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Abstract 

A range of democracy and governance assessments are presently in use in Africa. While some of these 

have been developed by the international community, some have local currency. Amongst these are the 

UNECA governance study and the African Peer Review Mechanism. This paper will describe and 

comment on some of the more established and high profile studies, and the methodology adopted to do 

the measurement and communicate the results. Drawing on preliminary results from a UNDP sponsored 

three country comparative study on the use of indicators, I will explore some of the dilemmas facing 

those for whom the measures should be important. Who are these people, and are they listening?  

 

The paper will then ask some general questions about methods, about ownership of studies and their 

results, and the reliability and timeliness of the studies for public policy. It will comment on power 

relations, the capability of states to provide accurate information and on the role that can be played by 

perception surveys such as the Afrobarometer and domestic institutional views in understanding whether 

measuring democracy and governance makes a difference or whether other factors are more important. 

Should the people listen to what the indicators appear to be saying? 
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Pre-presentation Draft 

In the last decade Idasa has been involved in a number of exercises using governance indicators to assess 

the quality of democracy. These have included Round One of the UNECA Governance Study, two rounds 

of our own emerging Democracy Index based in part on work done at International IDEA, participation in 

the InWent conferences and training events on the measuring of democracy, acting as a technical institute 

for the South African APRM self-assessment, the development of a Local Governance Barometer with 

PACT International and SNV, joining the Ibrahim Index advisory group and most recently a three country 

study of the use and impact of governance indicators on behalf of the UNDP-Oslo. 

 

In all of these activities, we have been guided by three goals – creating an agreed framework by which to 

value and develop democratic governance, providing citizens with a way of evaluating their progress as a 

country and assisting them to hold to account the incmbent government‟s performance in deepening and 

strengthening democracy. We have not been alone in this endeavour
1
, and indeed the number of such 

exercises is certainly greater than those in which we have played some little role, and it seems to be 

multiplying. Only this month the Harvard technical team previously tasked with completing the Ibrahim 

Index released their own results days before the Mo Ibrahim Foundation released their separate results. 

These views of Africa were rapidly followed by the release of the second African Governance Report 

issued by UNECA.  

 

Amongst the better known comprehensive assessments are the Transformation Index undertaken by 

Bertlesmann, the Worldwide Governance Indicators of the World Bank, The Economist Intelligence Unit 

Index of Democracy and the Freedom House Freedom in the World survey. There are others which focus 

on individual countries, or choose to look more closely at particular areas considered critical to 

democratic governance, such as corruption, budget transparency, or press freedom. 

 

There is no doubt that the impetus for all this activity, and the consequence thereof, has been a rich debate 

about democratic governance, and an increasing consensus about the characteristics of countries that 

choose, and must then sustain, a democratic path. Secondly, the enterprise has benefited from, and 

possibly contributed to, an increasingly available range of survey and empirical data, collected and co-

ordinated in ways which allow the calculation of various indices and comparison across countries and 

regions. 

 

                                                      
1
 Freedom House considers its study to be a “standard setting comparative assessment… used by policy makers, the media, 

international corporations, civic activists, and human rights defenders to monitor trends in democracy and track improvements 

and setbacks in freedom”. The Ibrahim Index “aims to be Africa‟s leading assessment of governance that informs and empowers 

citizens to hold their governments and public institutions to account. Thus we hope to stimulate debate in a constructive way and 

establish a framework for good governance in Africa.”  The Bertelsmann Transformation Index is “a global ranking that analyzes 

and evaluates development and transformation processes in 125 countries. It provides the international public and political actors 

with a comprehensive view of how each of these countries is progressing toward democracy and a market economy, as well as 

the quality of their political management.” UNDP Oslo promotes country governance assessments to “provide a critical 

accountability mechanism for government and for citizens to engage on governance issues and voice their opinions.” 
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Stefan Gilbert, governance specialist for Idasa, developed a series of comparative tables for selected 

countries in Southern and Eastern Africa in an unpublished research paper in preparation for an exercise 

in developing indicators based on the as yet un-ratified African Charter on Elections, Democracy and 

Governance. These give some idea of the scope and categories of the comprehensive studies. Each has 

developed a taxonomy of indicators, and each study has its own scoring systems, which are described in 

detail in their own on-line sites. The tables are appended to this paper. 

 

Some best practice is also emerging. Most exercises – not all – seek to combine expert views, government 

and intergovernmental data, citizen surveys, scoring of a set of indicators, usually phrased as questions, 

and a more textually rich narrative, all reviewed by some panel or set of reviewers. Most treat both the 

intent – check lists of signed protocols, clauses in constitutions, plans in available documents – and the 

behaviour of countries. In some cases, such as the APRM or UNECA governance studies, country based 

verification workshops are conducted, and in fewer cases, interaction between the review team and the 

country being reviewed are undertaken prior to finalisation of the reports. More and more of the 

comprehensive studies of democratic governance consider economic issues, because of their impact on 

the ability of citizens to participate in governance and to hold their governments to account, and because 

of their impact on the sustainability of democracy both in regard to state capacity and citizen consent. 

 

At the same time, development planning processes undertaken at country level, and transnational treaty 

processes have become increasingly, and correctly, concerned with insisting upon specific and 

measurable results and results statements, so that there is now a plethora of indicators, sub-indicators, 

indices, and families of indicators.  

 

This indicator cloud has now descended on all countries and the result is, if initial results from the UNDP 

study being undertaken are anything to go by, a fog within which the intended beneficiaries of the 

enterprise grope around, making decisions not supported by, but merely confused by our activity. 

 

The UNDP study sets out to try and understand the extent to which indicators are or can be used for 

evidence based decision making, both on the part of government and civil society. Three countries were 

selected within which democratic progress is being made, in which the African Peer Review Mechanism 

has been accepted and self assessment processes undertaken, and in which there is some domestic and 

international optimism about the democratic trajectory. They are from different regions in Africa – west, 

central/east, and southern – and from three different linguistic traditions – Anglophone, Francophone and 

Lusophone. The countries are Ghana, Rwanda and Mozambique. In keeping with our general concern in 

this paper, I illustrate how they are ranked by two studies
2
: 

 

 Ibrahim Index Freedom House 

                                                      

2 The Ibrahim Index ranks out of 53 African countries and creates scores out of 100. Freedom House creates scores out of 7 
where 1 is the best.  
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Ghana 7/65.96  1.5  

Mozambique 26/52.38  3  

Rwanda 32/48.53  5.5  

 

In all three countries, an initial scoping mission was conducted to discuss with stakeholders from 

government – both executive and legislative branches, civil society - both think tank and voluntary 

association, and development partners what policy and legislative processes were under way in which the 

use of governance indicators and their measurement could improve the quality of decision making, what 

international and domestic indicators were in use and by whom, and in general the extent to which 

decision making was influenced by or made more effective by the use of indicators. 

 

It became clear early on in the study that although many people within the political sphere are aware of 

some international and national indicators, they are somehow seen as foreign or irrelevant to the local 

context, particularly those of international origin. Even in instances where these indicators are or were 

developed out of a local initiative, the impetus to apply or use these does not extend to the 

implementation or monitoring stage of the work. Only in some isolated instances, such as corruption, was 

the impact of international perceptions, based on various international indicators, of some importance. 

 

It very quickly became apparent that people were either ignoring the professional and well intentioned 

work described in the first paragraphs of this paper, or going through the motions. In some cases, there is 

even some confusion about how to go through the motions. Additionally, multiple and sometimes 

contradictory processes were under way, with levels of domestic and international ownership contested, 

and with priorities set often by the perceived reward for completion of the exercise. Refusing to be 

deterred by   these initial findings, research partners in each country have identified a series of unique 

cases which will throw light on their own indicator use and policy processes, have undertaken a closer 

look at the APRM – which all countries have engaged in, and have been asked to engage particularly with 

their national legislature which should provide the nexus between government data, executive policy, 

public representatives and civil society. 

 

Early results are not promising. Respondents from all quarters of the society do not talk the language of 

indicators or indeed of measurement. Instead we get what we would expect to get were we to have this 

discussion in more developed countries with long traditions of democracy – a competition of ideas and 

personalities, of effective organisational positioning and advocacy, and of the increasingly complex 

relationship between local actors and their international partners. At this stage, it would be fair to say that 

there is little that demonstrates the actual or intended use of evidence and indicators as a means by which 

decisions are made by governments.  I do not want to pre-empt the study further, so what follows is rather 

my own view of why people are not listening, or rather, why they are not appearing to listen intently to 

this evidence based narrative. 
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While all those measuring indicators of democratic governance understand that they are entering into a 

political realm, the apparently rational approach being taken is clearly designed to cool things down, to 

move the discussion of democracy and governance from a merely partisan and opinionated exercise to an 

evidence based deliberation. But unfortunately this is not a helpful approach because it is a denial of 

reality. While there might now be some convergence on indicators, choices made about how to measure 

these, what information to take into account, who will gather it, and how it will be gathered are all 

choices which have political import.. Even if the utmost care is taken to ensure that the users of the results 

are comfortable with these choices, many of the measures have multiple users, both domestic and 

international – and it is certainly not possible to please all of these all of the time. It is therefore not 

surprising that many have accepted, perhaps implicitly, that their primary users are the international 

community, composed of both governmental and non-governmental players rather than domestic 

governments, even though these are the subject of measurement. 

 

It is therefore perhaps unsurprising that countries accept, without much critique, the results which show 

them in a good light, and deny, ignore or suppress those which show them in a less favourable light, often 

developing quite detailed and sophisticated critiques of indicators, of methodology or if these fail, of the 

institutions and individuals themselves. When policy debates do occur, the deliberations concern issues of 

power and consequence, and the voices that enter the debate and are taken seriously are those also of 

power and consequence, rather than the assessments and indicators established by outsiders – even if 

those outsiders include domestic research agencies. In some cases these voices may make use of the 

results of some studies to shame, provoke, motivate, and perhaps less occasionally to educate and shape 

the outcome of the particular policy or programme. As the consequences of developing poverty 

alleviation programmes and economic policy interventions have immediate monetary benefits and more 

obvious short term livelihood impacts, economic indicators get taken more seriously in the short term
3
. 

But the lack of intentional results on the MDG process in many countries suggests that even here, few 

countries have adopted a measured approach. 

 

The most prestigious and detailed process in Africa is the African Peer Review Mechanism. It has state 

consent and the backing of the African Union, its own secretariat and a research design intended to ensure 

maximum utility. Considerable technical and political attention was paid to the development of indicators 

which would be generalisable across the membership of the African Union. It is therefore worth reflecting 

briefly on the manner in which Ghana and South Africa approached the study. They happen to have taken 

somewhat opposite ends of the available methodological continuum. In Ghana, a contained expert process 

governed by a largely independent stakeholder council conducted the self assessment – following the 

guidelines which require a citizen survey, desk research, validation workshops and the development of a 

programme of action arising from the results. The outcomes of this process are interrogated by an outside 

panel, the report is reviewed and then presented to the Heads of APR States Forum at an African Union 

summit – thus establishing a peer review. Initial indications from the UNDP country study in Ghana 

suggest some implementation of some recommendations contained in the programme of action, but 

largely in those areas where local impetus for change was merely being reflected in the recommendations 

                                                      

3 Even here, different processes compete for significance. In Mozambique, PARPA (the poverty reduction strategy supported by 
the international community) dominates over the domestic 2020 vision despite its indigenous genesis and local ownership. 
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and programme of action. South Africa created an intensely political process, overseen by a governing 

council dominated by members of the cabinet of the day, calling on citizens to make submissions which 

were received in batches which made them impervious to objective rating and weighting, followed by 

some technical work all brought together in a series of competing and constantly amended draft reports 

and a contested programme of action. At the same time, the government of South Africa had established, 

based entirely on other processes, a programme of action supported by its national budget expressed in a 

medium term expenditure framework. The contested APRM programme of action was at odds with, and 

unsupported by, this MTEF except where they happened to overlap.  

 

Nevertheless, both these countries continue to make significant progress which, taken with the initial 

UNDP findings suggests that factors other than the APRM assessment itself have to be considered. A 

third country, Kenya, has also concluded its APRM cycle and a recent study by Afrimap
4
 makes the point 

that recommendations for action which could have had a significant impact on the post election violence 

of 2008 were ignored. In other words, the stakes were high yet a costly and extensive study, making use 

of the most suitable methodology and containing indicators of the highest level of significance, could be 

bypassed. 

 

In Rwanda a level of disillusion set in when it was discovered that the APRM programme of action was 

not funded. This contrasts strongly with continuing enthusiasm for the Joint Governance Assesssment 

supported by the donor community and therefore likely to find its recommendations financed. 

 

Domestic political actors in Africa at least are not listening to the assessment results but acting on the 

basis of „the balance of forces‟ and following those processes which have the most immediate financial 

and development incentives, even if these undermine the work being done on building democratic 

societies. Of course, these people are a small sub-set of those who should count in a democracy, or indeed 

should be attended to in any country seeking human development and peace – the broader citizenry. As 

noted above, some of the assessment studies include household or citizen opinion surveys. The South 

Africans attempted, but made a hash of, a broader citizen mobilisation effort. Most of the assessments 

include a dissemination process largely reliant on the quality and reach of the media. But none of these 

penetrate societies very deeply or are linked to civic education processes which might empower citizens 

to hold their governments to account on the key indicators. In the main, our enterprise is supply driven, 

and the majority of people are still not listening. 

 

Briefly, I would like to turn to whether they should listen. I am, from our own participation in these 

exercises, convinced of the reliability and integrity of the results and those who conduct the studies.  

Indeed, some statistical work has been done which suggests that where indicators are similar at a 

microlevel or even merely at a macrolevel, the ratings and rankings provided by different institutions do 

produce similar results.  We must, however, come to terms with some of the limitations because they 

                                                      
4
 Was the APRM process in Kenya a waste of time? Lessons that should be learned for the future, Bronwen Manby, 

Senior Programme Adviser, AfriMAP, Open Society Institute. April 2008 
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have an impact on the seriousness with which people who are not closely associated with the endeavour 

treat the results. 

 

None of these limitations comes as a surprise, and most analysts do, at least in the small print, note both 

the limitations and the limits to the accuracy of their studies. Some publish margins of error, although few 

illustrate the variation which such margins of error may introduce into their rankings or ratings.  

 

We should begin by interrogating the indicators themselves. As can be seen from the comprehensive 

studies and from some of the self-assessment processes, there is some convergence, but different studies 

weight different indicators, they set up different relationships and categories, and in consolidating their 

scores, the placing of indicators and the underlying theoretical frameworks have an impact on the 

outcome. If corruption is highly weighted, countries which find this an intractable problem and are 

therefore rather trying to make progress on improvements in parliamentary oversight or electoral 

accountability will find themselves lower down the ladder.  In the spirit of transparency, all studies 

provide information about their indicators, the means by which they are measured, the manner in which 

scoring is done and the scores manipulated to provide rankings and ratings. However, with few 

exceptions, these indicators are imposed by the sponsors of the studies on the countries being studied. 

Where consultation does take place it tends to be expert bound. This is inevitable, especially for global 

studies, but it therefore leaves the studies open to domestic and regional challenge. 

 

Then we have to consider the data from which judgements, of a varying nature of subjectivity, are made. 

With the exception of those studies which commission contemporary surveys, all of us are working with 

aging information. In some cases researchers choose to focus only on the most recent available data, 

discounting that which is obviously outdated. But even the most recent data often lags between one and 

three years from the date of the study. All of us can find anachronistic data within the data sets of 

countries well known to us. 

 

Researchers are reliant on the quality of the data itself. In some cases this is primary data, but in others it 

has already undergone analysis and consolidation. Where the studies are country based, an evaluation of 

the quality of data can be judged and weighted. But these weightings may be different for different 

countries, so comparability suffers. Indeed, there are some countries where information is unreliable or 

non-existent, while in others the official data is questionable
5
. Researchers make a number of different 

efforts to deal with these problems, but their efforts require quite technical arrangements, the use of 

private data, and statistical adjustments, all of which distance them from their users and leave them open 

to critique. 

 

In order to present the results of these studies in formats which are useful, we inevitably truncate the 

information and aggregate it. Fortunately websites now provide much more interactive ways of displaying 

                                                      

5 It appears that many of the African statistics are just downright unreliable and state statistical capacity weak. Population and 
poverty statistics are poor, and their collection difficult.  
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large amounts of data especially at a country level. But still, aggregation, especially if weighted, can 

produce anomalous results. Countries which exhibit bi-polar characteristics, or major in one particular 

achievement can find themselves misplaced quite easily. And this misplacement diminishes the 

willingness of policy actors to make use of otherwise quite reliable information 

 

Finally, the best studies take time. There have been two separate solutions to this problem – increasing the 

cycles so that the work is continuous, and the various indicators can be attended to as soon as new 

information is available, with annual releases. Democratic governance does not, except in exceptional 

circumstances, undergo much change on an annual basis, so that it requires an extended series of studies 

to note significant deep change. Researchers may well fall prey to short term noise. 

 

Other studies have become more relaxed about their timing. The UNECA Governance Study may well be 

the most tardy of all, with each round taking around 5 years. The APRM cycle seems to take about two 

years, although it is intended to be quicker. Both of these use a combination of commissioned public 

opinion studies and desk top research based on available sources. Both have access to state data. Yet it is 

apparent that the gap between the start of each cycle and its conclusion is of sufficient time for quite 

substantial changes to occur, making the results outmoded before they are even reported. 

 

A related, but more political problem relates to the release of the results. Local political actors invariably 

assume that the release of results which measure the quality of „their‟ performance are times to have the 

maximum impact. Often researchers are subject to other timing demands – completion of the work, grant 

agreements, availability of key speakers – and most are now aware of and attempt to reduce the 

suspicions that arise around the scheduling of public announcements. Just as suspicion about timing 

undermines the results, so does making results available in an arbitrary fashion, unaligned to policy 

processes where the work may make a difference. This is a difficult dance – the needs of independence of 

research pirouetting around the needs of engagement with policy makers. 

 

Nevertheless, the proliferation of results announcements – in South Africa in the last month, we had the 

release of the UNDP HDI, the UNECA round 2 results, the Harvard study and the Mo Ibrahim Index, 

rapidly followed by the announcement that the Ibrahim prize would not be awarded – reduces the 

attention span of the media and of political actors. The results do stay available, although some websites 

seem surprisingly intractable to year on year comparisons
6
, and they are taken out and dusted off by those 

who find a use for them.  

 

In some cases, they form the basis of further reports. So any errors and margins of error that each may 

have is compounded.  

 

                                                      

6 In some cases, for example the Ibrahim Index, indicators may remain constant but the manner of assessing these may change. 
So comparisons are discouraged. But then what is the future for measuring progress? 
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All these may seem to be the preoccupation of a few punctilious analysts and there is certainly no 

shortage of papers discussing these problems and their methodological and technical solutions. The point 

is that they serve only to heighten the suspicion of potential users that the results themselves, except of 

the check list variety, are entirely relative and contingent. 

 

The above provide sufficient reasons for domestic actors to discount the results of international indices, 

and there is, as I have suggested, some evidence that they are indeed doing this. Of course, evidence of 

success or weakness is useful, and is indeed being used. Some indices have become quite dominant with 

international actors relying on them for making judgements on the targeting of development funding or 

development opportunities. Others have become weapons in the armoury of advocates for various causes, 

with varying degrees of success and sophistication. Some only offer themselves as diagnostic and make 

limited attempts at judgement, although they cannot control the use to which they are put.  

 

There would certainly be some virtue in a discussion between some of the larger enterprises over 

indicators, methodology and purpose. Perhaps some rationalisation of the field may be possible. There 

will always be some of the comprehensive studies which have specific applicability, but I notice already 

that studies are drawing on one another‟s work and collaborating where they have better regional 

knowledge. In countries where there are limited research resources, joint work might be especially 

necessary to reduce transaction costs on local interlocutors. 

 

On the demand side, I remain unfortunately convinced that in Africa at least, the impact is limited to the 

creativity and organisational capacity of local actors, largely those in civil society, who can parlay the 

results of the comprehensive and sectoral studies into advocacy material. Thus the fate of the results is 

determined not by the quality of the work, but by the capacity of the local actors. It might be that the same 

is true of state actors, which would suggest the irony that those countries which need the studies least are 

most likely to be able to make use of them
7
. I am aware that certain countries in Asia may have become 

adept at „gaming‟ certain indices to improve their country ratings, believing that this has economic 

consequences, for example on levels of FDI. I do not see the same phenomenon in Africa. 

 

The UNDP study alluded to above will provide some answers to the dilemmas I have sketched in this 

paper. In the meantime, we must do the best we can to develop local ownership, improve local data, and 

encourage evidence based decision making. But we must accept the reality that decision making is a 

political process. Work on measuring democracy and governance has to take account not only of progress 

against particular indicators measured technically, but also through a process of introducing key values 

and principles into public debate and into the DNA of state institutions, so that deliberation, debate and 

the balancing of power takes into account our insights into democracy development, even in the absence 

of scientific scores. Progress in governance and democracy will be, as it has always been, a negotiated  

and conflictual process.  

                                                      

7 South Africa, at least, published a set of development indicators on an annual basis, including some rather weak governance 
indicators. See http://www.thepresidency.gov.za/main.asp?include=learning/me/indicators/2009/index.html 
accessed on October 24, 2009 

http://www.thepresidency.gov.za/main.asp?include=learning/me/indicators/2009/index.html%20accessed%20on%20October%2024
http://www.thepresidency.gov.za/main.asp?include=learning/me/indicators/2009/index.html%20accessed%20on%20October%2024
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I have not talked much about country or even sub-country based studies which make no pretence to 

comparability, but at the same time apply similar indicators to all their sites of study. Nor have I 

considered the various public opinion surveys which conduct country studies of a comparable nature but 

make no attempt to rate or rank the countries studied, trying rather to open up avenues for debate and 

understanding. The various regional barometers such as the Afrobarometer are examples of such studies. 

 

Of the first sort, some substantial work is being done at local government level. And the International 

Idea democracy measurement tools have resulted in some country studies – but these suffer from 

problems of inclusivity, replicability and shelf-life. Nevertheless they have the merit of stimulating the 

debate essential for democracies to progress, and they often encourage deliberative processes and the 

negotiation of meaning rather than the communication and selling of results analysed by experts. The 

latter are now increasingly being used by the comprehensive studies and some country planning processes 

because of the contemporary nature of the data and the drill down and cross tabulation possibilities 

provided by the nature of the research. There is an indication that both of these processes may be cheaper 

and have more immediate impact on policy, because they are more malleable and interactive in their 

results and intent. 

 

Do people listen?  Despite the plethora of indicators and the quality of the measurements, not nearly as 

much as we would have wished. Should they listen? Certainly, if the evidence provided in the 

comprehensive and sectoral studies is seen as one particular way of bringing reality to the table of the 

policy process, to be considered together with other forms of knowledge and subject to a political, and 

one hopes democratic decision making cycle, in which the consequences of the decisions are borne 

equally by those who make them, neither ignoring the evidence nor weighting it above other sorts of 

knowledge and the negotiation of meaning and common purpose which is at the heart of democracy. 
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Appendix: Selected Countries and Selected Indicators – Comprehensive Studies 

 

Freedom in the World Country Ratings for 2009
8
 

Country Political Rights Civil Liberties Freedom Rating 

Botswana* 2 2 Free 

Burundi* 4 5 Partly Free 

Kenya 4  3 Partly Free 

Lesotho* 2 3 Free 

Malawi* 4 4  Partly Free 

Mozambique* 3 3  Partly Free 

Namibia* 2 2 Free 

Rwanda 6 5 Not Free 

South Africa* 2 2 Free 

Tanzania 4 3 Partly Free 

Uganda 5 4 Partly Free 

Zambia* 3 6 Partly Free 

Ratings are based on a detailed series of indicators grouped by category and then within two primary 

categories – Political Rights and Civil Liberties. Scores are out of 7 where 1 is the most free. Arrows 

indicate a trend over time. The Freedom Rating is based on bands of scores, from 7 – 5, 4 – 3 and 2 – 1 

aggregated across both primary categories. 

 

EIU Index of Democracy (2008) 
9
 

Category Country Rank 
Overall 

Score 

Electoral 

Process and 

Pluralism 

Functioning 

of 

Government 

Political 

Participation 

Political 

Culture 

Civil 

Liberties 

FLD Botswana 39 7.47 9.17 7.50 5.00 6.25 9.41 

HB Burundi 106 4.51 4.42 3.29 3.89 6.25 4.71 

HB Kenya 103 4.79 3.50 4.29 5.56 5.63 5.00 

FLD Lesotho 71 6.29 7.42 6.07 5.56 5.63 6.67 

HB Malawi 99 5.13 6.08 5.00 3.33 5.63 5.59 

                                                      

8 http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=15 accessed on October 21, 2009 
9 http://graphics.eiu.com/PDF/Democracy%20Index%202008.pdf accessed on October 21, 2009 

http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=15
http://graphics.eiu.com/PDF/Democracy%20Index%202008.pdf
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HB Mozambique 92 5.49 6.17 5.36 5.56 6.25 4.12 

FLD Namibia 64 6.48 5.25 5.36 6.67 6.68 8.24 

AR Rwanda 121 3.71 3.00 3.57 1.67 5.00 5.29 

FLD South Africa 31 7.91 8.75 7.86 7.22 6.88 8.82 

HB Tanzania 96 5.28 6.50 3.93 5.06 5.63 5.29 

HB Uganda 101 5.03 4.33 3.93 3.9 6.25 6.76 

HB Zambia 97 5.25 5.25 4.64 3.33 6.25 6.76 

Rank out of 167. Scores are out of 10. Categories are: Full Democracies – 8 – 10; FLawed Democracies – 

6 – 7.9; HyBrid Regimes – 4 – 5.9; Authoritarian Regimes – below 4. 

 

BTI Democracy Rating Sub-Categories (2008)
10

 

Country 

Rank 

Stateness 
Political 

Participation 
Rule of Law 

Stability of 

Democratic 

Institutions 

Political and 

Social 

Integration 

Botswana 19 9.0 9.0 8.3 8.5 7.5 

Burundi 83 7.3 7.0 5.0 5.0 4.8 

Kenya 61 7.5 8.0 6.0 7.0 6.5 

Lesotho NOT AVAILABLE 

Malawi 74 8.3 7.3 6.0 7.0 4.5 

Mozambique 67 8.3 7.5 4.8 7.0 5.3 

Namibia 27 8.8 9.0 7.5 8.5 6.8 

Rwanda 104 7.8 3.3 3.0 2.0 2.3 

South Africa 18 9.0 10.0 8.0 8.5 7.5 

Tanzania 62 8.3 7.3 6.3 7.0 5.5 

Uganda 47 7.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 

Zambia 58 8.3 7.0 6.0 7.0 5.8 

The BTI has index scores for Democracy and Market Economy. To provide a comparison, the sub-

categories for democracy are listed, together with the ranking. Rank out of 125. Scores are out of 10. 

 

World Governance Indicators 2007
11

 

                                                      

10 http://www.bertelsmann-transformation-index.de/16.0.html?&L=1 accessed October 21, 2009 
11 http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.asp accessed October 21, 2009 

http://www.bertelsmann-transformation-index.de/16.0.html?&L=1
http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.asp%20accessed%20October%2021
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Voice & 

Accountability 

Political Stability & 

Absence of Violence 

Government 

Effectiveness 

Regulatory 

Quality 

Rule of 

Law 

Control of 

Corruption 

Botswana 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.9 

Burundi -0.8 -1.4 -1.3 -1.2 -1.2 -1.1 

Kenya -0.1 -1.1 -0.6 -0.2 -1.0 -0.9 

Lesotho 0.1 0.0 -0.4 -0.7 -0.4 -0.2 

Malawi -0.3 0.0 -0.6 -0.5 -0.4 -0.7 

Mozambique -0.1 0.4 -0.4 -0.5 -0.6 -0.6 

Namibia 0.6 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 

Rwanda -1.2 -0.2 -0.4 -0.6 -0.7 -0.1 

South Africa 0.7 0.2 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.3 

Tanzania -0.2 -0.1 -0.4 -0.4 -0.5 -0.5 

Uganda -0.5 -1.2 -0.4 -0.2 -0.5 -0.8 

Zambia -0.3 0.2 -0.6 -0.5 -0.6 -0.6 

Scores range from – 2.5 to +2.5 with higher scores being better. WGI ranks on a percentile based on 

scores. 

 

The Ibrahim Index 2009 
12

 

 Rank Overall score 

Safety & Rule 

of Law 

Participation & 

Human Rights 

Sustainable 

Economic 

Opportunity 

Human 

Development 

Botswana 4 73.59 85.05 72.81 68.34 68.16 

Burundi 38 45.27 48.37 56.53 35.77 40.41 

Kenya 22 53.74 53.27 58.89 50.49 52.31 

Lesotho 9 61.18 68.93 72.43 50.77 52.58 

Malawi 25 53.03 65.60 57.93 43.84 44.74 

Mozambique 26 52.38 62.47 63.00 46.60 37.46 

Namibia 6 68.81 79.53 72.67 61.73 61.29 

Rwanda 32 48.53 55.53 45.68 47.08 45.85 

South Africa 5 69.44 70.28 76.99 62.09 68.41 

Tanzania 12 59.24 64.59 67.55 51.46 53.37 

                                                      

12 http://www.moibrahimfoundation.org/en/section/the-ibrahim-index/scores-and-ranking accessed 21 October 2009 

http://www.moibrahimfoundation.org/en/section/the-ibrahim-index/scores-and-ranking
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Uganda 24 53.57 56.03 58.08 50.85 49.33 

Zambia 18 55.30 66.46 56.69 47.77 47.30 

Rank out of 53. Scores out of 100. 

 


