MEASURES OF GOVERNANCE
       NAME
           COUNTRIES     YEARS       TARGET / FACTORS        METRIC                TYPE                  WEBSITE                       
	Polity IV
	163 (major independent states)
	1975/Phase IV from 1998 (Analysis extends back to 1800)
	Type of authority (autocratic or democratic) based on: Executive recruitment, Constraints on Executive Authority, and Political Competition; also Changes in the Institutionalized Qualities of Governing Authority
	Cardinal 

(# -10 — +10) 
	Expert (Academic)
	www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm

	Comments on methodology

	“The Polity IV Project continues the Polity research tradition of coding the authority characteristics of states in the world system for purposes of comparative, quantitative analysis….The Polity conceptual scheme is unique in that it examines concomitant qualities of democratic and autocratic authority in governing institutions, rather than discreet and mutually exclusive forms of governance. This perspective envisions a spectrum of governing authority that spans from fully institutionalized autocracies through mixed, or incoherent, authority regimes (termed ‘anocracies’) to fully institutionalized democracies. 
The ‘Polity Score’ captures this regime authority spectrum on a 21-point scale ranging from -10 (hereditary monarchy) to +10 (consolidated democracy). The Polity scores can also be converted to regime categories: we recommend a three-part categorization of ‘autocracies’ (-10 to -6), ‘anocracies’ (-5 to +5 and the three special values: -66, -77, and -88), and ‘democracies’ (+6 to +10)…. The Polity scheme consists of six component measures that record key qualities of executive recruitment, constraints on executive authority, and political competition. It also records changes in the institutionalized qualities of governing authority…. The special focus on ‘state failure’ problem events within a general context of societal and systemic development processes requires information pertinent to both Polity foci, that is, state continuity and change (country-year format) and regime persistence and change (polity-case format), be combined in a single data resource base. The fourth phase of the project, Polity IV, combines information from those two formats in a single data resource.” 
The methodology for data collection is not addressed in great detail, except to emphasize the fact that data is updated continually. Data analysis strategies seem to have been developed by the academic experts working on Polity IV. 
(Sources: “Global Report 2009: Conflict, Governance and State Fragility” by Monty G. Marshall and Benjamin R. Cole, Center for Systemic Peace, and listed website)


	Freedom House, Freedom in the World
	193
	1972 – present 
	Freedom based on:

Political Rights

Civil Liberties
	Cardinal 

(# 1—7); Categorical: Free, Partly Free or Not Free
	Expert (Local Analyst)
	www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=15

	Comments on methodology

	The Freedom House rating system is based on two major categories: Political Rights and Civil Liberties. This is divided into a checklist of ten political rights and fifteen civil liberties questions. The 1-7 rating forms the basis for separating countries into categories: Free, Partly Free or Not Free. Broadly, the concept of freedom advocated is based on the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

“Political rights questions are grouped into the three subcategories: Electoral Process (3 questions), Political Pluralism and Participation (4), and Functioning of Government (3). The civil liberties questions are grouped into four subcategories: Freedom of Expression and Belief (4 questions), Associational and Organizational Rights (3), Rule of Law (4), and Personal Autonomy and Individual Rights (4)….”
Rather than government performance, the criteria also focus on the “real world rights and social freedoms enjoyed by individuals. In answering both the political rights and civil liberties questions, Freedom House does not equate constitutional or other legal guarantees of rights with the on-the-ground fulfillment of these rights. While both laws and actual practices are factored into the ratings decisions, greater emphasis is placed on the latter.” In other words, they do not focus on the existence of democratic institutions, but whether, and how well, these are being implemented.
“In addition, for states and territories with small populations, the absence of pluralism in the political system or civil society is not necessarily viewed as a negative situation unless the government or other centers of domination are deliberately blocking its establishment or operation. For example, a small country without diverse political parties or media outlets or significant trade unions is not penalized if these limitations are determined to be a function of size and not overt restrictions.” This forms a contrast with ratings systems which place a strong emphasis on the presence of elections. It is more difficult to qualify as being free than to establish the presence of electoral democracy, e.g., some countries with electoral democracy are only classified as “partially free.”
The Freedom House rating system is cited widely, including by the US government and the Economist (which, in its 2010 “Democracy Index Report,” described it as the best known measure of democracy). Data are obtained by analysts, 1/3 of who work for the organization. Analysts draw from a wide variety of sources including news reports, academic analyses, NGO reports, think tank reports, and visits to the region.
(Source: www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=35&year=2006)


	Economist Democracy Index
	167
	2006 – present  (every 2 years)
	Type of authority (authoritarian or democratic) based on: Electoral Process and Pluralism, Civil Liberties, Functioning of Government, Political Participation, Political Culture
	Cardinal 

(# 1— 10);

Categorical: Full or Flawed Democracy, Hybrid Regime or Authoritarian Regime
	Expert (Academic) plus Public Opinion Surveys
	www.eiu.com/public/

	Comments on methodology

	The Democracy Index divides countries into full democracies, flawed democracies, hybrid regimes, or authoritarian regimes. Scoring is based upon aggregate score from sixty indicators grouped into five categories: Electoral Process and Pluralism, Civil Liberties, Functioning of Government, Political Participation, Political Culture. Data are obtained through a combination of expert assessments and public opinion surveys, mainly the World Values Survey. They are quantified either dichotomously (1 for yes, zero for no) or through a three-point scoring system, and an aggregate score from 1-10 is then calculated. The categories are further summarized as follows: 
“Full democracies: Countries in which not only basic political freedoms and civil liberties are respected, but these will also tend to be underpinned by a political culture conducive to the flourishing of democracy. The functioning of government is satisfactory. Media are independent and diverse. There is an effective system of checks and balances. The judiciary is independent and judicial decisions are enforced. There are only limited problems in the functioning of democracy.
Flawed democracies: These countries also have free and fair elections and even if there are problems (such as infringements on media freedom), basic civil liberties will be respected. However, there are significant weaknesses in other aspects of democracy, including problems in governance, an underdeveloped political culture and low levels of political participation. 
Hybrid regimes: Elections have substantial irregularities that often prevent them from being both free and fair. Government pressure on opposition parties and candidates may be common. Serious weaknesses are more prevalent than in flawed democracies--in political culture, functioning of government and political participation. Corruption tends to be widespread and the rule of law is weak. Civil society is weak. Typically there is harassment of and pressure on journalists and the judiciary is not independent.
Authoritarian regimes: In these states political pluralism is absent or heavily circumscribed. Many countries in this category are outright dictatorships. Some formal institutions of democracy may exist, but these have little substance. Elections, if they do occur, are not free and fair. There is disregard for abuses and infringements of civil liberties. Media are typically state-owned or controlled by groups connected to the ruling regime. There is repression of criticism of the government and pervasive censorship. There is no independent judiciary.” 

The Democracy Index explicitly aims to be “thicker” than the approach of Freedom House, as “they do not encompass sufficiently or at all some features that determine how substantive democracy is or its quality.” By implication, the same critique would apply to the Democracy-Dictatorship Index, and other metrics which rely upon only a few criteria.
(Source: Methodology section of the 2010 “Democracy Index Report”)


	Democracy - Dictatorship Index

	199
	2009 (analysis of 1946-2008)
	Type of authority (dictatorship or democracy), based on: Existence of elections for President and Legislature, which are Plural and Repeatable.
	Qualitative classification into categories: Monarchic, Military or Civilian Dictatorship or Parliamentary, Presidential or Mixed Democracy
	Meta
	https://netfiles.uiuc.edu/cheibub/www/DD_page.html

	Comments on methodology

	Based on a database published by Alvarez et al. in 1996, this metric takes the form of an academic review paper by Cheibub, Gandhi and Vreeland. The paper adopts and extends a dichotomous regime classification: dictatorship versus democracy. Dictatorship is subdivided into Monarchic, Military or Civilian; democracy into Parliamentary, Presidential or Mixed. 
The authors argue that there is a strict dichotomy, rather than gradation, between dictatorship and democracy. The paper in which they introduce their metric and findings also provides an extensive critique of existing regime classification systems. The authors defend the need to keep the basis of such systems both minimalist (based chiefly on the presence of elections) and objective (utilizing verifiable criteria). The authors argue that this avoids problems of subjectivity and lack of transparency that affect metrics such as Freedom House and Polity IV. The result is a classification of countries into the six categories outlined above; however, the website section which displays country information is still under construction. 
(Source: listed website)


	Polyarchy Index of Democracy
	187 
	1960 – 2000 (Analysis extends back to 1800)
	Democracy based on: 

Public Contestation,
Right to Participate
	Series of “fact sheets”
	Expert (Academic)
	www.prio.no/CSCW/Datasets/Governance/Vanhanens-index-of-democracy/Polyarchy-Dataset-Manuscript/

	Comments on methodology

	 “The purpose of this dataset on measures of democracy is to provide comparable data on the degree of democratization in all independent countries of the world since 1810.” The project concludes in 2000. 
The associated website provides an introduction to the dataset, an overview of the countries involved, and fact sheets for each country, complied by Tatu Vanhanen. By means of explanation of the methodology, the paper reviews definitions of democracy from Herodotus onward, concluding that “I mean by democracy a political system in which ideologically and socially different groups are legally entitled to compete for political power and in which institutional power holders are elected by the people and are responsible to the people.” 
 “I formulated two political variables to measure the distribution of power: (1) the percentage share of the smaller parties and independents of the votes cast in parliamentary elections, or of the seats in parliament, and (2) the percentage of the adult population that voted in elections. The smaller parties' share was calculated by subtracting the largest party's share from 100 per cent. The two variables were combined into an index of power distribution by multiplying the two percentages and by dividing the result by 100. My second basic indicator of democratization — the degree of electoral participation — originates from this 1971 study as well as the later index of democratization.”
(Source: listed website)


	Fund for Peace, Failed States Index
	177 (only sovereign states, no territories)
	2005 – present
	Risk indicators for failed states based on twelve social, economic and political criteria
	Cardinal 

(# 1 — 10)
	Meta
	www.fundforpeace.org/web/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=99&Itemid=140

	Comments on methodology

	The Failed States Index evaluates social, economic and political indicators of risk. Countries receive a rating between 1-10, with ten representing the highest risk. These are then summed to a cumulative score, based upon which countries receive an ordinal ranking. Based on this number, they receive a color: red for alert, orange for warning, yellow for moderate, green for sustainable.  
The social indicators are Mounting Demographic Pressures, Massive Movement of Refugees or Internally Displaced Persons creating Complex Humanitarian Emergencies, Legacy of Vengeance-Seeking Group Grievance or Group Paranoia and Chronic and Sustained Human Flight. 
Economic indicators are Uneven Economic Development along Group Lines and Sharp and/or Severe Economic Decline. Political indicators are Criminalization and/or Delegitimization of the State, Progressive Deterioration of Public Services, Suspension or Arbitrary Application of the Rule of Law and Widespread Violation of Human Rights, the Security Apparatus Operates as a "State Within a State", Rise of Factionalized Elites and Intervention of Other States or External Political Actors. 
The authors describe their methodology as follows: “The Fund for Peace methodology triangulates data from three primary sources and subjects them to critical review to obtain final scores for the Failed States Index. The main data collection methods are content analysis (electronic scanning), quantitative data, and qualitative input.

First, we download millions of documents, including a variety of digitized news articles, essays, magazine pieces, speeches, and government and non-government reports (we do not use blogs, twitter, or other social media.) Then, we apply our content analysis software to scan the documents using Boolean phrases on indicators within our CAST framework. The data used in each index are collected from the preceding year and stored on our servers so that we can go back to them when needed. Our search landscape has expanded from 90,000 to 115,000 online English-language publications worldwide, giving us a wide variety of data sources upon which to base our findings. Filters built into the software extract irrelevant or erroneous documents so the search can zero in on the specific subject matter defined in the Boolean phrases, and correct for false positives, pack journalism, and media drift. 
Second, we incorporate quantitative data from reputable institutions, such as the UNHCR, WHO, UNDP, Transparency International, World Factbook, Freedom House, World Bank, and other reliable sources. Third, the results are compared with insights from a separate qualitative review of each indicator for each country.”
(Source: listed website)


	World Bank Worldwide Governance Research Indicators 
	213
	1996 – present
	Governance based on: Voice and Accountability, Political Stability and Absence of Violence, Government Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality, Rule of Law, Control of Corruption
	Ordinal 

(% rank compared to other countries)
	Meta
	info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.asp

	Comments on methodology

	The Worldwide Governance Research Indicators Dataset focuses on measuring governance, defined as “the set of traditions and institutions by which authority in a country is exercised. This includes (1) the process by which governments are selected, monitored and replaced, (2) the capacity of the government to effectively formulate and implement sound policies, and (3) the respect of citizens and the state for the institutions that govern economic and social interactions among them.” Countries receive ordinal percentage scores.  
 There are six dimensions:

“1. Voice and Accountability (VA) – measuring perceptions of the extent to which a country’s citizens are able to participate in selecting their government, as well as freedom of expression, freedom of association, and a free media.

2. Political Stability and Absence of Violence (PV) – measuring perceptions of the likelihood that the government will be destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional or violent means, including politically-motivated violence and terrorism.

3. Government Effectiveness (GE) – measuring perceptions of the quality of public services, the quality of the civil service and the degree of its independence from political pressures, the quality of policy formulation and implementation, and the credibility of the government's commitment to such policies.

4. Regulatory Quality (RQ) – measuring perceptions of the ability of the government to formulate and implement sound policies and regulations that permit and promote private sector development.

5. Rule of Law (RL) – measuring perceptions of the extent to which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of society, and in 

6. Control of Corruption (CC) - capturing perceptions of the extent to which public power is exercised for private gain, including both petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as "capture" of the state by elites and private interests.”
“The WGI are based on a large number of different data sources, capturing the views and experiences of survey respondents and experts in the public and private sectors, as well as various NGOs.  These data sources include: (a) surveys of households and firms (e.g. Afrobarometer surveys, Gallup World Poll, and Global Competitiveness Report survey), (b) NGOs  (e.g. Global Integrity, Freedom House, Reporters Without Borders), (c) commercial business information providers (e.g. Economist Intelligence Unit, Global Insight, Political Risk Services), and (d) public sector organizations (e.g. CPIA assessments of World Bank and regional development banks, the EBRD Transition Report, French Ministry of Finance Institutional Profiles Database).” 
(Source: info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/faq.htm#1)  


	World Bank Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
	Evaluates 79 countries which may be eligible for WB IDA funding
	Late 1970s - present
	Quality of countries’ present policy and institutional framework, based on: Economic Management, Structural Policies, Policies for Social Inclusion/Equity, Public Sector Management and Institutions
	Cardinal 

(# 1—6)
	Expert (World Bank Staff)
	web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTABOUTUS/IDA/0,,contentMDK:20052347~menuPK:2607525~pagePK:51236175~piPK:437394~theSitePK:73154,00.html

	Comments on methodology

	“The Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) assesses the quality of a country’s present policy and institutional framework. ‘Quality’ refers to how conducive that framework is to fostering poverty reduction, sustainable growth, and the effective use of development assistance. The CPIA ratings are used in the IDA [International Development Agency] allocation process and several other corporate activities.” 
The CPIA focuses on elements within the country’s control, i.e. policies and institutional arrangements, as opposed to economic growth. There are sixteen criteria divided into the categories listed above: Economic Management (Macroeconomic Management, Fiscal Policy and Debt Policy); Structural Policies (Trade, Financial Sector and Business Regulatory Environment); Policies for Social Inclusion/Equity (Gender Equality, Equity of Public Resource Use, Building Human Resources, Social Protection and Labor and Policies and Institutions for Environmental Sustainability); and Public Sector Management and Institutions (Property Rights and Rule-based Governance, Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management, Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization, Quality of Public Administration and Transparency, Accountability, and Corruption in the Public Sector). 
“The ratings process involves two key phases. In the benchmarking phase a small, representative sample of countries drawn from all Regions is rated; in the second phase, staff rate the remaining countries using benchmark countries’ scores as guideposts.” The ratings reflect the judgment of World Bank staff. 
(Source: “Country Policy and Institutional Assessments,” 2009 Assessment Questionnaire, Operations Policy and Country Services, September 10, 2009; listed website)


	Cross-National Time-Series Data Archive
	235
	1968 – present (analysis extends back to 1815)
	Large selection of variables and broad coverage
	
	Expert (Academic)
	www.databanksinternational.com/

	Comments on methodology

	Compiled chiefly by Arthur S Banks at the State University of New York (Binghamton), starting in the late 1960s, the Cross National Time Series Data Archive offers a broad analysis of over 200 different variables, from ‘all highway vehicles per capita’ to ‘university enrollment per capita’. The website does not specify whether the countries receive aggregate scores, or how data is acquired. 
(Source: listed website)


	Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Index
	178
	2001 – present 
	Corruption based on: Bribery, Public Kickbacks, Embezzlement, and Strength of Anti-Corruption Measures
	Cardinal 

(# 0 — 10)
	Meta
	www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2010

	Comments on methodology

	“Transparency International (TI) defines corruption as the abuse of entrusted power for private gain. This definition encompasses corrupt practices in both the public and private sectors. The Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) ranks countries according to the perception of corruption in the public sector. The CPI is an aggregate indicator that combines different sources of information about corruption, making it possible to compare countries. 
The 2010 CPI draws on different assessments and business opinion surveys carried out by independent and reputable institutions. It captures information about the administrative and political aspects of corruption. Broadly speaking, the surveys and assessments used to compile the index include questions relating to bribery of public officials, kickbacks in public procurement, embezzlement of public funds, and questions that probe the strength and effectiveness of public sector anti-corruption efforts. 
For a country or territory to be included in the index a minimum of three of the sources that TI uses must assess that country. Thus inclusion in the index depends solely on the availability of information. 
Perceptions are used because corruption – whether frequency or amount – is to a great extent a hidden activity that is difficult to measure. Over time, perceptions have proved to be a reliable estimate of corruption. Measuring scandals, investigations or prosecutions, while offering ‘non-perception’ data, reflect less on the prevalence of corruption in a country and more on other factors, such as freedom of the press or the efficiency of the judicial system.” 
The CPI draws upon data from thirteen sources from ten independent institutions, including Freedom House, the Economist and the World Bank. 
(Sources: CPI 2010 “Short Methodological Note”; listed website)


	Ibrahim Index
	Only African countries
	The 2010 Index is the third iteration
	Governance based on: Safety and Rule of Law, Participation and Human Rights, Sustainable Economic Opportunity, Human Development
	Cardinal 

(#1-100)
	Meta
	www.moibrahimfoundation.org/en/section/the-ibrahim-index

	Comments on methodology

	The Ibrahim Index focuses on governance of African countries, on the premise that good governance leads to development. The website further explains that the Index: 
“Measures the delivery of public goods and services to citizens by government and nonstate actors; 

Uses indicators across four main categories: Safety and Rule of Law; Participation and Human Rights; Sustainable Economic Opportunity; and Human Development as proxies for the quality of the processes and outcomes of governance; 

Is the most comprehensive collection of qualitative and quantitative data that assess governance in Africa; 

Is funded and led by an African institutions, and is a progressive and consultative assessment of governance.”
Countries receive a score from 1-100, with 100 being the best. To obtain data, the report draws from many different sources, including the Economist Democracy Index and the Freedom House ratings. The website also states that “many crucial indicators of governance, such as poverty and health statistics, could not be included as the data is not sufficiently comprehensive. The future provision of robust data, including health and poverty statistics, from African sources is a core priority for the Foundation.” 
(Source: listed website)


	World Audit
	150 (countries with population of  >1 million)
	19 audits since 2000
	Democracy based on: Political Rights, Civil Liberties, Press Freedom, Corruption, Human Rights,  Economic Freedom 
	Ordinal 

(Ranks countries relative to one another)
	Meta
	www.worldaudit.org

	Comments on methodology

	The World Audit consists of a series of tables rating countries on democracy, political rights, civil liberties, press freedom, rule of law, corruption, human rights, and economic freedom. For any individual country, it is possible to obtain its international ranking in Democracy, Human Rights, Press Freedom and Corruption. 
Rankings are ordinal, and based upon other indices - the World Audit is a poll of polls. For example, the democracy table is based upon Freedom House ratings, but also factors in corruption based upon Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index. The scores in each category are based on different scales, which reflect the original indices that the Audit drew upon. 
(Source: listed website)


- PREPARED BY EMILY LYDGATE

