Results and Interpretation
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Figure 5| SDG Dashboard for Eastern Europe and Central Asia
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A green rating on the SDG Dashboard denotes SDG achievement, and is assigned to a country on a given SDG only if all the indicators under the goal are rated green. Yellow, orange and red indicate
increasing distance from SDG achievement.
For more information on the dashboard methodology, refer to part 2. Full metadata on the indicators used is available at www.sdgindex.org

Source: Authors' analysis
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2. Results and Interpretation

Figure 6| SDG Dashboard for Latin America and the Caribbean
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For more information on the dashboard methodology, refer to part 2. Full metadata on the indicators used is available at www.sdgindex.org

Source: Authors' analysis

SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2017 f_’:’: Global Responsibilities 17

wn
o
(q]
=2
o
m
x
>
=2
O
O
>
)
XL
w
o
>
)
O
wn




2. Results and Interpretation

Figure 7 | SDG Dashboard for the Middle East and North Africa
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A green rating on the SDG Dashboard denotes SDG achievement, and is assigned to a country on a given SDG only if all the indicators under the goal are rated green. Yellow, orange and red indicate
increasing distance from SDG achievement.
For more information on the dashboard methodology, refer to part 2. Full metadata on the indicators used is available at www.sdgindex.org
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Source: Authors' analysis
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Angola
Benin
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Burundi

Cameroon

Central African
Republic

Chad
Congo, Dem. Rep.
Congo, Rep.
Cote d'Ivoire
Djibouti
Ethiopia
Gabon
Gambia, The
Ghana
Guinea
Kenya
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi

Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mozambique
Namibia
Niger
Nigeria
Rwanda
Senegal
Sierra Leone
South Africa
Swaziland
Tanzania
Togo
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe

2. Results and Interpretation

Figure 8 | SDG Dashboard for Sub-Saharan Africa
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increasing distance from SDG achievement.
For more information on the dashboard methodology, refer to part 2. Full metadata on the indicators used is available at www.sdgindex.org

Source: Authors' analysis
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3. OUTLOOK: NEXT STEPS FORTHE SDG INDEX

The 2017 SDG Index and Dashboards present a thoroughly revised analysis of countries’baselines for

achieving the SDGs. The indicators have been aligned as far as possible with the official SDG indicators.

Where gaps remained, we have filled them with unofficial data from reputable sources. In particular, we

have added nine indicators to measure international spillover effects that track the positive and negative

impacts that a country has on other countries'ability to achieve the goals. As emphasized throughout

this report, as a result of these changes the 2017 results are not comparable to the findings in the first

SDG Index and Dashboards report published last year.

In spite of these improvements, the SDG Index and
Dashboards offer only a preliminary and incomplete
attempt at capturing the full breadth of the SDGs. They

are not a monitoring tool. As underscored by the framers

of the SDGs, countries must themselves decide how to

apply SDG data and metrics to their local context. These

issues are discussed in the frequently asked questions
(FAQ) in Annex 2.

The purpose of the SDG Index and Dashboards instead

is to support national discussions on where each
country starts with regards to achieving the SDGs and
on which metrics might be useful to track progress.
They provide a simple tool for presenting countries’
challenges in achieving the SDGs and benchmark-
ing progress against peers that can be applied at the
regional, national, and sub-national levels. They can
help countries operationalize the SDGs and identify
priorities for early action, as described in the Guide to
Stakeholders on Getting Started with the SDGs (SDSN,
2015). Moreover, the data produced in this report can

help spur the scientific community to develop improved
metrics and to support the collection of data necessary

to track the SDGs.

We propose five major findings from this year's SDG Index

report:

particularly in wealthier countries. Poor countries face
significant challenges in ending extreme poverty in all
its forms, social inclusion, access to essential infrastruc-
ture, and many forms of environmental degradation.
Richer countries face more specific but nonetheless
major challenges in areas such as climate change mit-
igation, inequality, sustaining the global partnership,
and targeted challenges in areas such as nutrition,
gender equality, or education.

Poor countries need help to achieve the SDGs:
The SDGs are undoubtedly a very bold agenda. It is
clear from this analysis, that the poorest countries will
face major challenges in achieving the SDGs. They will
need considerable global assistance to supplement
national leadership. This assistance should come

in many forms: foreign direct investment, global

tax reform to enable the poor countries to fight tax
evasion by international investors, technology sharing,
capacity development, and of course, more Official
Development Assistance.

. The universal SDG agenda contains important

spillover effects: Actions by rich countries in partic-
ular affect other countries'ability to achieve the SDGs.
Examples include environmental spillovers, such as pol-
lution embedded in international trade, transboundary
effects of resource use, or the use of global commons,

1. Every country faces major challenges in achieving
the SDGs: The SDG Dashboards highlights some “red”
priority SDGs for every country. Even “yellow”and
‘orange”of course signify important room for improve-
ment and should be interpreted as a major challenge,

such as oceans and the high seas. There are also
important spillovers related to the economy, finance,
and governance, including unfair tax competition by a
few tax havens, deliberately opaque financial systems
that foster money laundering, corruption, tax evasion,

aw.
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as well as insufficient financing for global public goods.
And finally, trade in weapons and insufficient support
for peacekeeping generate important security spill-
overs. Rich countries in particular should spell out in
their SDG strategies how they plan to tackle these spill-

over effects so that every country can achieve the SDGs.

Table 1.6 | Major indicator and data gaps for the SDGs

4,

3. Outlook: Next steps for the SDG Index

Countries should usefully benchmark themselves
against their peers as well as against the goal
thresholds: The SDG Index and Dashboards highlight
substantial variation across countries in a region or
income group. In combination, the SDG Index and
Dashboards can help countries benchmark their progress

Internationally comparable poverty lines above $1.90 PPP per day

Agricultural yield gaps by cropping system
Resource use efficiency (nutrients, water, energy)

Greenhouse gas emissions from land use
Diets and nutrient deficiencies

Internationally comparable primary and secondary education outcomes

Early childhood development

Gender pay gap and other empowerment measures

Water embedded in trade adjusted for environmental impact

Quality of drinking water and surface waters

Environmental impact of material flows

Recycling and re-use (circular economy)

Leading indicators for decarbonization

Greenhouse gas emissions from land use

Climate vulnerability metrics

Maximum sustainable yields

Impact of high sea and cross-border fishing

Protected areas by level of protection

Leading indicators on ecosystem health

Trade in endangered species

Protected areas by level of protection

Modern slavery and human trafficking

Non-concessional development finance

SDG Issue Desired metrics
1 Poverty
2 Agriculture and nutrition Food loss and food waste
3 Health Affordability of healthcare
4 Education
5 Women empowerment ) .
Violence against women
6 Water
Decent work
8 Decent work
ecentwor Child labor
) Wealth inequality
10 Inequality Vertical mobility
12 Sustainable consumption and production
Chemicals
13 Climate change
14 Marine ecosystems
15 Terrestrial ecosystems
16 Peace and justice Access to justice
Financial secrecy
li fi
17 Means of implementation Climate finance

Unfair tax competition

Development impact of trade practices

Source: Authors' analysis
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3. Outlook: Next steps for the SDG Index

against that of their peers and against the top performers
to understand reasons for differential performance and
to devise better strategies to achieve the SDGs by 2030.

5. Countries and international agencies need to
make substantial investments in statistical capac-
ity to track the SDGs: Despite our best efforts to
include as many indicators as possible, a number of
important data gaps remain. Addressing these gaps
will require increased investments in statistical capacity
and other forms of data collection especially but not
only in low-income developing countries. Table 1.6
summarizes some of the most important indicator and
data gaps.

International spillover effects are particularly poorly
measured. We need better indicators and more robust
data on international spillover effects. We lack conceptual
clarity and/or data on how to measure key environmen-
tal spillovers related to the loss of biodiversity driven
particularly by agricultural expansion; the pollution of
water and air; nutrient flows; unsustainable production
technologies; and consumption of materials. We also need
to link national data on spillover effects more clearly to
the dynamics of key international supply chains that drive
many environmental spillover effects and provide the
operational frameworks for tackling them.

In the areas of economics, finance, and global governance,
we need improved metrics for spillover effects related to
concessional and non-concessional international finance,
particularly related to climate finance. We also require
greater clarity on how national and international trade
rules and labor standards affect countries’ well-being.
Critically, the world also needs a frank discussion and

v,

better metrics on how tax havens, financial secrecy, and
rules governing transfer pricing and company reporting,
which all affect countries' ability to achieve the SDGs.

Finally, there is evidence that improved international
cooperation is critical for enhancing security and reduc-
ing the risk of violent conflict, yet these effects are poorly
measured. We need better metrics and more data on illicit
and legal trade in arms, particularly small arms. The same
applies to the transboundary effects of organized crime,
such as the international drug trade.

A particular challenge concerns the setting of quantitative
targets and intermediate performance thresholds for the
SDG spillover indicators. Often we lack a clear understand-
ing of which threshold levels are consistent with achieving
the SDGs. Thresholds proposed in this report are prelimi-
nary and should be refined by researchers.

In addition, the SDG Dashboards do not yet capture
important regional challenges that are less relevant at the
global level, such as neglected tropical diseases, malaria,
or inequality in education outcomes. We were able to add
eight countries to this year's SDG Index and Dashboards,
but many Small-Island-Developing States (SIDS) still lack
the data needed for inclusion in the SDG Index. We rec-
ommend that tools be developed that better address the
specific needs of these countries.

The Bertelsmann Stiftung and the SDSN look forward to
working with countries and other stakeholders to improve
the SDG Index and Dashboards and to make them more
useful. In particular, we will work to improve data cov-
erage and add new variables as better data become
available. We welcome comments on this report, which
should be directed to info@sdgindex.org.
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ANNEX 1: DETAILED DESCRIPTION
OF SPILLOVER INDICATORS

As outlined in the report, we group spillover effects into
three broad categories: (i) environment, (ii) economy,
financ, and governance and (jii) security. In this chapter,
we describe the available scientific evidence and suitable
approaches to their measurement

Environment

Here we consider negative environmental spillover effects,
or cross-border environmental externalities, starting with
impacts by one country on others that are attributable

to trade in commodities, products, or services. We then
consider direct effects on the global environmental
commons, including planetary boundaries as introduced
by Johan Rockstrom and collaborators (Rockstrom et al,,
2009; Steffen et al,, 2015).

Carbon dioxide emissions embodied in trade: One

of the best-studied international spillover effects is the
emission of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. Carbon
dioxide and many other greenhouse gases mix globally in
the atmosphere and can remain in the atmosphere for a
long time. Hence their emission by one country increases
the stock of greenhouse gases for all countries, and in turn
drives long-term anthropogenic climate change and ocean
acidification. In this way greenhouse gas emissions generate
a global externality: a country that emits a ton of carbon
dioxide by burning fossil fuel appropriates the economic
benefits from the energy use but imposes a cost on all other
countries in the form of damages from climate change.

Under the UNFCCC rules, countries report their territorial
or production-based emissions covering all sources on a
country’s territory. This metric is relatively easy to measure,
but it allows countries to lower their national emissions
by outsourcing emissions-intensive sectors, such as steel
or cement, to other countries and then re-importing the
products. Such outsourcing has driven a significant share
of reductions in per capita emissions, observed over the
last decades in several developed countries, particularly
in Europe. The import of CO.-intensive industrial products
therefore constitutes a negative spillover effect: a damage

imposed by one country on the rest of the world that is
not reflected (yet) in global market prices.

To correct this effect, several authors propose consump-
tion-based measures of CO, emissions that add the CO,
content of imports and subtract the CO, content of
exports to a country’s production-based greenhouse gas
emissions (Fan et al.,, 2016; Minx et al., 2009; Peters et al.,
2011). Consumption-based CO, accounting — sometimes
referred to as carbon footprints — significantly increases
per capita emissions attributed to high-income countries
that import a lot of energy-intensive products, such as
Switzerland or Luxemburg, and reduce the per capita
emission for exporters of products that emit considerable
CO, in the production process, such as China.

A problem with the first generation of consumption-based
emissions metrics is that they do not encourage countries
to reduce emissions in their export sectors since these
emissions are assigned to the importing country only.
They also do not incentivize countries'specialization in
low-emissions technologies (Kander et al., 2015).

Technology-adjusted consumption-based accounting
(TCBA) adjusts carbon footprint data by the carbon effi-
ciency of a country’s export sector: Instead of subtracting
all emissions embodied in exports, TCBA only subtracts
the global average carbon intensity for that sector (Kander
etal, 2015). If a country uses relatively CO,-intensive
technologies in its export sector, it will have a higher TCBA
balance sheet than suggested by a simple carbon foot-
print. As a result, the TCBA measure encourages countries
to invest in low-emissions production technologies in
their export sector. TCBA fully assigns imported emissions
to the importing country to maintain the incentive to
source from carbon-efficient exporters.

The TCBA measure has been criticized (e.g. Domingos et al,,
2016) and introduces additional measurement challenges,
particularly with regards to measuring technology standards
across countries. Yet, in our view the TCBA represents a con-
ceptually better metric than simple carbon footprinting. We
are grateful to the authors of the Kander et al. study who have
generated country-level TCBA data for this report using pub-
lished data and methodologies (Kander et al, 2015; Lenzen et
al, 20123, 2013; Tukker et al, 2014; Wood et al, 2014).
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Annex 1: Detailed description of spillover indicators

Since all official greenhouse gas accounting methods
use production-based measures, the SDG Index retains
this conventional metric and adds a second measure

of spillover effects. We define this spillover variable as
the difference between per capita TCBA and per capita
production-based carbon dioxide emissions. In this way,
we measure the net import of greenhouse gas emissions,
taking account of countries’ carbon efficiency by sector.
The variable is censored at zero, so all net exporters of
carbon dioxide emissions, as measured by TCBA, are
assigned a top score of 100 for this indicator. In other
words, we are measuring only the technology-adjusted
net import of CO,.

This carbon emission spillover variable shows that small
countries tend to generate high carbon dioxide emission
spillovers. The ten countries that generate the highest per
capita spillovers are shown in Table 1.7. Full data on this
and all other SDG spillover variables are provided in Part 2.

Table 1.7 | The ten countries generating the highest
spillovers in terms of importing carbon
dioxide emissions

1 Botswana 43
2 Singapore 42
3 Mauritius 3.7
4 Australia 3.2
5 Swaziland 27
6 Namibia 27
7 United Arab Emirates 23
8 Montenegro 2.1
9 Slovak Republic 2.1
10 Cyprus 1.9

Source: Authors' calculations based on data provided by Magnus J., Moran, D., Kander, A., Kulionis, V.
(see text).

aw.
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The TCBA measure has been introduced recently, and
improvements are doubtlessly possible and necessary. In
particular, the benchmarking of technologies by sector
needs to be refined and tested under different hypoth-
eses. For many countries, internationally comparable
input-output tables do not exist or are not updated
frequently, expanding such databases should be another
priority for data collection and research.

Groundwater depletion embodied in trade: As with
greenhouse gas emissions, trade in food, timber, indus-
trial commodities, and other products entails the use of
water. With water stress rising rapidly in many parts of the
world, increasing attention is directed to understanding
the impact of international trade on water use. To this end
several water footprints have been developed that track
the water embodied in international trade by combining
data on trade flows, input-output matrices, and data on
water consumption by sector (Dalin, 2014; Dalin and
Rodriguez-lturbe, 2016; Hoekstra and Mekonnen, 2012;
Mekonnen and Hoekstra, 2011).

Unfortunately, lessons from carbon accounting are only
partially valid for water footprints: In the case of green-
house gas emissions it is sufficient to simply track the
amount of carbon dioxide embodied in trade since a ton
of carbon dioxide contributes to climate change regard-
less of where it is emitted. In contrast, water availability
varies tremendously across river basins and aquifers, so

a cubic meter of water exported from water-rich Canada
does not have the same environmental impact as the
same volume of water exported from a water-stressed
country like Yemen. In fact, it makes economic and envi-
ronmental sense to export food from water-rich countries
to water-stressed ones.

Any spillover variable for international trade in water must
therefore relate water embodied in trade to the hydro-
logical and ecological sustainability of that water use.
Such sustainability must be established at the local basin
and groundwater aquifer levels, which in turn requires
complex analysis and large volumes of data. To our know!-
edge such comprehensive assessments are currently
unavailable, though several scientific groups are working
to develop improved measures.

& Global Responsibilities



A recent article (Dalin et al,, 2017) combines hydrological
data on the depletion of groundwater with crop-specific
data on groundwater irrigation for food production and
data on international food trade. Since many aquifers,
particularly in China, India, Iran, the Gulf Region, and the
United States, are heavily overexploited, importing ground-
water depletion represents an important spillover effect.
The authors conclude that 11% of groundwater depletion
is attributed to trade, and they present a trade-adjusted
country-level dataset for groundwater depletion.

For the 2017 SDG Index we use this dataset to compute
the per capita import of groundwater depletion. The vari-
able is normalized to generate a score from 0 to 100 with
the upper bound denoting zero import of groundwater
depletion. Table 1.8 lists the ten countries that import the
most groundwater depletion measured in per capita terms.

Groundwater accounts for about a fifth of global water
use for irrigation, so this measure covers only a part

of unsustainable water use for food production. Since
groundwater depletion is not distributed evenly around
the world, this measure does not provide a proxy for the

Table 1.8 The ten countries with the highest import of
groundwater depletion embodied in trade

1 Qatar 148.2
2 Bahrain 112.0
3 Oman 97.7
4 Djibouti 77.7
5 Kuwait 426
6 Mauritius 424
7 United Arab Emirates 40.7
8 Saudi Arabia 27.1
9 The Gambia 26.6
10 Canada 20.0

Source: Authors' calculations based on Dalin et al. (2017)

Annex 1: Detailed description of spillover indicators

overall impact of trade on unsustainable water use — par-
ticularly with regards to non-agricultural products that use
significant volumes of water. It would therefore be import-
ant to combine basin-level water stress indicators with
crop-specific production data and industrial production
data at the basin level, to arrive at a more comprehensive
picture of trade in unsustainable water use. As more data
become available in coming years we plan to revise this
measure to take into account the broader impact of trade
on water use and scarcity.

Biodiversity loss embedded in trade: Human activities
have become a major driver of biodiversity loss and have
increased species extinction rates by a factor of 100 to
1,000. Excluding invasive species, agriculture and forestry
account for 31% of biodiversity loss (Ramankutty et al.,
2008), and about 30% of this biodiversity loss is attributed
to international trade in food, fiber, bioenergy, and timber
(Lenzen et al, 2012b). Other studies suggest a lower
export share of 17% in total species loss (Chaudhary and
Kastner, 2016).

In particular, consumers in high-income countries cause
threats to species through demand for products that are
produced in countries with lower per-capita incomes. Their
biodiversity footprint is larger abroad than at home (Lenzen
etal, 2012b). A few crops stand out as having dispropor-
tionately high impacts on biodiversity, including sugarcane,
palm oil, rubber, and coffee (Chaudhary and Kastner, 2016).

Since the SDG Index already includes variables measuring
biodiversity loss on each country’s territory, we add a
spillover variable estimating the biodiversity loss attrib-
utable to a country’s gross imports of agricultural and
related products. Chaudhary & Kastner (2016) estimate
the number of species lost due to agricultural land use
with the help of the countryside species area relationship
(SAR) model and crop yields. Results are expressed as
species lost per ton of crop produced, which can then be
assigned to trading partners using bilateral trade data.
We report figures for gross imports of biodiversity loss
embedded in crop trade as an international SDG spillover
variable. A limitation of this variable is that land area is not
an adequate proxy of species loss where small-area crops
with a high impact on biodiversity are concerned, such as
sugarcane, rubber, coffee, and palm oil.
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Annex 1: Detailed description of spillover indicators

Table 1.9]| The ten countries with the highest import of
biodiversity loss embodied in trade

Imported biodiversity

Country impacts

(species lost/million people)

1 Luxembourg 2.0
2 Singapore 1.6
3 Djibouti 14
4 Kuwait 13
5 United Arab Emirates 1.2
6 Belgium 1.1
7 Netherlands 0.9
8 New Zealand 0.8
9 Malaysia 0.7
10 Oman 0.7

Source: Authors' calculations based on Chaudhary and Kastner (2016)

Table 1.9 lists the ten countries that account for the great-
est biodiversity loss embodied in trade.

Reactive nitrogen embodied in trade: Agriculture, trans-
port, industrial processes, waste management, and other
human activities release large volumes of reactive nitrogen,
including ammonia (NHs) and nitrous oxides (NO), into
the atmosphere and surface waters. Reactive nitrogen can
have significant adverse health impacts (Brauer et al., 2016)
as well as negative impacts on the environment (Zhang
etal, 2015). Annual release of reactive nitrogen represents
one of the planetary boundaries (Steffen et al,, 2015). Since
agriculture accounts for the largest share of reactive nitro-
gen use, the SDG Index includes a nitrogen-use efficiency
indicator (Zhang and Davidson, 2016).

Oita et al. (2016) estimate how much reactive nitrogen

is emitted during the production, consumption, and
transportation of commodities consumed within each
country. By combining emissions databases, a global
nitrogen cycle model, and input-output databases for
international trade, the authors estimate reactive nitrogen

W,

embedded in trade. We include this variable, and as with
other spillover indicators, we consider net imports of
reactive nitrogen and censor the data at zero imports,
which are assigned a score of 100 in the rescaled index.
High-income countries perform worst under this indicator
for sustainable consumption and production patterns
(Table 1.10).

Table 1.10| The ten countries with the highest net per capita
imports of reactive nitrogen embodied in trade

Net imported emissions

Country of reactive nitrogen
(kg/capita)
1 Luxembourg 965.4
2 Singapore 748.2
3 Kuwait 569.2
4 Switzerland 4324
5 Israel 381.9
6 United Arab Emirates 3286
7 Norway 311.8
8 Japan 259.9
9 Malta 255.2
10 Mauritius 226.0

Source: Authors' calculations based on Oita et al. (2016)

Reactive nitrogen is an input into many farming and
industrial products that — just like carbon dioxide — cannot
be completely avoided using current technologies. It
would therefore be interesting to develop technolo-
gy-adjusted measures of reactive nitrogen embedded in
trade along the lines of TCBA discussed above for carbon
dioxide emissions. Such measures would provide an
incentive to exporters to reduce the release of reactive
nitrogen in their production processes and transport.

In addition to this new spillover indicator, we also include
domestic emissions of reactive nitrogen under SDG 12 on
sustainable consumption and production. This mirrors the
approach to tracking greenhouse gas emissions for which

SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2017 £, 2 Global Responsibilities



we include both territorial or production-based emissions
as well as emissions embodied in trade.

Transboundary air pollution and air pollution embod-
ied in trade: Outdoor and indoor air pollution are major
drivers of premature deaths worldwide (Brauer et al,, 2016;
Wang et al,, 2016). For this reason, the SDG Index includes
a variable on particulate concentration in ambient air
(PM2.5). Some of these deaths are caused by transbound-
ary air pollution where pollutants originate from another
country. Another international spillover effect results from
the pollution associated with the production of goods
destined for export to other countries. Zhang et al. (2017)
estimate that 12% of the 3.45 million premature deaths

in 2007 related to PM2.5 were related to transboundary
pollution and that 22% were associated with goods and
services consumed in another country.

Unfortunately, current models for the transport of air
pollutants are not sufficiently disaggregated to estimate
transboundary emissions at the country level. However, air
pollution embodied in international trade can be assigned
to individual countries. Using the data from Zhang and
collaborators, we estimate countries’net import of sulphur
dioxide (SO,), the most important air pollutant that is

not related to reactive nitrogen, which is covered above.
Countries'net per capita imports are scaled from 100 (no
net emissions) to 0 (highest net importers). As can be

seen from Table 1.11, high-income countries generate the
highest spillovers under this indicator.

We include territorial per capita SO, emissions as an addi-
tional indicator under SDG 12 to complement the tracking
of emissions embodied in trade.

Other trade-related environmental spillover effects:
International trade generates other important envi-
ronmental spillover effects that are less well measured.
Trade in endangered species and related products
covered under the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species (CITES) is also growing, with demand
rising fastest in China and parts of South-East Asia. This
trade drives poaching and illegal fishing practices that
contribute to the decline in many species ranging from
rhinoceros, elephants, and sharks, to sea cucumbers and
medicinal plants. Since most of this trade is illegal, no

Annex 1: Detailed description of spillover indicators

Table 1.17| The ten countries with the highest net per capita
import of SO, emissions embodied in trade

1 Luxembourg 60.9
2 United Arab Emirates 584
3 Switzerland 344
4 Norway 342
5 Belgium 30.1
6 Denmark 248
7 Qatar 238
8 Cyprus 23.2
9 Ireland 220
10 Finland 21.1

Source: Authors' calculations based on Zhang et al. (2017)

reliable trade statistics exist that could be included in the
SDG Index.

SDG 12 focuses on sustainable consumption, including
material consumption. Wiedmann and collaborators
(Wiedmann et al., 2015) have developed a global data-
base that tracks international material flows across four
product categories (biomass, construction materials,
fossil fuels, and metal ores). Once more, rich countries
account for the largest per capita shares of net imports,
while lower-income developing countries export the
most. Hence, trade in material flows support higher
living standards in rich countries. Yet, as described in
the 2016 SDG Index report, available data on material
flows present two problems: First, the data aggregate
on a per-kg basis across very different products that
each have distinct environmental impacts. Second,

it is currently not possible to quantitatively associate
consumption by weight with environmental impacts. It
is necessary to address both of these questions in order
to devise quantitative, international spillover indica-
tors that can be included in the SDG Index. Given the
large volumes of international trade in materials, the
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Annex 1: Detailed description of spillover indicators

environmental impact is substantial, so developing such
spillover indicators is of high priority.

Trade in waste is growing in importance, with poorer
countries importing growing volumes of harmful
products from richer countries. For example, trade in
electronic waste is likely to have important spillover
effects, but currently it can only be measured indirectly
using proxies. There is also insufficient data on the

reuse and recycling of electronics by importing coun-
tries to ascertain the nature and extent of the spillovers
(Lepawsky, 2015). However, we do include the per capita
generation of electronic waste (UNU-IAS, 2015) as a new
indicator under SDG 12.

Another important spillover effect concerns fishing in
the high seas and other countries' Exclusive Economic
Zones (EEZs). Such fishing activities have led to major
declines in fish stocks, for example off the coast of West
Africa (Jacobs, 2017) or in the South Pacific (Rosenblum
and Cabra, 2012), with detrimental impacts on the local
economy and environment. We were able to identify
data for reported catches outside countries’ own EEZs
(Pauly and Zeller, 2015), but unfortunately it was not
possible to relate this data to information on the extent
of overfishing in each EEZ. Moreover, official data do
not adequately cover illegal fishing activities, which
likely account for a large share of total fish catch. For
these reasons, it was not possible to include a spill-
over indicator for fisheries in this year's SDG Index and
Dashboards. We hope to include such an indicator in
future editions.

Economy, finance, and governance

We have considered available metrics for economic,
financial, and governance-related spillover effects.
Some effects are positive, as is the case with devel-
opment finance, while others, such as tax havens and
financial secrecy, can be strongly negative. Compared
with environmental spillover indicators, the data avail-
ability for these effects is much poorer, and we have
encountered major measurement issues that need to
be resolved before some spillovers can be included in
the SDG Index.

v,

Table 1.12| The ten high-income countries providing
the lowest volume of official development
assistance as a percentage of gross
national income

1 Israel 0.07
2 Cyprus 0.09
3 Latvia 0.09
4 Slovak Republic 0.10
5 Poland 0.10
6 Greece 0.12
7 Spain 0.12
8 Czech Republic 0.12
9 Hungary 0.13
10 South Korea 0.14

Source: Authors’ calculations based on OECD (2016)

Development finance: International finance makes
important contributions to countries' development and
constitutes a positive spillover effect. One critical measure
of development finance included in the SDG Index is
official development assistance (ODA) provided under the
rules of the OECD Development Assistance Committee
(Table 1.12). We assume that all high-income OECD coun-
tries should aim for the internationally agreed threshold of
providing 0.7% of gross national income (GNI) in ODA.

Several authors (Center for Global Development, 2016;
PublishWhatYouFund, 2016) have proposed measures for
the quality of ODA. However, different financing needs
and country settings require different types of ODA. For
example, budget support is the preferred mode of ODA
for some countries and some sectors, but it may be less
appropriate for other spending needs. The same applies
to other criteria for ODA quality, such as splits between
technical cooperation and direct investments. It is there-
fore difficult to arrive at universal operational measures
of aid effectiveness, and we feel that current measures
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are not yet good enough to rank countries. The one
clear exception is aid transparency, which should be
encouraged under all circumstances. However the
excellent Aid Transparency Index (PublishWhatYouFund,
2016) is currently not available for a sufficient number of
OECD countries.

We also do not include non-concessional development
finance referred to as other official flows (OOF) under
OECD DAC terminology. Large shares of OOF are medi-
ated through international development banks, so it
becomes difficult to assign them to donor countries. In
contrast to ODA there are also no internationally agreed
standards for the volume and quality of OOF to be pro-
vided by developed countries, so it becomes difficult to
define performance thresholds for the SDG Index.

Similar difficulties arise with foreign direct investment
(FDI), which describes commercial international invest-
ment flows. Per capita FDI volumes tend to rise with
an economy’s per capita income and its openness

to trade, and there are no agreed targets for FDI. As a
result, it is difficult to rank countries by the volume of
FDI they provide. Moreover, decisions on FDI are made
on commercial grounds to the benefit of investors from
the creditor country, so FDI does not represent a clear
spillover variable. For these reasons, we do not include
this measure among the spillover variables in the 2017
SDG Index.

Important objects of and tools for international collab-
oration are climate finance and provisions for loss and
damage under the UNFCCC. Ahead of the COP21 in
Paris, the OECD and Climate Policy Initiative prepared an
analysis of international climate finance flows in rela-
tion to the UNFCCC objective to provide at least $100
billion per year in climate finance from developed to
developing countries (OECD and Climate Policy Initiative,
2015). However, the analysis and findings of this report
have been challenged by developing countries who
criticized the lack of transparency in the methodology,
particularly with regards to country-level data that could
be matched with countries'own data on resource flows.
More work is needed to arrive at widely shared defini-
tions of climate finance before they can be included in
an SDG Index.

Annex 1: Detailed description of spillover indicators

Tax havens: It is widely recognized that international tax
havens can have serious adverse impacts on countries’
ability to mobilize the taxes, particularly corporate taxes,
needed to finance critical public investments in sustain-
able development. This applies especially to developing
countries, which are up to three times more vulnerable to
the negative effects of other countries'tax rules and prac-
tices than rich countries (IMF, 2015, 2014). This problem
has been recognized by the G20 and the OECD, in the
context of the Base Erosion and Profit Sharing (BEPS)
Initiative (OECD, 201443, 2014b).

Earlier lists of tax havens prepared by the OECD, the Bank

for International Settlements, the European Parliament, or
the US Government Accountability Office are either partial
or have been discontinued. For this reason we include

data recently published by Oxfam that track three types of
harmful tax policies: corporate tax rates, the tax incentives
offered, and lack of cooperation with international efforts
against tax avoidance (Oxfam, 2016). The authors combine
this data into an aggregate tax haven score from 0 (best) to 5
(worst). We assign an SDG Index score of 100 to countries not
included in this list since they do not represent tax havens.

Many of the UK's Overseas Territories and Crown
Dependencies, where the Queen is head of state, are
among the worst tax havens and opaque financial centers.
Since their laws must be either approved in London or
the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council in London
serves as the final court of appeal, the UK holds consid-
erable sway over tax laws and financial secrecy in these
territories. We therefore estimate the UK's tax haven score
as the worst score for the UK and its Overseas Territories
and Crown Dependencies. Similarly, the tax haven score
for Delaware is assigned to the United States. Table 1.13
summarizes the ten worst performers on this measure.

Financial secrecy: A closely related issue is financial
secrecy, which includes lack of transparency on the benefi-
cial ownership of companies and exchange of information
for tax purposes. Such secrecy abets tax evasion and fraud,
money laundering, and unfair trade mispricing (transfer
pricing), where economic returns are artificially shifted to
jurisdictions that exercise financial secrecy (OECD, 2014a,
2014b). Secrecy affects low-income developing countries
disproportionately (Baker et al,, 2014; ONE, 2014).
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Annex 1: Detailed description of spillover indicators

Table 1.13| The ten countries with the highest tax
haven scores

Tax haven score

Country (best =0, worst = 5)
1 United Kingdom 5
2 Cyprus 4
3 Ireland 4
4 Netherlands &
5 Luxembourg 4
6 Panama 4
7 Switzerland 3
8 Singapore .
9  United States 2
10 Belgium g

Source: Authors' calculations based on Oxfam (2016)

While significant progress has been made on exchange
of information under the Global Forum on Transparency
and Exchange of Information for Tax Purposes, several
jurisdictions remain non-compliant or only partially com-
pliant with international minimum standards. The recently
published Panama Papers show that financial secrecy
remains widespread and imposes high costs on govern-
ments around the world.

The Tax Justice Network has developed the Financial
Secrecy Index (Tax Justice Network, 2015a), which assigns
a Secrecy score derived from 15 indicators to each country
(Tax Justice Network, 2015b). In the absence of other offi-
cial metrics for financial secrecy, we include this index in
the SDG Index under SDG 16, which calls for a significant
reduction of illicit financial flows. As recommended by
the authors, we estimate the UK's financial secrecy score
as the average of the scores for the UK and its Overseas
Territories and Crown Dependencies. The ten most secre-
tive jurisdictions are listed in Table 1.14.

Spillover effects not included in the SDG Index and

Dashboards Report 2017: A substantial number of
economic, financial, and governance spillover effects could

W,

Table 1.14| The ten countries with the highest financial
secrecy scores

Country Secrecy Score
(best = 0; worst = 100)
1 Switzerland 72.6
2 Turkey 64.1
3 United Kingdom 63.6
4 United States 60.0
5  Japan 57.5
6  Germany 56.4
7 Luxembourg 55.1
8  Chile 53.9
9  Austria 537
10 Israel 52.8

Source: Authors' calculations based on Tax Justice Network (2015a)

not be quantified for this edition of the SDG Index. This
includes comprehensive measures of corruption. While we
include estimates of domestic corruption in the index, no
reliable figures are available for cross-border corruption - a
practice that remains widespread, particularly in the natural
resources sectors (Africa Progress Panel, 2013). Similarly, we
could not identify quantitative country-level metrics for the
impact of labor standards on international supply chains.

Cross-border human trafficking is a particularly appalling
international spillover effect. Due to the importance of
modern slavery for the SDGs (Goal 8), we have consulted
widely for available indicators, but could not identify enough
data on cross-border trafficking data. So this international
spillover effect could not be included in the report. To
measure modern slavery in countries (without accounting
for any international spillovers) we have included the Global
Slavery Index (Walk Free Foundation, 2016) even though
this index provides a highly imperfect measure of modern
slavery, and data for many countries have to be modeled.
Organizations like the International Labor Organization (ILO)
and the UN Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) are prepar-
ing more comprehensive measures on human slavery that
could be included in later editions of the SDG Index.
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We have reviewed data and measures on trade and trade
protection. Several organizations propose indices for trade
distortions (Center for Global Development, 2016) focusing
on market access (particularly for agricultural commodi-
ties), export and other trade-related subsidies, and other
distortions. The difficulty with these metrics is that their
development impact is often difficult to assess. For example,
some developed countries, such as Japan, Norway, or
Switzerland, maintain high barriers to the import of agri-
cultural products in order to protect domestic industries.
Such practices hurt the large exporters, particularly from
developed countries (e.g. Australia, Canada, and the United
States), but the impact on poorer developing countries is
uncertain and likely to be very small.

Finally, a number of other indicators included in the

SDG Index reflect international externalities. These include
patent applications, the number of researchers, as well

as overall expenditures for research and development.
Yet, since associated expenditures are typically made to
the benefit of the host country, we do not consider these
variables spillover indicators.

Security

The SDGs highlight the vital importance of peace and
security, and to this end the SDG Index contains several
associated variables, including the number of homicides
and the share of population feeling safe walking at night.
In addition, several qualitative assessments exist from the
Economist Intelligence Unit and others, which are reported
annually as part of the Global Peace Index (IEP, 2016).

This year we considered additional spillover variables asso-
ciated with peace and security. A central driver of instability
and conflict is the glut of weapons, particularly small arms
in developing countries, but efforts to control cross-bor-

der trade in such weapons remain woefully inadequate
(Adeniyi, 2017). The trade and the failure to control flows
are major negative spillover effects for achieving the SDGs.

Data on small arms trade is collected by the Peace Research
Institute Oslo (Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers,
2017) and others. Available data rely on official self-re-
porting, which does not cover illicit trade in arms. For this

Annex 1: Detailed description of spillover indicators

Table 1.15| The ten countries accounting for the
greatest per capita exports of conventional
weapons systems

1 lIsrael 397.1
2 Russian Federation 231.0
3 Norway 176.2
4 Sweden 1711
5  Switzerland 169.5
6  Netherlands 163.2
7 United States 148.5
8 France 129.3
9  United Kingdom 102.3
10 Germany 97.4

Source: Authors' calculations based on Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (2017)

reason, available data are highly incomplete and difficult to
compare across countries. Greater investments in tracking
the legal and illegal flows of small arms are urgently needed.

In the absence of sufficiently robust data on trade in small
arms, we include conventional arms exports (Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute, 2017) as an inter-
national spillover variable in the 2017 SDG Index. Gross
exports are expressed in USS, divided by a country’s pop-
ulation, and normalized and rescaled from 0 to 100 with
100 denoting zero weapons exports. The ten countries
accounting for the greatest negative spillover effects on
this measure are listed in Table 1.15.

Investments in security, including peacekeeping, con-
stitute positive spillover effects. Data on financing
peacekeeping operations are published annually by

the United Nations (United Nations, 2017). We did not
include this measure in the 2017 SDG Index since the
data do not cover other important investments in security
operations, such as policing and training. We look forward
to working with interested researchers to refine these
measures for inclusion in later editions of the SDG Index
and Dashboards.
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ANNEX 2: FREQUENTLY ASKED
QUESTIONS (FAQS)

Motivation

Q: What are the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)?

A:The 17 SDGs are universal goals that were adopted by
all member states of the United Nations in 2015 to guide
international collaboration towards sustainable develop-
ment. They aim to end poverty, tackle inequality, protect
the planet, promote peace, and ensure prosperity for all.
Each goal has specific targets to be achieved over the next
15 years.by 2030. See the UN website for more informa-
tion about the SDGs.

Q: Why develop an SDG Index and Dashboards, and how
should they be used?
A: The SDG Index aggregates available data on all SDGs
into a composite index to provide countries with a quick
assessment of how they are performing relative to their
peers. In this way, the SDG Index can help draw attention
to the SDGs and their role as a tool for guiding national
policies and long-term strategies for sustainable develop-
ment. Its purpose is not to compare countries with vastly
different development status, but to allow countries to
benchmark themselves using a single holistic measure
that encompasses all SDGs and treats each goal equally.
Just like the SDG Dashboards, the SDG Index is designed
to support national discussions on operationalizing the
SDGs instead of monitoring progress towards achieving
the goals.

The 2017 SDG Index has been thoroughly revised from
the initial 2016 version. Changes to the data and meth-
odology are described in the methodology section
(Annex 2).

The SDG Index shows that rich countries, particularly
from Northern Europe, perform best. Yet, this does not
mean that Sweden and other highly ranked countries
have achieved all the SDGs. As made clear by the SDG
Dashboards all countries score “red"in at least one SDG
and “orange” or “yellow”on many others. It is clear that the
SDGs require further actions by all countries.

aw.

SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2017 £

X
an

The SDG Dashboards in turn help countries identify
priorities for early action on the SDGs. They can also help
determine which countries perform particularly well on
an SDG. An analysis of that country’s policies and invest-
ments can then yield interesting insights for improving
performance towards an SDGs. Since comparisons are
most useful across countries that face broadly similar
development challenges, we report results by region and
separately for members of the OECD.

Q: How have indicators been selected for the Index and
Dashboards?
A: In early 2016, the UN Statistical Commission recom-
mended initial indicators for measuring the progress
towards the SDGs. Following a revision in April 2017
there are 232 official SDG indicators, which have been
endorsed by the UN Statistical Commission. Yet for most
countries data remain unavailable for the vast majority of
official SDG indicators. It will take time and investments
in statistical capacity to build up national data systems so
that every country can monitor progress against the offi-
cial indicators (see also recommendations by the Expert
Group on SDG Indicators). Meanwhile, countries need to
start the process of operationalizing and implementing
the SDGs using data available today. As a result, the SDG
Index and Dashboards comprise official SDG Indicators for
which data are available today as well as other data pub-
lished by reputable sources. No new data were collected.

Q: Do the SDG Index and Dashboards replace or compete
with official SDG monitoring and indicators?
A: No. The SDG Index and Dashboards are preliminary
analytical tools to help governments and other stake-
holders take stock of where they currently stand with
regards to achieving the SDGs and to identify priorities for
early action. As new data become available they will be
included in the SDG Index and Dashboards, which will be
published on an annual basis. Simultaneously, countries
will need to develop a full suite of monitoring systems to
track the SDG metrics recommended by the UN Statistical
Commission. This will require major investments in statisti-
cal capacity development, particularly in poorer countries
or those with low statistical capacity. Over time every
country should be able to track critical SDG variables to
monitor progress towards achieving the goals.
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Q: How and by whom were the SDG Index and
Dashboards developed?

A: The SDG Index and Dashboards have been developed
jointly by the Bertelsmann Stiftung and the Sustainable
Development Solutions Network (SDSN), led by scientific
co-directors Guido Schmidt-Traub and Christian Kroll.
The authors have drawn extensively on the SDG Indicators
proposed by the UN Statistical Commission and con-
sulted widely on methodology and appropriate data with
experts around the world. The SDG Index and Dashboards
also drew on an earlier prototype SDG Index for OECD
countries developed by the Bertelsmann Stiftung and a
report on SDG indicators prepared by the SDSN. All data
and methodological assumptions are presented in Part 2
and are available online.

Q: Why develop a separate SDG Index and Dashboard
for OECD countries?
A: The report proposes an Augmented SDG Index and
Dashboards for OECD countries. Both augment the global
Index and Dashboards with 16 additional variables to
provide a richer assessment of the SDG challenges faced
by OECD countries. The inclusion of additional variables
holds OECD countries to a higher standard, which is jus-
tified since they have the resources to achieve the SDGs.
The Augmented SDG Index and Dashboards might also
help identify priorities for statistical capacity development
and for generating new SDG data in non-OECD countries.

Indicator and data selection

Q: How were the indicators for the SDG Index and
Dashboards selected? Why are they not identical to
the recently proposed official SDG Indicators?

A:The SDG Index and Dashboards use appropriate

indicators for which data are available today, for at least

80% of the 154 countries with a population greater than

1 million, i.e. at least 124 countries. To identify appropriate

indicators, all recently proposed official SDG Indicators

were reviewed for data availability and suitability for
inclusion in an SDG Index and Dashboards. Major gaps
were filled with other metrics from official or other
reputable sources. Indicators that meet the standards
for inclusion have been incorporated into the SDG Index
and Dashboards. Countries with a population smaller

Annex 2: Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)

than 1 million are included in the Index and Dashboards
if sufficient data are available. We include 157 countries
in the SDG Index and Dashboards. Decisions on indica-
tor selection are described in the methodology section
(Part 2) and the online metadata.

Q: Why are some countries not included in the
SDG Index and Dashboards?

A: A country is included in the SDG Index and Dashboards
if it has data for at least 80% of the indicators. Some
countries with a population of less than one million have
sufficient data and are therefore included in the SDG Index.
The fact that some countries lack sufficient data for inclu-
sion in the SDG Index and Dashboards underscores the
need for greater investments in statistical capacity building.

Q: Where do the data for the SDG Index and Dashboards
come from?
A: To the greatest extent possible, the SDG Index and
Dashboards rely on internationally comparable official
statistics. In order to fill in some gaps in the official data,
notably to address the issue of “spillover effects’, non-of-
ficial metrics from other reputable sources have been
used, as described in the online metadata. Data for each
indicator have been rigorously selected and reviewed for
quality, timeliness and verifiability.

Methodology

Q: How do the Index and Dashboards compare perfor-
mance across different indicators?

A:To ensure comparability we normalize the data for each
indicator by transforming it linearly into a scale from 0 to
100. A value of 100 denotes the technical optimum, while
a value of zero denotes the worst performer in the sample.
For clarity and ease of interpretation, we transform some
indicators so that in each case a higher score on the indi-
cator corresponds to a higher overall progress.

Q: How are the SDGs and the indicators weighted?

A: Each SDG has the same weight in the Index and
Dashboards, which is in line with the spirit of the SDGs
adopted in September 2015. This implies that countries
need to pursue all 17 goals through integrated strategies.
Within each goal every indicator is equally weighted,
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Annex 2: Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)

which implies that every indicator is weighted inversely to
the number of indicators available for that SDG. An advan-
tage of this approach is that as more and better data
become available, new variables can easily be added to
individual SDGs without changing the relative weighting
of the goals. In this way, the SDG Index and Dashboards
can evolve over time as each epistemic community gen-
erates new and better data.

Q: What is the rationale behind the thresholds for the
SDG Dashboards? How are they determined?
A: Some other indices use relative performance across
countries to define thresholds. We believe that absolute
thresholds are more suitable since most SDGs require
absolute benchmarks to be achieved. To assess a country’s
progress on a particular indicator, such absolute quanti-
tative thresholds are introduced to differentiate between
situations where an SDG threshold has been met (green),
where significant challenges remain (yellow & orange), and
where major challenges must be overcome if the country
is to meet the goal (red). Where possible, these thresholds
are derived from the SDGs, their targets, or other official
sources. All thresholds are specified in the online metadata.

Q: How are the SDG Index and Dashboards scores calcu-
lated and what aggregation method is used?
A: As described in Part 2, the choice of aggregation
formula can have important implications for the results
of both the SDG Index and Dashboards. Taking a simple
average of indicator values (arithmetic aggregation)
implies that the indicators are perfectly substitutable:
progress on one variable can offset lack of progress on
another. This approach is reasonable for indicators within
the same goal that tend to complement one another, so
we use arithmetic means to aggregate indicators within
each SDG for the Index and Dashboards.

However, major trade-offs may occur across SDGs. Progress
on one goal (e.g. higher economic growth) cannot fully
offset lack of progress on another (e.g. rising inequality or
environmental degradation). For this reason, countries need
to make progress towards every goal. In other words, one
must assume limited substitutability across goals, which is
commonly done by using the geometric mean. As a result,
one could argue for using the geometric average of the
scores for each SDG to compute the overall SDG Index.

v,

In practice, fortunately, the two methods of aggrega-

tion give almost the same rankings and nearly the same
scores for most countries. For simplicity, we therefore use
the arithmetic aggregation even though the geometric
aggregation is conceptually attractive. This leaves a natural
interpretation of the meaning of the national SDG Index
score. A SDG Index value of X (e.g. 70) therefore means that
on average the country is X% (e.g. 70%) of the way from
the worst outcome to the best score across the 17 SDGs.

A third method for aggregating indicator scores is the
Leontief minimum function, which ascribes the value of
the indicator on which the country performs worst as the
score for the SDG. This aggregation is helpful for identifying
the areas within each goal where a country needs to make
the greatest progress, but it is too sensitive to data outliers
on individual indicators to allow for a meaningful compari-
son of countries' performance.

For the SDG Dashboards, we use the average of the two
worst performing indicators to assign color ratings for
each SDG. To score "red’, both worst-performing indicators
must be “red” To achieve “green’, all indicators under the
goal must be “green”. Intermediate values are assigned a
color rating of yellow or orange.

Q: How do the SDG Index and Dashboards deal with
missing data?
A: In constructing the SDG Index and Dashboards we
did not model or extrapolate data in order to fill gaps,
because such extrapolations are prone to errors. At this
stage in the implementation of the SDGs we also want to
highlight data gaps so as to encourage governments and
the international system to fill them. Part 2 describes a few
exceptions where data were imputed for entire groups
of countries. A number of indicators included in the SDG
Index and Dashboards rely on extrapolation by the origi-
nal authors, as described in the metadata.

Interpreting the results and limitations

Q: Sweden is ranked number 1 in the SDG Index. Does
this mean the country has achieved the SDGs?

A: Absolutely not. While Sweden performs best on

average based on the data we were able to mobilize for
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the SDG Index. The SDG Dashboards makes clear that
every country faces major challenges in achieving the
SDGs. This applies equally to Sweden and other top-rank-
ing countries.

Q: The SDGs define a universal agenda. So why do rich
countries perform relatively well in the SDG Index?
A: Some observers have expressed surprise that the
ranking of countries in the SDG Index does resemble the
ranking of more narrow indices that focus on income
per capita and other measures of human development,
such as educational attainment and health. Their concern
is that the SDG Index may omit important variables on
which rich countries perform worse than others and may
therefore produce biased results.

To this end, the 2017 SDG Index and Dashboards have
been augmented with indicators measuring international
spillovers. As discussed in the report, the additional indica-
tors affect the ranking of some countries, however they do
not alter the performance of countries fundamentally.

On balance, an equal weighting of all SDGs will lead
higher-income countries to perform better on average.
These countries tend to perform better on most economic
and social SDG priorities. They also perform better on

some “local”environmental priorities, including access

to wastewater treatment, deforestation rates, and rates

of biodiversity loss. Rich countries perform worse on
greenhouse gas emissions and some metrics for sustain-
able consumption and production, but these represent a
modest share of SDG priorities.

Q: How does the SDG Index relate to other development
indices for the SDGs?

A: Many other composite development indices exist,

but we are not aware of one tracking all 17 SDGs at the
country level. In 2015, the Bertelsmann Stiftung issued a
report, which was the first to propose an index for OECD
countries to track SDG achievement and determine
priorities for implementation in each country. Another
significant effort has been undertaken by the Overseas
Development Institute, which presents a regional SDG
Scorecard, projecting trends across key dimensions of the
SDGs to determine areas in which the fastest acceleration
of progress will be required. To our knowledge, the SDG

Annex 2: Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)

Index and Dashboards are the only tools available today
that aggregate country-level data across all SDGs.

Q: How can | access the data for my country or region?

A: Country profiles are available in Part 3 of the report. The
entire dataset is publicly available on the website http://
www.sdgindex.org/download/. The data will be updated
each year.

Q: What are the major data limitations?

A: As explained in the report, the lack of data in some
areas leaves significant gaps in the analysis. The major data
gaps are summarized in Table 1.6. In addition, the SDG
Dashboards do not capture important regional challenges
that are less relevant at the global level, such as neglected
tropical diseases, malaria, or inequality in education
outcomes. These challenges require careful analysis and
will be addressed in later versions of the SDG Index and
Dashboards.

Q: Do the Index and Dashboards include trend data?

A: Available trend or time series data are too sparse to
estimate country-level rates of change for all variables. As
a result, the SDG Index and Dashboards provide an initial
snapshot of where countries stand today with regard to
achieving the SDGs. Future work might focus on estimat-
ing historic baselines to compute rates of change.

Next steps

Q: When will the SDG Index and Dashboards be
updated?

A:The SDG Index and Dashboards will be updated annu-

ally to include new indicators as they become available,

update the data, and incorporate suggestions on how

to make the tools more useful for countries and other

stakeholders. The website will be continuously improved

to facilitate the real-time use of the data and comparisons

across countries.

Q:To whom can | address my comments on the

SDG Index and Dashboards?
A: We welcome comments and suggestions for improving
the SDG Index and Dashboards. Please address your com-
ments and suggestions to info@sdgindex.org.
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PART 2
SDG Index and Dashboards Methodology

The 2017 SDG Index and Dashboards contain comprehensively updated data. In response to numerous comments
received on the 2016 SDG Index and Dashboards, several methodological changes have been made, including:

e Addition of several new indicators, particularly to ensure coherence with the official SDG indicators proposed
by the UN Statistical Commission that meet our selection criteria, and to capture international spill-over effects
(section |.B)

e Improved methodology for setting upper bounds used for normalizing SDG indicators (section I1.B)

e Revised methodology for generating and presenting SDG Dashboard results to ensure a better reflection of the
universal SDG agenda (section ll)

As a result of these changes, it is not possible to compare the 2017 results with the results from last year’s report.

|. DATA SELECTION

A. Criteria for selecting indicators

To determine suitable metrics for inclusion in the SDG Index and Dashboards, we identified technically-sound quantitative
indicators for each SDG that met five statistical criteria for data selection (Booysen, 2002; OECD and JRC, 2016):

1. Global relevance and applicability to a broad range of country settings: The indicators selected were relevant
for monitoring achievement of the SDGs and applicable to all or nearly all countries. They had to be internationally
comparable and allow for direct comparison of performance across countries. In particular, they should allow for the
definition of quantitative performance thresholds that signify SDG achievement.

2. Statistical adequacy: Data was collected and processed in a statistically reliable and robust way.
3. Timeliness: Data series had to be published on a reasonably prompt schedule and be available for most recent years.

4. Data quality: The data had to represent the best available measure for a specific issue, and derive from official national
or international sources (e.g. national statistical offices or intergovernmental organizations) or other reputable sources.

5. Coverage: Data had to be available for at least 80% of the 149 UN Member States with a national population greater
than 1 million.

B. Indicator Selection

The SDG Index was built on a set of indicators for each of the 17 SDGs using the most recent published data. Indicators
among the 232 SDG indicators (IAEG-SDGs, 2016) proposed by the Inter-Agency and Expert Group on SDG Indicators
(IAEG-SDGs), and recently endorsed by the UN Statistical Commission that met the five criteria outlined above were
included. Some official SDG indicators have adequate data coverage, but could not be included in the SDG Index and
Dashboards as they did not permit a ranking of countries or the definition of quantitative thresholds applicable to all
countries (criterion 1 above). For example, countries specialize in different economic sectors, so there is no “correct”
threshold of manufacturing as a share of GDP that all countries should aim for. While individual countries may find the
share of manufacturing value-added highly useful for developing long-term strategies for (re-)industrialization, it is not
possible to define a common global threshold for the SDGs. Other official SDG indicators are similarly useful at the country
level, but cannot serve as a yardstick for comparing countries’ performance internationally.

Where official SDG indicators did not meet the criteria for data selection or where indicator gaps remained, we considered
official and other metrics published in the peer-reviewed literature, as well as major databases and reports on development
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|. Data selection

and environmental indicators (Kroll, 2015; OECD, 2016; SDSN, 2015; UNDP, 2015a; World Bank, 2016a). We extended and
revised an earlier SDG Index, which covered OECD countries only, (Kroll, 2015) and jointly improved its methodology. In this
process, we consulted with a broad range of experts and conducted a public consultation on an earlier draft of the global
version of the SDG Index that generated 56 submissions (SDSN, 2016).

We were able to include 83 global indicators from a broad range of data sources (Table 2.1). The revised set of indicators
includes new indicators, particularly for international spillover effects, and revisions to fill in gaps and better align the SDG
Index and Dashboards with the official SDG Indicators (Table 2.2). The global SDG Index comprises 157 of the 193 UN
Member States (Table 2.3). OECD countries have more accurate and better data available across a wide range of indicators,
so we included 16 additional variables for these countries in the global SDG Index to create an Augmented SDG Index for
OECD countries (Table 2.1).

C. Missing Data

The purpose of the SDG Index and Dashboards is to guide countries’ discussions on their SDG priorities based on available and
robust data. For this reason, and since many SDG priorities lack widely accepted statistical models for imputing country-level
data, we generally did not impute or model any missing data. We made exceptions for the following variables that would
otherwise not have been included because of missing data:

e Prevalence of wasting in children under 5 years of age (%): UNICEF et al. (2016) report an average prevalence of
wasting in high-income countries of 0.75%. We assumed this value for high-income countries with missing data.

e Prevalence of stunting (low height-for-age) in children under 5 years of age (%): UNICEF et al. (2016) report an
average prevalence of wasting in high-income countries of 2.58%. We assumed this value for high-income countries
with missing data.

e Prevalence of undernourishment (% of population): FAO et al. (2015) report 14.7 million undernourished
people in developed regions, which corresponds to an average prevalence of 1.17% in the developed regions. We
assumed a 1.2% prevalence rate for each high-income country (World Bank, 2016b) with missing data.

¢ Research and development expenditure (% of GDP): We assumed zero R&D expenditure for low-income countries
that did not report any data for this variable.

e Percentage of children 5-14 years involved in child labor: The best performing upper-middle-income countries
have a child labor rate of 1% (UNICEF, 2015). We assumed 0% child labor for high-income countries for which no
data was reported.

For several indicators included in the SDG Index data is missing for some countries. Raw data included in the construction
of the SDG Index and Dashboards is available for download on www.sdgindex.org.Since the SDG Index compares countries
it is important to avoid excessive bias through missing variables. The SDG Index therefore only includes countries that have
data for at least 80% of the variables included in the global SDG Index or the Augmented SDG Index for OECD countries.
However, for several indicators included in the SDG Index, data is missing for some countries. All OECD countries had
sufficient data for inclusion, and 157 countries met this test globally, including several countries with a national population
less than 1 million. Table 2.3 lists the countries that are not included in this version of the SDG Index and Dashboards.

In the 2017 version, only 36 UN Member States could not be included due to insufficient data availability. Of these
countries 10 are high-income, 12 upper-middle-income, 8 lower-middle-income and 6 low-income countries according to
the World Bank classification (World Bank, 2016b). Among the excluded countries, 28 have a population under 1 million. In
comparison, the 2016 version of the SDG Index and Dashboards excluded 44 countries due to limited data availability.

W,
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|. Data selection

Many of the countries not included face major challenges in achieving the SDGs. Investing in their capacity to generate
high-quality data is a priority for establishing better SDG baselines in order to eventually inform policy priorities and
resource allocation.

In reviewing results for the 2016 SDG Index and Dashboards as well as draft versions of the 2017 report, some national
statistical offices have pointed out discrepancies between the data reported internationally and their national statistics. In
some cases, recent national data might not yet have been included in international statistics published by the World Bank or
United Nations organizations. In other cases, the latter modify national data to ensure consistency with data reported from
other sources. These issues are frequently discussed in the Statistical Commission and with specialized UN agencies. It is not
possible for the Bertelsmann Stiftung and the SDSN to resolve these discrepancies. To ensure international comparability of
the SDG Index and Dashboards, we use internationally consistent data from international sources. We recognize that in some
cases the international data may be inferior to national data. Where such discrepancies have been flagged to us we estimate
their impact on the country’s SDG Index score and ranking. These results are presented in the country profiles (Part 3).

-
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Il. METHOD FOR CONSTRUCTING THE SDG INDEX

The procedure for calculating the SDG Index comprised four steps: (i) perform statistical tests for normality and censor
extreme values from the distribution of each indicator; (ii) rescale the data to ensure comparability across indicators; (i)
aggregate the indicators within and across SDGs; and (iv)conduct sensitivity and other statistical tests on the SDG Index.
These steps are described in detail below:

A. Statistical Tests and Censoring of Extreme Values

Using a broad array of indicators presented in Table 2.1 (summary statistics in Table 2.4), we conducted statistical tests to
determine whether the variables considered in the SDG Index were normally distributed. These tests include skewness and
kurtosis tests for normality as well as Shapiro-Wilk (Shapiro and Wilk, 1965) and Shapiro—Francia tests. For most indicators
we could reject the normality hypothesis at the 5% significance level. Often the deviation from normality was substantial,
rendering some common statistical techniques invalid.

Since the underlying data was not normally distributed, we did not use Z-scores to construct the composite indices even
though this is the most commonly used method (OECD, 2016). A related reason for not using Z-scores was that the objective
of the SDGs is for all countries to achieve common goal thresholds, including universal coverage of basic infrastructure

and social services. If the SDGs are achieved then the data distribution will therefore diverge from the normal distribution
underlying Z-scores. Moreover, while Z-scores track relative performance of countries by specifying the relative location of
each measurement within a certain interval, a key purpose of the SDG Index is to show how far a country is from reaching
quantitative thresholds associated with achieving the SDGs.

B. Rescaling and Addressing Extreme Values

To make the data comparable across indicators, each variable was rescaled from 0 to 100 with 0 denoting worst
performance and 100 describing the optimum. Rescaling is usually very sensitive to the choice of limits and extreme values
(outliers) at both tails of the distribution. The latter may become unintended thresholds and introduce spurious variability
in the data. Consequently, the choice of upper and lower bounds can affect the relative ranking of countries in the index.
This applies in particular to the lower bounds that affect the value and the units of the variable, which may in turn affect
rankings, while the upper bound only affects the units (Booysen, 2002; OECD and JRC, 2016).

The upper bound for each indicator was determined using a five-step decision tree:!

1. Use the absolute quantitative thresholds outlined in the SDGs and targets: e.g. zero poverty, universal school
completion, universal access to water and sanitation, full gender equality. Some SDG targets propose relative changes
(e.g."Target 3.4:[...] reduce by one third premature mortality from non-communicable diseases”) that cannot be
translated into a global baseline today. Such targets are addressed through step 5 below.

2. Where no explicit SDG target is available, set upper bound to universal access or zero deprivation for the
following types of indicators:

a. Measures of extreme poverty (e.g. wasting), consistent with the SDG ambition to end extreme poverty in all its
forms (“leave no one behind”).
b. Public service coverage (e.g. access to contraception).

. Access to basic infrastructure (e.g. mobile phone coverage, wastewater treatment, etc.).

1. As a result of these refined standards for upper bounds, several upper bounds in Table 2.4 changed from the 2016 version.
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Il. Method for Constructing the SDG Index

3. Where science-based targets exist that must be achieved by 2030 or later, use these to set 100% upper bound
(e.g. zero greenhouse gas emissions from electricity as required by no later than 2070 to stay within 2°C, 100% sustainable
management of fisheries).

4. Where many countries already exceed an SDG target, use the average of the top 5 performers (e.g. child mortality).

5. For all other indicators use the average of the top 5 performers.

This five-step process interprets the SDGs as “stretch targets”and focuses attention on the indicators that highlight where a
country is lagging behind. Each indicator distribution was censored, so that all values exceeding the upper bound scored
100, and values below the lower bound scored 0.

In some cases, the upper bound exceeded the thresholds to be met by 2030 in order to achieve the SDGs. For example, the
SDGs call for reducing child mortality to no more than 25 per 1000 live births, but many countries have already exceeded this
threshold (i.e. have mortality rates under 25 per 1000). By defining the upper bound as the "best” outcome (e.g. 0 mortality
per 1000) — not the SDG achievement threshold — the SDG Index rewards improvements across the full distribution. This is
particularly important for countries that have already achieved some SDG thresholds, but still lag behind other countries on
this metric. See Table 2.5 for a full description of the bounds used for each variable.
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Some countries already exceed the upper bound of some indicators today and more will do so in the coming years as the
world progresses towards the SDGs.

To remove the effect of extreme values, which can skew the results of a composite index, the OECD (OECD and JRC, 2016)
recommends censoring the data at the bottom 2.5" percentile as the minimum value for the normalization. We applied
this approach to the lower bound and censored data at this level. The two exceptions to this rule are “Tax Haven Score
(0-5)", where we retain the worst value (5), and "Freshwater withdrawal (%), the lower bound of which is set at 100%.

After establishing the upper and lower bounds, variables were transformed linearly to a scale between 0 and 100 using the
following rescaling formula for the range [0; 100]:

X — min(x)

max(x) — min(x) (Equation 1)

where x is the raw data value; max/min denote the bounds for best and worst performance, respectively; and x'is the
normalized value after rescaling.

The rescaling equation ensured that all rescaled variables were expressed as ascending variables (i.e. higher values denoted
better performance). In this way, the rescaled data became easy to interpret and compare across all indicators: a country
that scores 50 on a variable is half-way towards achieving the optimum value, and a country with a score of 75 has covered
three quarters of the distance from worst to best.

C. Weighting and Aggregation

To arrive at a composite SDG Index, the constituent components needed to be weighted and aggregated. Different
weightings of individual SDGs can have important implications on countries’ performance and relative rankings in an SDG
Index (Booysen, 2002). This issue is further compounded by the fact that the SDGs combine policy means (e.g. official
development assistance) and policy ends (e.g. healthy life expectancy).
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The results of several rounds of expert consultations on earlier drafts of the SDG Index made clear that there was no
consensus across different epistemic communities on assigning higher weights to some SDGs over others. This confirms
experiences with other composite indices that there is no universally agreed answer to this “weighting problem” (Booysen,
2002). Some composite indices, such as the OECD Better Life Index (OECD, 2015a), therefore allow users to select the
weights they attach to the components of an index. Such a flexible weighting methodology can be appropriate for
measures of well-being because each user has an immediate and subjective experience of what a “better life” means for
her or him. In contrast, the SDGs describe a broad spectrum of policy challenges that few individuals or institutions master
in their full breadth. Moreover, flexible weightings might encourage countries to “‘cherry-pick”the SDGs that are easier to
achieve and leave aside equally important ones that require deeper transformations. For these reasons, we considered
subjective and flexible weightings less suitable for the SDG Index.

As a normative assumption, we therefore opted for fixed weights and decided to give equal weight to every SDG to reflect
policymakers'commitment to treat all SDGs equally and as an “integrated and indivisible” set of goals (United Nations, 2015,
para. 5). This implies that to improve their SDG Index score countries need to place attention on all goals with a particular
focus on goals where they are furthest from achieving the SDGs and where incremental progress might therefore be
expected to be fastest.

Consequently, the aggregation for the SDG Index proceeded in two steps. First, the rescaled variables were combined
for each SDG before being aggregated across goals. This approach also allows for the later addition of new variables for a
particular SDG without affecting the relative weight of each SDG in the overall score.

Just like the weighting, the method for aggregating different variables into a single index can have profound implications
on the overall ranking (OECD and JRC, 2016; Rickels et al., 2014). To allow for maximum flexibility in aggregating data, one
can use the standard constant-elasticity-of-substitution (CES) function (Arrow et al., 1961; Blackorby and Donaldson, 1982)
(Equation 2) to generate the SDG Index score /jjfor SDGj and country i.

Nij "

1 Y
1y (sz,lz'j/e,P) = ~— i

k=1 (Equation 2)

Where ljjk is the score of indicator k under SDG j for country i; Nij denotes the number of indicators for SDGi; and p
describes the substitutability across components of the indicator with a permissible range of -1 < p < e (Arrow et al,, 1961).
An equivalent CES equation is used to aggregate the SDG Index scores /ij for country j into the overall country score /j.

The elasticity of substitution o across components of the SDG Index is defined as:
1
0= 1+p (Equation 3)

With0 <0< and

pP=— (Equation 4)

W,
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Il. Method for Constructing the SDG Index

Three special cases of this CES function are frequently considered. First, if the components of the aggregate index are
perfect substitutes (o = e, p =-1) then regress on one indicator (e.g. Gini index) can be offset by progress on another indicator
(e.g. child mortality rate). This case is often referred to as “weak sustainability”. The CES function with equal weights across
components then assumes the form of the arithmetic mean:

]z‘j (]\/'ij’ ]ﬁk) = Z Ni Iijk (Equation 5)
k=1 Y

Second, strong sustainability occurs when the components of the SDG Index are not substitutable (6 =0, p = o0). In this
case the CES function turns into a Leontief production function with orthogonal isoquants where the score /ij of a country i
and SDG j is determined by the country’s lowest score fijk across all SDG indicators k:

1,U3) = Min { Ly, } (Equation 6)

Finally, an intermediate case of linear substitutability is given by the Cobb-Douglas production function withc=1and p = 1.
In this case the SDG Index lij becomes the geometric mean of the indices ljjk:

Ny
N..
_ q
1y (N, L) = 1_[ i (Equation 7)
k=1

The geometric mean is often used to aggregate heterogeneous variables with limited substitutability and in cases where
the focus of the analysis is on percentage changes instead of absolute changes. A prominent example is the Human
Development Index (HDI), which changed its method of aggregation across three dimensions from arithmetic to geometric
mean in 2010 (UNDP, 2015a).

To aggregate indicator scores within each SDG we used the arithmetic mean (“weak sustainability”) because each SDG
describes a set of broadly complementary policy priorities. This implies that countries are indifferent to adding a unit

of progress on any of the indicators comprised under an SDG. In line with our method for weighting across goals, each
indicator was weighted equally. As a result, the relative weight of each indicator in a goal was inversely proportional to the
number of indicators considered under that goal.

We considered all three options (arithmetic mean, geometric average, and Leontief function) for aggregating SDG scores

lij across SDGs j. Since the SDGs are an integrated and indivisible agenda requiring progress towards all goals, perfect
substitutability across goals, as required for using the arithmetic mean, cannot be assumed outright. The geometric average
has the advantage of reflecting an assumed “penalty” on very low scores, unlike the arithmetic mean. Meanwhile, the
Leontief minimum function focuses on the single SDG and where a country performs worst, which is a poor indication of
how the country performs across the 17 goals. We therefore considered both the arithmetic and geometric averages as two
plausible approaches. Both yielded similar results with a correlation coefficient of 0.977 and very similar rankings (Table 2.6).
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II. Method for Constructing the SDG Index

Compared with the geometric mean the arithmetic average has the advantage of simplicity of interpretation: an index
score between 0 and 100 reflects the average initial placement of the country between worst and best on the average of
the 17 goals. Based on the similarity of results confirmed by additional sensitivity tests (see below) and the greater ease of
interpretation of the arithmetic mean, we opted for the latter to aggregate goal indices /ij across SDGs j.

A country’s overall SDG Index score was therefore estimated by combining equation 4 for aggregation within and across

SDGs to yield equation 8:
Nj
Z 1,
N;;

iJ
ij

N

Il(N N1]>I1]k) - Z
J

=1 k=

(Equation 8)

2=

Where li is the index score for country i, Ni the number of SDGs for which the country has data, Nij the number of indicators
for SDG j for which country i has data, and lijk denotes the score of indicator k under SDG j for country i. The final index scores
are reported in Table 2.7.

D. Sensitivity and other Statistical Tests on SDG Index

As a further robustness test we calculated the median rank between the arithmetic and geometric ranks as shown in
Table 2.6. The volatility between ranks is limited — only a handful of countries have more than 10 positions difference
between the arithmetic and the median rank. These differences were due to the properties of the geometric mean, which
unlike the arithmetic mean penalizes very low scores on specific goals. As a result, countries at the bottom of the SDG
Index distribution obtain extremely low overall scores when using the geometric mean. This finding further corroborated
the decision to opt for the simpler and easier-to-interpret arithmetic mean.

To test the robustness of the upper and lower bounds used for the normalization of variables (Equation 1), we considered
alternative approaches to setting “worst” (score = 0) performance. As an alternative to censoring the datasets at the 2.5th
percentile to establish the lower bound, we also considered censoring at the 5th percentile, as well as using the average of
the bottom 5 performers as the lower bound. Upper bounds were left unchanged since they reflect the goal benchmarks
to be achieved by 2030. The resulting rankings showed that only a limited number of country rankings were affected

by the different methods for setting lower bounds. As a result, the findings are seen to be robust with regards to the
specification of the lower bounds.
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[1l. METHOD FOR CONSTRUCTING THE SDG DASHBOARDS

The SDG Dashboards use the same data as the SDG Index after censoring and rescaling. We introduced additional
quantitative thresholds for each indicator to group countries in a “traffic-light” table. Aggregating across all indicators for a goal
yielded an overall score for each SDG and each country, which was used to assign a color band according to set thresholds.

A. Thresholds

To assess a country’s progress on a particular indicator, we considered four color bands.? The green band is bounded by
the maximum that can be achieved for each variable (i.e. the upper bound) and the threshold for achieving the SDG. Three
color bands ranging from yellow to orange and red denote an increasing distance from SDG achievement. The red band

is bounded at the bottom by the value of the 2.5" percentile of the distribution. Upper and lower bounds are the same as
for the SDG Index. Additional thresholds were established in consultation with experts, and the country assessments were
subject to a public consultation (SDSN, 2016) and direct consultations with members of the Sustainable Development
Solutions Network. All thresholds were specified in absolute terms and apply to all countries (Table 2.5).

B. Weighting and Aggregation

The purpose of the SDG Dashboards is to highlight those SDGs that require particular attention in each country and
therefore should be prioritized for early action. For the design of the SDG Dashboards, the same issues related to weighting
and aggregation of indicators applies, as discussed above for the SDG Index.

Averaging across all indicators for an SDG might hide areas of policy concern if a country performs well on most indicators
but faces serious shortfalls on one or two metrics within the same SDG. This applies particularly to high-income and upper-
middle-income countries that have made significant progress on many SDG dimensions but may face serious shortfalls on
individual variables.

As a result, the 2017 SDG Dashboards aggregate indicator ratings for each SDG by estimating the average of the two
variables on which a country performed worst. To this end, the indicator values were first rescaled from 0 to 3, where 0
corresponds to the lower bound, 1 to the value of the threshold between red and orange (“red threshold”), 2 to the value
of the threshold between yellow and green (‘green threshold”), and 3 to the upper bound. For all indicators, the yellow/
orange threshold was set as the value halfway between the red and green thresholds (1.5). Each interval between 0 and 3
is continuous.

We then took the average of the two rescaled variables on which the country performed worst to identify the rating for the
goal. We applied an additional rule that in order to score green for the goal both indicators had to be green — otherwise
the goal would be rated yellow. Thus for a country to score green on a SDGs, it would have to score green on all indicators.
Similarly, a red score was applied only if both worst-performing indicators score red. If the country has only one data point
under the SDG then the color rating for that indicator determines the overall rating for the goal. In comparison with the
2016 SDG Dashboards, this revised dashboard methodology? increases the share of yellow/orange ratings.

SDG Dashboards highlight major challenges across most SDGs for poorer countries, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa. We
therefore considered using different aggregation methodologies for OECD and non-OECD countries, such as the minimum

2. The 2016 SDG Dashboards used only three color bands (red, yellow, green). We expanded the number of bands to improve the granularity of the SDG
Dashboards.

3. In comparison, the 2016 SDG Dashboards used the Leontief Minimum function (Equation 6) to aggregate indicator scores for each SDG. The score for each
goal was determined by the variable on which the country performs worst. We have since found that the ratings resulting from this approach were too
tough and highly sensitive to data issues with the worst-performing indicator. As a result, results for the 2016 and 2017 Dashboards are not comparable.

R\
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IIl. Method for Constructing the SDG Dashboards

function and the arithmetic mean. However, such different approaches yielded stark differences in results between
countries that were at the intersection of both groups. In particular, non-OECD high-income or upper-middle-income
countries ended up with significantly fewer "red” SDGs than their peers inside the OECD. To avoid such boundary effects,
the same methodology is was applied to all countries.

As with the SDG Index, every UN member country with data for at least 80% of the variables was included in the SDG
Dashboards (Table 2.3). Since ocean data for SDG 14 was only available for countries with a seashore, we applied the
80% threshold to the 116 non-landlocked countries with a population greater than 1 million.

OECD countries have access to more data and possess the resources to make rapid progress towards achieving each of the
SDGs. Because of this, a separate Dashboards for OECD countries with additional and substituted variables was developed.
Since the OECD produces better and more easily comparable data on unemployment than is available internationally, the
corresponding indicator for the Dashboards for OECD countries replaced the variable used in the global SDG Dashboards.
Similarly, the indicator on municipal solid waste was replaced by an indicator factoring in recycling rates (Table 2.1).

W,
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IV. METHODOLOGICAL AND DATA LIMITATIONS

In spite of significant methodological enhancement and better data compared with the 2016 edition, there are several
limitations of this effort to establish internationally comparable country baselines for the SDGs.

An equal weighting of all SDGs, as proposed in the SDG Index, will lead higher-income countries to perform better on average:
These countries tend to perform better on most economic and social SDG priorities. They also perform better on some “local”
environmental priorities, including access to wastewater treatment, deforestation rates, and rates of biodiversity loss. Rich
countries perform worse on greenhouse gas emissions and some metrics for sustainable consumption and production, but
these represent a small share of SDG indicators considered in this SDG Index. Consequently, the results of the SDG Index may
be biased towards richer countries. The 2017 SDG Index reduces this bias through the inclusion of many spillover indicators.

A few SDGs and their targets focus on cross-country effects or global public goods. For example, SDG 10 calls for reducing
inequality within and between countries. The SDG Index and Dashboards consider each country separately and therefore
cannot track progress towards reducing inequality between countries or promoting global public goods. Such SDG priorities
will require other analytical tools not included here.

Many proposed official SDG indicators lack data for the majority of countries and could therefore not be included in this
SDG Index and Dashboards. Other countries lack data for some SDGs. Since we did not model the missing data, such data
gaps introduce a slight bias in the computation of the SDG Index and Dashboards.

Owing to limited data availability and lack of metrics for key SDG priorities, this second SDG Index and Dashboards presents
an improved but still incomplete picture of SDG baselines. As data availability improves and new estimation techniques
become available, subsequent editions of the SDG Index and Dashboard may include additional variables.

Not all data for SDG Indicators is updated annually and at the same time for all countries. In particular household and other

surveys are conducted infrequently and at different times across countries. Moreover, the data might become available with
lags of several years, as is the case with estimates of headcount poverty rates. As a result, updated editions of the SDG Index
may not be fully comparable with earlier versions, and may not reflect the most recent developments in each country.

We used the most recent available data for each indicator and did not consider historical data since the availability of such
time series data was too limited for most variables, with metrics for economic development and health being notable
exceptions. Estimating year-on-year changes would require modeling of all variables, as done for health by the Global
Burden of Disease Collaboration (Global Burden of Disease Collaborators, 2016). Data of comparable quality and models
of sufficient robustness were not available for a sufficient number of SDG priority areas to estimate trends in data for the
overall SDG Index. As a result, we could not infer how fast countries had been progressing towards achieving the SDGs.

We opted against including momentum data available for a subset of SDG metrics since doing so would have skewed

the analysis towards increasing the weight of variables for which such trend data was available. Modeling across time and
countries for all SDG priorities would require major efforts that could not be accomplished in this edition of the SDG Index
and Dashboards. Moreover, it would risk diverting attention away from the investments needed to fill current data gaps.

We made one exception for SDG 1 on poverty: In addition to the updated poverty headcount data provided by World
Data Lab (2017)we included an indicator on the speed of headcount poverty reduction provided by the same authors.
Based on recent trend data this variable estimates whether a country will end extreme poverty before 2030. This provides
a second indicator on this headline goal of the SDGs and allows the SDG Dashboard to analyze the complex phenomenon
of extreme poverty more comprehensively.
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IV. Methodological and Data Limitations

In addition, the SDG Dashboards do not yet capture important regional challenges that are less relevant at the global level,
such as neglected tropical diseases, malaria, or inequality in education outcomes. Similarly, many Small-Island-Developing
States lack adequate data for inclusion as described in Table 2.3 in the global SDG Index and Dashboards, so tools could

be developed that better address the specific needs of these countries. The Caribbean SIDS has launched an initiative to
collect and complete data available for Caribbean economies to develop regional and country SDG indices.
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V. TABLES

Table 2.1| Indicators used in the SDG Index and Dashboards

Description of indicators used in the global SDG Index and Dashboards. Indicators used only in the Augmented SDG Index and Dashboards for
(b), respectively, denoting an addition or the replacement of a corresponding indicator from the global indicator
set. Indicators that are identical or similar to indicators in the official database (adopted by the UN Statistical Commission, UNSC) are noted as @

OECD countries are marked (a) or

and o respectively.

Poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/day (%)

Projected poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/day (%) in 2030
Poverty line 50% (%)

Prevalence of undernourishment (%)

Prevalence of stunting, under-5s (%)

Prevalence of wasting, under-5s (%)

Prevalence of adult obesity (%)

Cereal yield (t/ha)
Sust. Nitrogen Management Index

Maternal mortality (per 100,000 live births)
Neonatal mortality (per 1000 live births)
Under 5 mortality (per 1000 live births)
Incidence of tuberculosis (per 100,000)

HIV prevalence (per 1,000)

Death rate from NCDs (per 100,000)

Death rate from household and ambient pollution (per 100,000)
Traffic deaths (per 100,000)

Healthy life expectancy at birth (years)
Adolescent fertility (births per 1,000)
Births attended by skilled health personnel (%)
Infants who receive 2 WHO vaccines (%)
UHC Tracer Index (0-100)

Subjective wellbeing (0-10)

Daily smokers (%, age 15+)

Net primary school enrolment rate (%)
Expected years of schooling (years)
Literacy rate of 15-24 year olds (%)
Population with tertiary education (%)
PISA score (0 -600)

Unmet demand for contraceptives (%)
Female years of schooling (% male)

Female labor force participation (% male)
Women in national parliaments (%)

Gender wage gap (% male wage)

[a]

[a]
[a]

[al

2016
2030
2012-2014
2015
2000-2015
2000-2015
2014
2014

2006/2011

2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2012
2012-2013
2013
2015
2015
2006-2015
2015
2015
2016
2008-2015
2011-2016
1990-2015
2015
2013-2015
2015
2000-2015
2000-2014
2014
2015-2016
2011-2015

World Data Lab (2017)
World Data Lab (2017)
OECD (2017a)

FAO (2017a)

UNICEF et al. (2017a)
UNICEF et al. (2017a)
WHO (2017a)

FAO (2017)

Zhang and Davidson
(2016)

WHO (2017b)
UNICEF et al. (2017b)
UNICEF et al. (2017¢)
WHO (2017¢)

GBD (2016)

WHO (2017d)

WHO (2017e)

WHO (2016)

WHO (2017f)

UNDP (2017)
UNICEF (2017)

WHO and UNICEF (2016a)
GBD (2016)

Gallup (2016)

OECD (2017a)
UNESCO (2017)
UNESCO (2017)
UNESCO (2017)
OECD (2017a)

OECD (2017b)
UNDESA (2017)

ILO (2017)

UN Women (2015)
IPU (2017)

OECD (2017a)
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V. Tables

Table 2.1 (continued)

12
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Access to improved water (%)

Access to improved sanitation (%)

Freshwater withdrawal (%)

Imported groundwater depletion (m3/year/capita)
Access to electricity (%)

Access to non-solid fuels (%)

CO; from fuels & electricity (MtCO,/TWh)
Renewable energy in final consumption (%)
Adjusted GDP growth (%)

Child labor (%)

Access to bank account or mobile-money (% adult pop.)
Employment-to-population ratio (%)

Youth not in employment, education, training (%)
Unemployment rate (%)

Internet use (%)

Mobile broadband subscriptions (per 100)
Quality of overall infrastructure (1-7)
Logistics Performance Index (1-5)

Average of top 3 university rankings (0-100)

Scientific and technical journal articles (items per capita)

Gross Domestic Expenditure on R&D (% GDP)
R&D researchers (per 1000 employed)

Patent applications (per million)
Gini index (0-100)

Palma ratio

PISA Social Justice Index (0-10)

PM2.5 in urban areas (ug/m3)

Improved water source, piped (%)

Rent burden (% disposable income)
E-waste (kg/capita)

Wastewater treated (%)

Production-based SO; emissions (kg/capita)
Net imported SO, emissions (kg/capita)
Nitrogen production footprint (kg/capita)

Net imported emissions of reactive nitrogen (kg/capita)
Non-recycled municipal solid waste (kg/person/year)

Municipal solid waste (kg/person/year)

[a]

[a]
[a]
[b]

[a]
[a]

[a]
[a]

[a]

[a]
[b]

2011-2015
2011-2015
2002-2017
2010
2014
2012
2014
2009-2012
2015
2000-2015
2011-2014
2015-2016
2013-2015
2016
2011-2015
2015

2016-2017
2016

2016

2013

2008-2014
2010-2015
2013

1990-2015

2012-2014
2015
2015
2015
2011-2014
2013
2014
2007
2007
2017
2017

2012

2012

WHO and UNICEF (2016b)
WHO and UNICEF (2016b)
FAO (2017¢)

Dalin et al. (2017)

SE4AIl (2017a)

SE4AIl (2017b)

IEA (2016)

OECD etal. (2017)

World Bank (2017a)
UNICEF (2016)

World Bank (2017)

OECD (2017a)

OECD (2017a)

ILO (2017b)

ITU (2017)

ITU (2017)

Schwab and Sala-i-Martin
(2016)

World Bank (2016¢)

Cornell University et al.
(2017)

National Science
Foundation, (2017)

UNESCO (2017a)
OECD (2017a)

OECD (2017a)

World Bank (2017¢); OECD
(2017a); UNU-WIDER (2017)

OECD (2017a)

OECD (2017b)

Brauer et al. (2016)

WHO and UNICEF (2016b)
OECD (2017a)

UNU-IAS (2015)

Hsu et al. (2016)

Zhang et al. (2017)
Zhang et al. (2017)

Oita et al. (2016)

Oita et al. (2016)

World Bank (2012); OECD
(2017a)

World Bank (2012)



Table 2.1 (continued)

13

-
~N

CO; emissions from energy (tCO,/capita)

Imported CO, emissions, tech-adjusted (tCO,/capita)
Climate change vulnerability (0-1)
Effective Carbon Rate (€/tCO,) [a]

Marine sites, mean protected area (%)

Ocean Health Index - Biodiversity (0-100)
Ocean Health Index - Clean waters (0-100)
Ocean Health Index - Fisheries (0-100)

Fish stocks overexploited or collapsed (%)

Terrestrial sites, mean protected area (%)

Freshwater sites, mean protected area (%)

Red List Index of species survival (0-1)
Annual change in forest area (%)
Imported biodiversity impacts (species/million people)

Homicides (per 100,000)
Prison population (per 100,000)
Feel safe walking at night (%)

Government efficiency (1-7)
Property rights (1-7)
Registered births (%)

Corruption Perception Index (0-100)

Slavery Score (0-100)

Conventional weapons exports (USSm per 100,000 people)

Health, Education & R&D spending (% GDP)

Official development assistance (% GNI)
Tax revenue (% GDP)
Tax Haven Score (best 0-5 worst)

Secrecy Score (best 0-100 worst) [a]

Source: Authors' analysis

2013

2016
2014
2016

2017

2016
2016
2016
2010

2017

2017

2017

2014

2016

2010-2014
2014-2015
2016

2016-2017

2016-2017

2010-2015

2016

2016

2014

2009-2015

2015
2009-2015
2016
2015

V. Tables

Oak Ridge National
Laboratory (2017)

Kander et al. (2015)
HCSS (2015)

OECD (2017a)

BirdLife International et
al. (2017)

Ocean Health Index (2016)
Ocean Health Index (2016)
Ocean Health Index (2016)

Hsu et al. (2016)
BirdLife International et
al. (2017)

BirdLife International et
al. (2017)

IUCN and BirdLife
International (2017)
Hsu et al. (2016)

Chaudhary and Kastner
(2016)

UNODC (2016)
ICPR (2016)

Gallup (2016)

Schwab and Sala-i-Martin
(2016)

Schwab and Sala-i-Martin
(2016)

UNICEF (2016b)
Transparency International
(2016)

Walk Free Foundation
(2016)

Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute
(2017)

UNESCO (2017b); WHO
(20179)

OECD (2017a)

World Bank (2017¢)
Oxfam (2016)

Tax Justice Network (2015)
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V. Tables

Table 2.2| Changes made to indicators for the 2017 edition compared with the 2016 version

Poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/day (%)

- Projected poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/day (%) in 2030
HIV prevalence (per 1,000)
Death rate from NCDs (per 100,000)

Death rate from household and ambient pollution (per 100,000)

Births attended by skilled health personnel (%)

Universal Health Coverage Tracer Index (0-100)
n Imported groundwater depletion (m3/year/capita)
“ Access to bank account or mobile-money (% adult pop.)

Logistics Performance Index (1-5)

Average of top 3 university rankings (0-100)

Scientific and technical journal articles (items capita)
n Rent burden (% disposable income)

E-waste (kg/capita)

Production-based SO, emissions (kg/capita)

P2 Netimported SO, emissions (kg/capita)

Nitrogen production footprint (kg/capita)

Net imported emissions of reactive nitrogen (kg/capita)

Imported CO; emissions, tech-adjusted (tCO/capita)
n Effective Carbon Rate (€/tCO,)
n Marine sites, mean protected area (%)

Terrestrial sites, mean protected area (%)

Freshwater sites, mean protected area (%)

Imported biodiversity impacts (species/million people)

Slavery Score (0-100)

Conventional weapons exports (USSm per 100,000 people)

Health & Education spending (% GDP)
Official development assistance (% GNI)
Tax Haven Score (best 0-5 worst)

Secrecy Score (best 0-100 worst)

Source: Authors' analysis

Change of indicator source

New addition

New addition

New addition

New addition

New addition

New addition

New addition / Spillover indicator

Replaces “Number of ATMs per 1000”

Revised methodology

New addition

New addition

Replaces “Rooms per person” (OECD only)

New addition

New addition

New addition / Spillover indicator

New addition

New addition / Spillover indicator

New addition / Spillover indicator

New addition (OECD only)

Replaces “Marine sites of importance completely protected (%)”
Replaces “Terrestrial sites of importance completely protected (%)”
New addition

New addition / Spillover indicator

New addition

New addition / Spillover indicator

Replaces “Health, Education & R&D spending (%GDP)”
New addition / Spillover indicator

New addition / Spillover indicator

New addition / Spillover indicator
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V. Tables

Table 2.3 | Countries not included in the SDG Index and Dashboards due to insufficient data availability

“Missing indicators” denotes the share of the 83 indicators used in the global version of the SDG Index and Dashboards for which the country lacks data.

Country Missing Indicators (%) Country Missing Indicators (%)

Andorra 52% Micronesia, Fed. Sts. 45%
Antigua and Barbuda 39% Monaco 62%
Bahamas, The 29% Nauru 65%
Brunei Darussalam 28% Palau 59%
Cabo Verde 22% Papua New Guinea 22%
Comoros 32% Samoa 34% <
Dominica 52% San Marino 71% ﬂ
Equatorial Guinea 27% Sao Tome and Principe 24% g
Eritrea 22% Seychelles 35% 8
Fiji 23% Solomon Islands 30% 6
Grenada 44% Somalia 26% Q
Guinea-Bissau 23% South Sudan 32%
Kiribati 44% St. Kitts and Nevis 56%
Korea, Dem. People’s Rep. 34% St. Lucia 34%
Libya 22% St.Vincent and the Grenadines 44%
Liechtenstein 73% Tonga 35%
Maldives 22% Tuvalu 59%
Marshall Islands 51% Vanuatu 27%

Source: Authors' analysis
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V. Tables

Table 24| Summary statistics for indicators included in the SDG Index and Dashboards

Number of observations (N), statistical mean (Mean), standard deviation (SD), the minimum (Min) and maximum (Max) values across all countries
with data availability. * Indicator only included in augmented SDG Index for OECD countries.

m Variable \' Mean SD Min Max
Poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/day (%) 181 13.7 20 0 79.7
Projected poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/day (%) in 2030 181 9.7 17 0 82

I Poverty line 50% (%)* 36 114 3.8 4.6 18.6
Prevalence of undernourishment (%) 162 10.1 1 1.2 53.4
Prevalence of stunting, under-5s (%) 182 18.1 14.7 13 59.3

2 Prevalence of wasting, under-5s (%) 181 49 4.8 0 22.7
Prevalence of adult obesity (%) 189 19.3 10.6 2.2 47.6
Cereal yield (t/ha) 175 3.6 3.2 0 24.5
Maternal mortality (per 100,000 live births) 181 170.2 233.2 3 1360
Neonatal mortality (per 1000 live births) 192 13.7 1.3 0.7 48.7
Under 5 mortality (per 1000 live births) 192 32 327 19 156.9
Incidence of tuberculosis (per 100,000) 192 118 153.8 0 834
HIV prevalence (per 1,000) 186 1.1 3.7 0 27.4
Death rate from NCDs (per 100,000) 172 19 5.8 9.1 40.8
Death rate from household and ambient pollution (per 100,000) 190 67.9 81.9 0 460.9

3 Traffic deaths (per 100,000) 178 16.7 10 0 734
Healthy life expectancy at birth (years) 183 62.8 7.2 44.4 749
Adolescent fertility (births per 1,000) 183 47.5 39.7 0.5 201.2
Births attended by skilled health personnel (%) 161 82.7 22.8 15.5 100
Infants who receive 2 WHO vaccines (%) 192 85.3 15.8 16 99
UHC Tracer Index (0-100) 186 75.2 15.2 233 94.6
Subjective wellbeing (0-10) 136 5.4 1.2 2.7 7.7
Daily smokers (%, age 15+)* 44 19.2 58 7.6 379
Net primary school enrolment rate (%) 159 89.4 121 28.1 100
Expected years of schooling (years) 186 8.4 31 14 134
Literacy rate of 15-24 year olds (%) 149 90.2 15.2 26.6 100
Population with tertiary education (%)* 35 345 10 16.3 55.2
PISA score (0 -600)* 35 492 26.1 415.7 5289
Unmet demand for contraceptives (%) 183 39.1 209 54 93
Female years of schooling (% male) 167 87.8 18.7 27.1 132.7
Female labor force participation (% male) 177 71 19.3 18.7 103.6
Women in national parliaments (%) 193 20.7 12.1 0 63.8
Gender wage gap (% male wage)* 38 14.2 7.3 33 36.7
Access to improved water (%) 187 88.5 15.1 31.7 100
Access to improved sanitation (%) 185 72.2 294 6.7 100
Freshwater withdrawal (%) 173 51.3 228.2 0 2075
Imported groundwater depletion (m3/year/capita) 170 10.4 183 0.1 148.2
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V. Tables

Table 2.4 (continued)
Access to electricity (%) 193 80.3 29.8 45 100
Access to non-solid fuels (%) 191 66.4 36.9 2 100
! CO; from fuels & electricity (MtCO,/TWh) 137 1.7 2.8 0.1 28.7
Renewable energy in final consumption (%) 177 337 29.8 0 96.6
Adjusted GDP growth (%) 162 -24 47 -17.8 13.6
Child labor (%) 162 10.9 12.2 0 49
Access to bank account or mobile-money (% adult pop.) 151 56 309 2.2 100 rgn
Employment-to-population ratio (%)* 37 67.1 83 437 84.7 E'
Youth not in employment, education, training (%)* 40 15 5.4 6.2 28.8 o
Unemployment rate (%) 177 8.6 6.3 0.2 314 8
Internet use (%) 192 46.5 28.8 0 98.2 6
Mobile broadband subscriptions (per 100) 178 47.4 34.1 0 144.1 Q
Quality of overall infrastructure (1-7) 149 3.9 1.1 1.6 6.5
Logistics Performance Index (1-5) 165 2.7 0.7 1.5 4.4
Average of top 3 university rankings (0-100) 172 16.8 26.3 0 99.1
Scientific and technical journal articles (items capita) 190 0.34 0.57 0 26
Gross Domestic Expenditure on R&D (% GDP) 148 0.71 0.92 0 429
R&D researchers (per 1000 employed)* 1 8 4 0.6 17.4
Patent applications (per million)* 53 21 31.6 0 147.7
Gini index (0-100) 161 39.1 83 24.1 63.4
Palma ratio* 36 1.26 0.41 0.83 2.62
n PISA Social Justice Index (0-10)* 41 6.4 17 2 9
PM2.5 in urban areas (ug/m3) 186 26 18.4 34 104.2
Improved water source, piped (%) 174 74.6 29.5 35 100
H Rent burden (% disposable income)* 31 229 6.1 6.4 32.1
E-waste (kg/capita) 181 75 7.1 0.2 283
Wastewater treated (%) 166 258 337 0 100
Production-based SO, emissions (kg/capita) 159 13.5 235 0.4 176.3
Net imported SO, emissions (kg/capita) 187 1.6 12 -52 60.9
- Nitrogen production footprint (kg/capita) 146 28 21.2 1 139.8
Net imported emissions of reactive nitrogen (kg/capita) 128 6.9 217.2 -1223.5 965.4
Non-recycled municipal solid waste (kg/person/year)* 32 141 0.44 0.51 2.36
Municipal solid waste (kg/person/year) 159 1.52 1.54 0.09 14.4
CO;, emissions from energy (tCO,/capita) 190 46 59 0 40.5
Imported CO, emissions, tech-adjusted (tCO,/capita) 175 03 44 -19.5 48.5
LE) Climate change vulnerability (0-1) 158 0.11 0.09 0.01 0.43
Effective Carbon Rate (€/tCO,)* 41 15.6 16.3 -0.1 67
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V. Tables

Table 2.4 (continued)

1

Source: Authol

Variable

Marine sites, mean protected area (%)
Ocean Health Index - Biodiversity (0-100)
Ocean Health Index - Clean waters (0-100)
Ocean Health Index - Fisheries (0-100)
Fish stocks overexploited or collapsed (%)
Terrestrial sites, mean protected area (%)
Freshwater sites, mean protected area (%)
Red List Index of species survival (0-1)
Annual change in forest area (%)
Imported biodiversity impacts (species/million people)
Homicides (per 100,000)

Prison population (per 100,000)

Feel safe walking at night (%)
Government efficiency (1-7)

Property rights (1-7)

Registered births (%)

Corruption Perception Index (0-100)

Slavery Score (0-100)

Conventional weapons exports (USSm per 100,000 people)
Health & Education spending (% GDP)

Official development assistance (% GNI)*

Tax revenue (% GDP)

Tax Haven Score (best 0-5 worst)

Secrecy Score (best 0-100 worst)*

15" analysis

134
147
147
147
112
188
136
193
120
158
191
189
128
149
149
166
170
164
193
149

96
157
35

SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2017 {:} Global Responsibilities

Mean

43
89
57.4
47.7
321
43.9
489
0.86
5.96
0.26
7.5
168
60.9
3.6
43

826
42.6

13.1
11.6
0.38
17.4
0.25
45.5

SD

314
58
13.7

254

26.5

30.1
0.1
4.5

0.3
10.7
136.5
159
0.8

25.1
195
283
449
37
0.34
1.1
0.9
10.3

744
24.4
16.6

0
35
0.07
0.3

30.9

100
98.1
94.3
96.1
95
100
100
0.99
24.61

2.04
74.6
799

5.9
6.5
100
90
100
397.1
239
141
99.9

726



Table 2.5 |

Indicator thresholds

V. Tables

Upper bounds (Best = 100) and lower bounds (Worst = 0) used in scaling indicators from 0 to 100, and thresholds used in constructing the SDG

Dashboards. Green denotes SDG achievement, red highlights major challenges, while yellow and orange indicate that significant challenges remain.

HH

7.35% <x<12.7% >12.7%

SDG

Description/Label

Poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/day (%)

Projected poverty headcount ratio at $1.90/
day (%) in 2030

Poverty line 50% (%)

Prevalence of undernourishment (%)
Prevalence of stunting, under-5s (%)
Prevalence of wasting, under-5s (%)
Prevalence of adult obesity (%)

Cereal yield (t/ha)

Sust. Nitrogen Management Index
Maternal mortality (per 100,000 live births)
Neonatal mortality (per 1000 live births)
Under 5 mortality (per 1000 live births)
Incidence of tuberculosis (per 100,000)
HIV prevalence (per 1,000)

Death rate from NCDs (per 100,000)

Death rate from household and ambient
pollution (per 100,000)

Traffic deaths (per 100,000)

Healthy life expectancy at birth (years)
Adolescent fertility (births per 1,000)
Births attended by skilled health personnel (%)
Infants who receive 2 WHO vaccines (%)
UHC Tracer Index (0-100)

Subjective wellbeing (0-10)

Daily smokers (%, age 15+)

Net primary school enrolment rate (%)
Expected years of schooling (years)
Literacy rate of 15-24 year olds (%)
Population with tertiary education (%)
PISA score (0 -600)

Unmet demand for contraceptives (%)
Female years of schooling (% male)
Female labor force participation (% male)
Women in national parliaments (%)

Gender wage gap (% male wage)

Best

(value=1)

0%

0.00

6.8%
0%
0%
0%

2.8%
13.7

0
34
1.1
2.6
3.6

0
9.3

0

3.2
736
2.5
100%
100%
100%
7.6
10.7%
100%
13.2
100%
48.7%
5237
0%
100%
100%
50%
0%

<2%

<1%

<10%
<7.5%
<7.5%
<5%
<10%
>2.5
<0.3

>98%
>90%
>80%
>6
<20%
>98%
=12
>95%
>25%
2493
<20%
>98%
>70%
>40%
<7.5%

2% <x<7.35%

1% <x<2%

10% < x < 12.5%
7.5% <x<11.25%
7.5% <x<11.25%

5% <x<7.5%
10% < x < 17.5%
25>x=2
03<x<05
70<x <105
12<x<15
25<x<375
10<x<425
02<x<06
15<x<20

25<x<50

84<x<126
65>x>625
25<x<375
98% > x = 94%
90% > x = 85%
80% > x = 70%
6>x255
20% < x < 22.5%
98% > x = 89%
12>x=211
95% > x = 90%
25% >x = 20%
493 > x > 446.5
20% < x < 35%
98% > x = 86.5%
70% > x = 60%
40% > x = 30%
7.5% <x<11.25%

2% <x<3%

12.5% < x < 15%
11.25% <x < 15%
11.25% <x < 15%
7.5% <x <10%
17.5% < x < 25%
2>x=15
05<x<07
105 <x <140
15<x<18
37.5<x<50
425<x<75
06<x<1

20<x<25

50<x<75

126 <x<16.8
62.5>x>60
37.5<x<50
94% > x = 90%
85% > x = 80%
70% > x = 60%
55>x=5
22.5% < x < 25%
89% > x = 80%
11>x=10
90% > x > 85%
20% >x=15%
446.5 > x = 400
35% < x <50%
86.5% > x = 75%
60% > x = 50%
30% > x = 20%
11.25% <x<15%

>3%

>15%
>15%
>15%
>10%
>25%
<15
>0.7
>140
>18
>50
>75
>1

>25

>75

>16.8
<60
>50
<90%
<80%
<60%
<5
>25%
<80%
<10
<85%
<15%
<400
>50%
<75%
<50%
<20%
>15%

Worst

(value =0)

72.6%

66.9%

18.6%
42.3%
50.2%
16.3%
35.1%
0.6
12
814
39.7
130.1
561
16.5
31

368.8

337
46.1
139.6
23.1%
42%
38.2%
33
29.8%
53.8%
23
45.2%
16.3%
415.7
85.8%
41.8%
21.5%
1.2%
36.7%
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V. Tables

Table 2.5 (continued)

SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2017 €::§ Global Responsibilities

Description/Label

Access to improved water (%)
Access to improved sanitation (%)
Freshwater withdrawal (%)

Imported groundwater depletion (m3/year/
capita)

Access to electricity (%)

Access to non-solid fuels (%)

CO; from fuels & electricity (MtCO,/TWh)
Renewable energy in final consumption (%)
Adjusted GDP growth (%)

Child labor (%)

Access to bank account or mobile-money
(% adult pop.)

Employment-to-population ratio (%)

Youth not in employment, education,
training (%)

Unemployment rate (%)

Internet use (%)

Mobile broadband subscriptions (per 100)
Quality of overall infrastructure (1-7)
Logistics Performance Index (1-5)

Average of top 3 university rankings (0-100)

Scientific and technical journal articles (items
per capita)

Gross Domestic Expenditure on R&D (% GDP)
R&D researchers (per 1000 employed)
Patent applications (per million)

Gini index (0-100)

Palma ratio

PISA Social Justice Index (0-10)

PM2.5 in urban areas (pg/m3)

Improved water source, piped (%)

Rent burden (% disposable income)
E-waste (kg/capita)

Wastewater treated (%)

Production-based SO, emissions (kg/capita)
Net imported SO, emissions (kg/capita)
Nitrogen production footprint (kg/capita)

Net imported emissions of reactive nitrogen
(kg/capita)

Non-recycled municipal solid waste (kg/
person/year)

Municipal solid waste (kg/person/year)

Best

(value=1)

100%
100%
12.5%

0.1

100%
100%

94.2%

9.1%

0%

100%

76.1%

8.7%

0.5%

100%

100%
6.3
4.2
91

2.2

3.7%
15.1
94
25.6
0.9%
8.4
6.3
100%
13.4%
0.2
100%
0.5

23

0.8

0.1

>98%
>95%
<25%

>98%
>85%

>20%
>0%
<2%

>80%

Yellow

98% > x > 89%
95% > x = 85%
25% < x < 50%

5<x<125

98% > x = 89%
85% >x=67.5%
1<x<1.25
20% >x=>15%
0% >x =-1%

2% < x < 6%
80% > x = 65%
60% > x = 55%
10% < x < 12.5%

5% <x<7.5%

80% > x = 65%

75% > x = 57.5%
45>x23.75
3>x=25
20>x=10

05>x2>03

1.5% > x = 1.25%
8>x275
20>x=15
30<x<35

1% <x<1.15%
56>x=4.8
10<x<175

98% > x = 86.5%

20% < x < 25%
5<x<75

50% > x =32.5%
10<x<20

1<x<8

8<x<29

1.5<x<7575

1<x<1.25

1<x<15

89% > x > 80%
85% >x =75%
50% < x <75%

125<x<20

89% > x = 80%
67.5% >x = 50%
1.25<x<15
15% > x = 10%
-1% >x = -2%

6% < x < 10%

65% > x = 50%

55% > x = 50%

12.5% <x < 15%

7.5% < x < 10%

65% > x = 50%

57.5% > x = 40%
375>x=3
25>x=2
10>x=0

03>x20.1

1.25% >x = 1%
75>x=27
15>x=10
35<x<40

1.15% < x < 1.3%
48>x=24
17.5<x<25

86.5% > x = 75%

25% < x < 30%
75<x<10

32.5% >x = 15%
20<x<30
8<x<15

29<x<50

75.75<x <150

1.25<x<15

15<x<2

<80%
<75%
>75%

>20

<80%
<50%
>1.5
<10%
<-2%
>10%

<50%

<50%

>15%

>10%

<50%

<40%
<3
<2
<0

<0.1

<1%
<7
<10
>40
>1.3%
<4
>25
<75%
>30%
>10
<15%
>30
>15
>50

>150

>1.5

>2

Worst

(value = 0)

50.8%
12%
100%

42.6

9.1%
2%
33

0.3%

-14.7%
39.3%

8%

43.7%

28.8%

25.9%
2.2%
1.4%

19
19

0%

0.6

0.2
60.5
2.6%

87

6.1%
32.1%

235

0%
68.3
30.1
86.5

4324

24

3.7



Table 2.5 (continued)

Description/Label

CO;, emissions from energy (tCO,/capita)

Imported CO; emissions, tech-adjusted (tCO,/
capita)

Climate change vulnerability (0-1)
Effective Carbon Rate (€/tCO,)

Marine sites, mean protected area (%)
Ocean Health Index - Biodiversity (0-100)
Ocean Health Index - Clean waters (0-100)
Ocean Health Index - Fisheries (0-100)

Fish stocks overexploited or collapsed (%)

Terrestrial sites, mean protected area (%)
Freshwater sites, mean protected area (%)
Red List Index of species survival (0-1)
Annual change in forest area (%)
Imported biodiversity impacts (species/
million people)

Homicides (per 100,000)

Prison population (per 100,000)
Feel safe walking at night (%)
Government efficiency (1-7)
Property rights (1-7)

Registered births (%)

Corruption Perception Index (0-100)
Slavery Score (0-100)

Conventional weapons exports (US$m per
100,000 people)

Health & Education spending (% GDP)
Official development assistance (% GNI)
Tax revenue (% GDP)

Tax Haven Score (best 0-5 worst)

Source: Authors' analysis

Best

(value=1)

0%
100
100%
100
100
100
0%
100%
100%

0.6%

0.3
25
90%
5.6
6.3
100%
88.6
100

20.7%
1%
30.4%

<0.1%
=70
>50%
=90
=70
=270
<25%
>50%
>50%
=209
<3%

<0.1

<15
<100
>80%
>4.5
245
>98%
260

>16%
>0.7%
>25%

<1

2<x<3

0.5<x<0.75

0.1% <x<0.15%
70 >x =50
50% > x = 30%
90 >x =85
70 >x =65
70 > x = 65
25% <x<37.5%
50% > x = 30%
50% > x = 30%
09>x=>0.85
3% < x <4.5%

0.1 <x<0.225

1.5<x<225
100 < x <150
80% > x = 65%
45>x23.75
45>x23.75
98% > x = 86.5%
60 >x =50
80 >x=65

1<x<255

16% > x = 12%
0.7% > x = 0.525%
25% >x = 20%
1<x<2495

3<x<4
0.75<x<1

0.15% <x<0.2%
50>x=30
30% >x = 10%
85>x2>80
65> x =60
65 >x=60
37.5% < x < 50%
30% > x = 10%
30% > x = 10%
0.85>x=0.8
4.5% < x < 6%

0.225<x<0.35

225<x<3
150 < x <200
65% > x = 50%
375>x23
375>x=23
86.5% >x = 75%
50 >x =40
65 >x=50

25.5<x<50

12% > x = 8%

20% > x > 15%
2495 <x<3.99

)

>4

>1

>0.2%
<30
<10%
<80
<60
<60
>50%
<10%
<10%
<0.8
>6%

>0.35

>3
>200
<50%
<3
<3
<75%
<40
<50

>50

<8%

0.525% >x =2 0.35% <0.35%

<15%
>3.99

V. Tables

Worst

(value =0)

3.2

0.4%
-0.1
0%

76

28,6

19.7
90.7%

4.6%
0%
0.6

18.4%

1.1

38
475
33%

24

25

11.3%

13

171.1

5.1%

0.1%

1.2%
5
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V. Tables

Table 26| SDG Indices obtained by arithmetic and geometric average across SDG scores

Comparison of SDG Index rank and score for each country using the arithmetic mean and the geometric mean. The median rank difference
records the difference between the rank based on the arithmetic mean and the median rank.

Arithmetic Geometric Arithmetic Geometric
Country S Jaee rank Country S Jee rank
| Rank_[score] Rank ] score| " | Rank_[score] Rank ] score| "
Sweden 1 85.6 1 84.3 0 Cuba 29 755 40 69.4 6
Finland 3 84.0 2 82.9 -1 .
Ukraine 39 72.7 41 69.3 1
Denmark 2 84.2 3 82.5 1 .
United States 42 724 42 69.3 0
Norway 4 83.9 4 81.8 0 =
Crech Azerbaijan 48 70.8 43 68.8 -3
zec .
Republic 5 81.9 5 80.8 0 Suriname 51 70.4 44 68.6 -4
Austria 7 814 6 80.4 I Armenia 43 71.7 45 68.4 1
Germany 6 81.7 7 803 1 Ka%akhstan 46 71.1 46 68.3 0
France 10 803 8 793 4 clils i s ) e | g
Slovenia 9 805 9 791 0 Uruguay . 7048 678 !
Belgium 1 30,0 10 788 4 Thallar.1d 55 69.5 49 67.8 3
Japan 1 80.2 1 785 0 Uzbekistan 45 71.2 50 67.5 3
Switzerland 8 812 12 783 2 ’;’\‘f;edm'a' 57 694 51 669 3
Netherlands 13 79.9 13 78.2 0 .
K Costa Rica 53 69.8 52 66.7 -1
Estonia 15 78.6 14 774 -1 .
Malaysia 54 69.7 53 66.6 S
Hungary 18 78.0 15 76.5 )
Israel 52 70.1 54 66.5 1
Canada 17 78.0 16 76.2 -1
United Cyprus 50 70.6 55 66.5 3
nite ..
Kingdom 16 783 17 759 1 Tunisia 65 687 56 664 &
Ireland 19 779 18 758 1 Eledl] S T T I
Croatia 2 769 19 755 3 Turkey 67 685 58 663 5
Iceland 14 793 20 753 3 s 2 | G0 ] ees L
Slovak Ecuador 60 69.0 60 65.9 0
) 23 76.9 21 75.2 S -
Republic I:)'E;dzd and 59 691 61 656 1
Spain 25 768 22 751 2 9
Malta 2 770 23 748 1 Russian 62 689 62 656 0
Federation
New Zealand 20 77.6 24 744 2 .
Albania 63 68.9 63 65.4 0
Belarus 21 771 25 74.3 X
Vietnam 68 67.9 64 65.4 -2
Italy 30 75.5 26 74.1 2 X
Georgia 66 68.6 65 65.3 =1l
Korea, Rep. 31 75.5 27 73.8 -2 p
Portugal 28 756 28 736 0 RZL%" . 49 707 66 653 9
Latvia 32 75.2 29 736 ) - - ey % 30 5
Poland 27 758 300732 2 Algeria 64 688 68 648 2
Australia 26 75.9 31 72.8 3 — - P p= o >
Luxembourg 33 75.0 32 724 -1 Dominican
Romania 35 741 33 719 -1 Republic 70 672 70 641 0
Lithuania 36 736 34 78 -1 South Africa 107 612 71 630 18
Serbia 37 73.6 35 713 -1 Peru 79 66.0 72 63.0 -4
Greece 38 729 36 71 -1 Barbados 78 60 73 629 3
Moldova 34 742 31 707 2 Jamaica 74 666 74 627 0
Bulgaria 40 72.5 38 70.6 -1 Bhutan 83 65.5 75 62.7 -4
Argentina 4 72500 N300 [170.2 1 Montenegro 69 673 76 627 4
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V. Tables

Table 2.6 (continued)

Arithmetic Geometric Arithmetic Geometric

Median

mean mean mean mean

Country rank Country rank
difference difference
| Rank_|Score | Rank |core| | Rank _|Score | Rank | Score|
Jordan 80 660 77 625 D Kenya 122 549 114 527 -4 =
Egypt, Arab 87 64.9 78 62.2 5 Zimbabwe 118 56.1 115 525 -2 ﬂ
Rep. Senegal 116 562 116 522 0 g
Lebanon 86 649 79 622 -4 Swaziland 121 550 117 517 2 o
er:;f Islamic 89 67 80 622 5 ;akistan 119 556 118 514 -1 2
angladesh 117 56.2 119 502 1 o

Belize 76 660 81 620 3 Ethiopia 123 535 120 492 2 2
Singapore 61 690 82 619 1 Cote d'Ivoire 124 533 121 488 2
Tajikistan 72 668 8 618 6 Iraq s 66 10 479 .
Venezuela, RB 82 65.8 84 61.8 TR 128 521 123 47.8 3
gr'r‘]‘itr:‘t’e‘s"ab 77 60 85 618 4 Rwanda 120 550 124 472 2

. Cameroon 127 52.8 125 46.8 gl
SriLanka 8 659 8 617 3 Lesotho 125 530 126 465 1
Philippines 93 64.3 87 61.7 =3 - 132 502 127 46.0 3
Oman o4 643 88 616 3 Uganda 126 529 128 458 1
Bahrain 22 A O el 2 Zambia 130 511 129 451 A
Mongolia % 642 90 610 3 Nigeria 141 486 130 450 6
Guyana o e e 0 Sudan 135 499 131 449 2
Gabon 8 6.1 92 608 4 Mauritania 129 511 132 448 2
Qatar % ol Lo L -3 Congo, Rep. 131 509 133 442 1
Paraguay 7> 66194 606 10 Mozambique 139 492 134 438 3
Bolivia %0 i I 3 Gambia, The 144 478 135 428 5
Indonesia 100 62.9 96 60.1 -2 Togo 133 5022 136 423 )
Colombia 88 648 97 600 5 Benin 138 P e g ;
Panama % 639 9% 392 ! Yemen, Rep. 136 498 138 421 1
ﬁgﬁ;‘;ggﬂ ; 84 655 99 590 8 Burkina Faso 134 499 139 407 3
Nicaragua o a1 100 s 5 Djibouti 137 496 140 395 2
Ghana 108 50.9 101 576 4 Guinea 140 48.8 141 39.3 1
El Salvador 99 629 102 573 2 Mali 142 485 142376 0
Lo PDR 106 RN 5 Malawi 143 480 143 375 0
Kuwait 101 62.4 104 571 5 Afghanistan 146 46.8 144 36.9 -1
Honduras 103 617 105 56.6 1 Sierra Leone 145 471 145 36.6 0
Timor-Leste 105 615 106 56.4 1 Turkmenistan 114 56.7 146 36.4 16
Nepal 104 616 107  56.0 2 Congo, Dem. 149 27 147 338 q
Mauritius 102 621 108 559 3 Rep.
India 113 581 109 552 2 Niger 147 448 148 309 !
Myanmar 109 595 110 539 1 iz ) ) kil ml
Cambodia 1M 582 111 539 0 Liberia 48 428 150 48 !
Guatemala 110 583 112 53.4
;);r':i)zrélli\crab 112 58.1 13 53 1 Source: Authors' analysis
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V. Tables

Table 2.7 |  Overall country scores by SDG (n.d. — no data)

Sweden 856 994 701 976 950 865 952 975 913 896 950 1000 577 80.1 599 631 811 963
Denmark 842 988 748 945 954 835 941 888 818 898 899 973 557 833 424 791 887 928
Finland 840 999 66.1 9.5 901 879 963 931 776 876 955 994 535 687 760 676 913 811
Norway 839 996 625 9.7 975 868 919 975 958 776 990 984 381 799 656 670 825 906
Czech Republic 819 99.7 645 914 916 699 959 879 879 609 984 909 704 850 nd 841 715 603
Germany 817 998 754 943 983 791 933 877 852 810 869 954 550 843 493 774 815 645
Austria 814 994 763 938 825 757 957 897 879 762 859 936 518 768 nd 683 865 627

Switzerland 812 999 709 973 933 809 951 944 856 939 826 9.1 367 819 nd 665 836 40.1

Slovenia 805 998 654 918 949 80.1 942 906 757 564 999 912 614 883 549 805 772 670
France 803 997 716 931 913 780 954 946 797 772 784 964 567 792 585 734 716 707
Japan 80.2 993 746 943 964 607 943 878 921 873 812 951 555 800 590 649 883 523
Belgium 80.0 996 804 933 90.1 830 846 871 808 748 942 944 528 750 588 648 826 629
Netherlands 799 995 725 958 934 812 935 848 878 830 931 950 521 659 495 746 815 558
Iceland 793 997 748 958 941 926 942 989 753 670 961 993 518 853 300 373 924 636
Estonia 786 992 636 874 940 739 963 814 795 610 783 982 609 751 744 787 792 544
:(Jir:;j(:)m 783 998 701 940 998 809 943 878 846 807 799 963 516 749 527 645 814 373
Canada 780 996 639 947 988 798 881 912 837 751 767 996 527 660 549 512 860 642
Hungary 780 995 699 837 891 661 976 817 797 465 857 887 689 923 nd. 798 582 60.6
Ireland 779 997 732 944 900 729 902 864 824 705 801 968 469 857 481 746 875 452

New Zealand 776 1000 643 934 949 806 945 927 783 711 nd. 1000 548 838 518 286 866 663

Belarus 771 999 516 807 927 763 959 824 900 310 954 916 676 837 nd. 691 606 60.6
Malta 770 999 623 911 923 559 765 892 931 414 927 944 518 889 639 784 763 611
;Ieor\)lj:;“c 769 993 682 871 907 678 964 892 733 470 984 893 640 680 nd. 774 638 512
Croatia 769 992 679 882 855 588 957 855 706 466 801 906 715 888 626 813 623 720
Spain 768 984 609 939 889 806 915 912 809 669 704 980 608 849 453 583 695 645
Australia 759 997 593 952 9.5 784 975 841 818 832 731 1000 507 301 599 550 811 643
Poland 758 1000 634 857 937 686 952 814 863 467 813 8.7 726 829 312 839 686 583
Portugal 756 992 608 90.6 854 822 961 914 783 566 700 980 555 8.3 502 489 719 634
Cuba 755 980 613 893 897 822 923 813 905 116 nd 849 743 817 433 617 666 100.0
Italy 755 985 683 918 909 673 909 880 790 607 725 918 567 757 476 782 598 657
Korea, Rep. 755 977 765 921 911 635 841 839 786 849 nd 8.1 648 798 497 483 659 557
Latvia 752 989 635 823 927 704 922 846 853 428 716 9.0 720 788 572 783 662 522
Luxembourg 750 996 669 939 865 727 881 667 925 646 736 939 343 728 nd. 509 918 513
Moldova 742 1000 59.1 744 860 687 863 802 547 233 964 860 804 944 nd 624 534 817
Romania 741 999 519 793 826 615 909 818 777 347 946 840 654 907 656 796 602 598
Lithuania 736 991 653 837 9.8 708 924 667 789 516 725 920 658 766 438 829 637 490
Serbia 736 998 592 807 890 590 977 782 493 363 900 890 644 777 nd. 648 669 752
Greece 729 976 664 893 888 608 947 862 66.1 462 681 957 464 706 579 736 653 653
Ukraine 727 999 622 670 913 641 959 848 705 256 1000 863 699 880 552 569 449 739

%
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V. Tables

Table 2.7 (continued)

Bulgaria 725 984 533 771 865 654 869 865 636 37.1 701 864 661 824 537 904 612 677
Argentina 725 998 653 828 887 729 985 844 717 405 510 948 699 856 555 524 517  66.1
United States 724 993 700 903 931 741 961 874 855 844 556 982 382 542 458 446 635 505
Armenia 717 979 519 737 911 546 855 903 470 264 831 906 791 893 nd. 573 698 60.1
Chile 716 1000 623 887 852 642 981 869 709 430 287 910 735 897 523 487 690 644
Uzbekistan 712 877 628 762 925 634 685 773 537 188 722 669 771 916 nd. 524 788 1000
Kazakhstan ~ 71.1 1000 492 741 860 763 924 740 750 369 978 883 550 756 nd. 457 632 481 .-g.-.
Uruguay 710 999 608 837 809 703 982 946 713 355 540 970 613 780 453 355 664  75.1 I
Azerbaijan 708 997 528 740 894 537 809 841 576 377 822 824 770 803 nd 637 621 554 8
Kyrgyz o
Reoutlic 707 993 599 726 849 646 863 848 383 136 964 874 742 831 nd 586 569 696 5
Cyprus 706 999 554 924 933 677 899 859 738 396 749 928 396 681 437 816 751 264 Q
Suriname 704 716 525 780 795 647 886 866 632 330 nd 822 809 620 674 752 590 814
Israel 701 995 610 961 942 735 748 886 827 697 507 911 472 831 351 313 627 512
Costa Rica 698 nd. 548 876 831 752 915 906 733 321 342 915 729 877 506 607 597 714
Malaysia 697 982 541 831 881 512 900 841 712 608 407 945 697 824 459 316 790 599
Thailand 695 1000 550 762 762 657 951 769 852 398 648 751 704 730 450 632 580 626
Brazil 695 946 656 778 770 672 939 897 613 462 257 958 703 872 607 582 440 665
&(aRcedmia' 694 995 560 809 79.1 539 938 724 492 322 470 788 669 854 nd. 704 681 76.1
Mexico 69.1 979 536 837 813 749 875 794 703 385 351 895 733 850 61.1 420 522 700
Eg;‘;aod and 691 997 430 790 888 695 886 750 765 300 nd. 870 586 631 418 538 514 1000
Ecuador 690 947 485 777 782 766 877 815 653 253 432 923 734 881 523 575 550 763
Singapore 690 986 711 938 923 683 889 908 950 857 377 929 433 481 212 262 898 287
E:;Zifa’;ion 689 1000 289 760 926 655 883 859 719 453 541 909 705 798 705 590 353 575
Albania 689 995 397 782 852 526 921 783 569 246 903 860 728 682 463 761 625 621
Algeria 688 980 509 758 792 474 683 795 642 199 nd. 754 815 905 454 60.1 641 1000
Tunisia 687 994 496 793 786 554 761 860 534 300 706 742 811 809 499 642 650 735
Georgia 686 926 511 733 961 588 931 766 509 240 584 897 712 831 457 599 732 683
Turkey 685 999 541 832 782 429 930 857 676 463 581 818 686 829 472 480 635 632
Vietnam 679 990 621 746 813 764 907 724 608 249 655 664 712 734 518 466 656 714

Montenegro 673 1000 476 779 884 496 942 798 553 264 818 868 502 662 336 351 71.1 100.0

?Z;Tf&f" 672 998 510 69.1 723 722 789 824 651 248 384 797 788 875 563 687 464 716
China 671 995 668 795 741 748 882 677 719 577 524 616 748 587 311 585 69.1 545
Tajikistan 668 885 365 691 895 571 735 864 432 137 851 690 809 766 nd. 598 708 685
Morocco 667 996 525 715 708 396 776 762 593 307 566 852 671 841 518 703 688 715
Jamaica 666 992 473 828 802 718 874 763 618 244 430 884 768 780 332 489 562 759
Paraguay 661 979 642 760 755 656 953 843 454 171 252 913 713 837 nd 454 526 672
Belize 660 873 57.1 798 830 549 922 886 709 270 nd 839 638 801 291 430 425 732

s
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Table 2.7 (continued)

994 631 872 834 575 502 829 845 6138 30.7 445 480 480 295 852

g;iﬁifeérab 66.0 n.d. 100.0
Barbados 660 982 517 888 775 710 656 999 720 521 386 943 536 621 370 378 623 5.1
Peru 660 978 568 798 822 670 846 746 522 233 468 799 732 841 494 587 534 576
Jordan 660 1000 477 777 875 420 655 858 569 315 655 767 755 863 334 402 748 743
Sri Lanka 659 996 412 862 90.1 476 862 580 802 179 610 731 670 837 545 607 700 435

Venezuela, RB 658 817 510 750 795 641 930 849 716 275 387 846 661 869 351 756 312 725

Bhutan 655 999 460 723 539 489 767 809 587 250 620 597 745 911 nd 633 786 565
52?2:9 gCi?]a 655 1000 545 781 803 392 980 657 494 244 763 722 723 862 116 596 628 8.1
Gabon 651 979 507 529 664 506 787 737 494 170 524 695 782 896 446 830 527 1000
Lebanon 649 955 445 805 721 391 805 875 756 354 672 720 734 777 366 507 590 565
Egﬁ’t' Atab 649 996 496 731 758 463 716 892 498 305 nd. 500 731 885 476 569 676 695
Colombia 648 937 527 813 750 702 891 837 550 287 199 898 747 870 351 540 485 632
Ir::;.' Islamic o417 1000 513 772 845 419 684 782 714 267 662 749 683 734 524 567 575 509
Bolivia 647 940 515 677 538 732 806 664 512 171 346 851 753 874 nd 727 473 773
Guyana 647 940 554 646 684 638 920 894 582 183 730 818 438 446 523 863 527 607
Bahrain 646 989 636 899 823 480 498 886 791 495 nd. 702 739 500 311 403 705 480
Philippines 643 925 502 61.1 840 645 855 646 608 245 499 680 822 885 507 515 611 539
Oman 643 987 539 851 798 322 501 786 730 425 nd. 667 613 744 554 375 788 611
Mongolia 642 998 496 674 859 690 697 398 735 209 814 541 717 672 nd 608 572 590
Panama 639 980 469 780 855 638 851 80.1 714 288 280 944 706 825 386 535 520 299
Nicaragua 631 934 470 746 616 788 818 648 468 109 384 851 778 878 407 646 509 679
Qatar 63.1 998 578 893 814 480 494 784 806 50.1 575 469 567 586 392 401 869 520
El Salvador 629 964 488 784 731 677 848 815 558 151 534 754 749 878 216 588 356 604
Indonesia 629 946 469 607 762 593 816 648 677 254 602 587 793 885 445 442 699 465
SaudiArabia 627 992 410 826 868 420 57.6 827 744 517 nd. 00 586 730 458 353 721 1000
Kuwait 624 995 642 860 763 489 495 859 917 438 nd. 264 243 586 364 404 665 1000
Mauritius 621 998 413 795 838 542 691 853 713 261 706 949 528 438 424 111 675 629
Honduras 617 802 472 730 716 655 869 672 493 126 281 801 763 871 418 601 486 724
Nepal 616 947 471 603 637 611 790 518 437 105 792 333 845 899 nd 662 576 625
Timor-leste 615 883 373 511 591 483 677 224 760 175 828 666 936 9.1 489 637 559 753
Lao PDR 614 861 514 558 642 683 793 381 660 129 647 674 788 818 nd 513 636 523
SouthAfrica 612 664 506 507 858 809 818 717 375 451 00 816 631 794 669 444 523  83.1
Ghana 509 795 543 549 686 485 688 536 540 226 507 544 781 880 452 716 670 585
Myanmar 505 875 522 567 679 678 843 369 515 133 nd. 277 776 816 384 513 576 1000
Namibia 503 755 280 559 694 841 762 388 380 257 00 760 697 545 639 893 699 927
Guatemala 583 904 396 686 649 565 824 570 607 134 338 815 747 887 316 439 510 528
Botswana 583 793 351 556 799 668 829 399 506 264 00 925 575 587 nd 634 601 833
Cambodia 582 998 497 621 604 554 712 334 522 168 851 759 808 644 293 437 546 54.1
;ﬁgﬁ’;ﬁ\fb 581 nd. 275 731 488 361 686 853 505 174 816 771 762 893 319 426 639 605
India 581 934 369 552 653 333 737 540 683 331 725 343 816 747 429 470 694 517

%

66 SDG Index and Dashboards Report 2017 £, * Global Responsibilities



V. Tables

Table 2.7 (continued)

e e e e

Turkmenistan ~ 56.7 1000 539 708 844 555 421 699 340 564 747 762  66.0 529 634

Iraq 566 99.1 366 622 526 365 608 771 479 47 847 668 770 868 196 308 695 500

Senegal 562 633 511 558 290 518 710 470 530 143 578 709 817 816 297 697 638 646

Bangladesh 56.2 944 428 587 480 627 798 441 622 125 812 140 775 753 465 552 585 422

Zimbabwe 56.1 495 387 440 679 787 660 394 439 158 496 776 747 799 nd. 670 445 606

Pakistan 556 970 360 516 402 287 668 652 456 188 853 440 792 880 460 579 520 434

Rwanda 550 520 419 616 593 792 757 59 526 178 287 399 822 812 nd 653 729 639

Swaziland 550 60.0 460 488 625 537 717 493 474 225 258 794 782 372 nd 527 527 916

Kenya 549 767 484 458 593 644 535 346 572 256 342 649 803 720 420 535 589 627 =
Ethiopia 535 828 382 490 386 532 572 304 414 119 782 619 786 750 nd 551 529 516 E
Cote d'Ivoire 533 869 467 373 296 328 641 467 281 226 495 734 774 940 265 721 594 598 o
Lesotho 530 316 512 343 549 738 710 286 275 160 180 764 792 730 nd. 671 449 100.0 8
Uganda 529 674 448 460 576 588 650 65 590 159 557 277 784 910 nd 668 511 542 S
Cameroon 528 749 480 440 626 494 693 487 322 67 399 258 814 932 417 671 567 565 Q
Tanzania 521 606 388 470 536 734 532 194 360 127 650 518 791 851 501 528 522 546

Burundi 518 00 420 531 568 643 729 00 406 38 777 540 81 786 nd 729 533 751

Mauritania 51.1 944 509 475 348 290 584 368 398 64 804 297 807 752 408 631 453 562

Zambia 511 277 335 482 664 623 664 431 364 123 139 554 763 800 nd 689 507 756

Congo, Rep. 509 397 387 511 61.0 495 519 380 381 48 330 440 781 947 311 883 669 56.1

Angola 502 550 427 296 467 552 60.1 351 505 97 508 495 806 908 385 63.0 420 532

Togo 502 627 483 422 616 427 540 143 425 52 414 414 824 847 185 802 654 654

Burkina Faso 499 703 340 443 155 351 641 72 338 96 721 440 804 8.6 nd 814 611 590

Sudan 499 781 239 525 192 389 386 441 368 141 718 554 749 779 508 344 685 677

Yemen, Rep. 498 525 218 522 518 142 292 491 377 65 652 574 719 950 529 462 431 100.0

Djibouti 496 839 370 569 80 324 550 627 485 51 468 611 792 629 323 123 771 819

Benin 495 465 499 477 384 367 618 106 618 62 488 509 813 793 264 776 593 578

Mozambique ~ 49.2 235 383 309 482 563 469 361 307 80 426 536 847 780 647 632 551 762

Guinea 488 542 459 326 165 304 550 103 361 42 766 584 790 93.0 447 805 488 63.1

Nigeria 486 493 465 276 420 355 630 381 492 152 501 310 763 8.5 365 753 514 505

Mali 485 664 397 304 39 279 667 100 446 101 786 471 762 847 nd. 669 630 604

Malawi 480 170 458 424 367 644 782 21 327 120 411 551 839 654 nd 650 490 774

Gambia, The 478 406 445 493 351 366 678 225 170 125 376 539 781 784 415 673 643 66.0
Sierra Leone 471 287 415 282 493 434 467 22 359 58 759 475 822 811 393 753 581 605
Afghanistan 468 533 388 392 174 218 431 531 322 18 936 387 821 873 nd 379 516 570

Niger 448 507 340 343 62 211 510 28 426 26 759 398 784 659 nd. 663 711 740
Haiti 441 338 400 446 467 381 544 184 378 23 00 440 777 910 349 397 459 1000
Madagascar 435 00 282 421 356 710 444 42 428 63 510 475 760 880 493 555 544 433
Liberia 428 98 436 310 121 374 596 00 474 88 687 493 829 745 448 559 526 4938
gg;gq Dem. 427 129 361 384 546 321 554 306 378 26 526 357 800 930 105 626 450  45.1
Chad 415 453 291 249 228 259 500 14 357 17 491 393 768 854 nd 792 428 543

Central African

Republic 367 00 348 246 179 303 616 24 328 43 121 302 773 687 nd 899 578 434

Source: Authors' analysis
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