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Introduction

According to Kofi Annan, the UN Secretary-General, “good governance is perhaps the single most important factor in eradicating poverty and promoting development.” But what do we know about governance? Most analysts believe current indicators provide inadequate measures of key governance processes. Responding to this challenge, a group of scholars concerned with method and substance, theory and practice, have developed the World Governance Assessment
. A pilot study was carried out in 2000-01. It is the subject of a book to be published early 2004
. Its findings were also featured in the 2003 Global Corruption Report published by Transparency International
.

Governance has become a key concept in the international development debate over the past ten years. It marks an intriguing transformation in focus from micro to macro issues. It also poses fresh challenges to those interested in relating socio-economic outcomes to macro-political interventions. After ten years of efforts to make sense of governance in development, many of these basic challenges remain. What is the relationship between governance and development? What does governance really refer to? How can the concept be best put into analytical usage? What analytical advantages does it have? These are some of the basic questions that the WGA addresses.

The first point that we wish to address here is how governance fits into the international debate about development that has gone on for the past forty or so years. We point to two important shifts that have paved the way for an interest in governance. The first is the realization that politics is part of the development equation; the second that people matter. Governance is not just what governments do. The shifts are summarized in Table 1 below:   

    Table 1. Shifts in Development Thinking and Emphasis from the 1950s to Date.

	          Period
	         Focus
	        Emphasis

	     1950s-1960s
	        Project 
	     For the people

	     1960s-1970s
	        Program
	      Of the people

	          1980s
	        Policy
	    With the people

	      1990s-Date
	        Politics
	     By the people


This overview of how development ideas have changed in the last fifty years is admittedly brief and unable to do justice to nuances that many involved in the development business would recognize and wish to emphasize. We believe, however, that the basic distinctions made above do reflect principal and important shifts in how we have conceived development and the various measures that go with it. 

Meaning of Governance

Despite – or maybe because of – the recent popularity of governance, the concept has come to mean different things to different people. Academics and practitioners often talk past one another, as do scholars in different academic disciplines and fields. A review of the literature, however, suggests that these differences tend to crystallize along two separate lines, one regarding the substantive content of governance, the other regarding its character in practice. Along the first line, there is a difference between those who view governance as concerned with the rules of conducting public affairs, on the one hand, and those, on the other, who see it as steering or controlling public affairs. One might say that the ‘rules’ approach tends to emphasize the institutional determinants of choice, while the ‘steering’ approach concentrates on how choices get implemented. Along the second line, the difference is between governance as activity or process. Some analysts treat governance as reflected in human intention and action. It is possible to see the results of governance interventions. Others, however, view governance as an ongoing phenomenon that is hard to pin down, but which bears on how results are achieved. These differences are summarized in Figure 1 below:

Figure 1. Different Uses of the Governance Concept. 
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Activity

For the purpose of this study, a definition of governance is adopted that focuses on the importance of rules rather than results. Governance is treated as both activity and process in the sense that it is viewed as reflective of human intention and agency but is itself a process that sets the parameters for how policy is made and implemented. Analytically speaking, governance becomes a ‘meta’ activity that influences outcomes, such as reducing transaction costs and protecting human rights, depending on the nature of the rules adopted. With this in mind, the following working definition is adopted for this project:

Governance refers to the formation and stewardship of the formal and informal rules that regulate the public realm, the arena in which state as well as economic and societal actors interact to make decisions.

Governance, then, refers to behavioral dispositions rather than technical capacities. It implies choices in terms of how the “rules of the game” are constituted, amended, or just sustained.  In this perspective, governance deals with the constitutive side of how a political system operates rather than its distributive or allocative aspects that are more directly a function of policy. In order to clarify the way governance is conceived and how it relates to other concepts that international development agencies tend to fuse it with, the following table broadly sets out the principal differences:

Table 2. Governance and Its Relations to Other Concepts and Activities.

	     Level
	     Activity
	            Concept

	     Meta
	      Politics
	          Governance

	     Macro
	       Policy 
	       Policy-Making

	     Meso
	     Program
	  Public Administration

	     Micro
	      Project
	        Management


If governance is about rules, the question inevitably arises as to which rules are important for shaping policy processes and, by extension, development outcomes. There is a tendency among analysts and development agencies alike to adopt those that fit most closely into their own programmatic mandate. A governance survey project has to transcend such limits. It has to be able to measure governance on a global scale using indicators that are as applicable as possible across national boundaries. Given the connection to policy, implementation and development, the choice made here is to focus on the various dimensions of the political process that produce outcomes. The assumption is that how the political process is structured, i.e. how state, society and economy interact, is important for development.

Theoretical Foundation

The theoretical foundation for the WGS can be found in a systems approach to the study of politics. It recognizes the significance of macro-political variables and allows for attention to all aspects of the political process that may influence the outcomes of specific policy decisions. Our approach draws inspiration from but is not identical to the way earlier systems theorists like Almond and Coleman
 and Easton
 proposed that we should study political development. We believe, like they did, that a comparative study of politics must rely on a design that provides opportunity for transcending ethnocentric or normative biases. In the 1950s this was the problem inherent in the study of institutions – seen at that time as the crucial determinants of political outcomes. In more recent years, this is the problem that has afflicted the use of governance: it has been far too closely associated with a specific liberal-democratic agenda. 

In deciding what dimensions of the political process are important, an examination of the functions associated with how policy comes about, therefore, may be especially helpful. It allows us to design the survey in a way that reduces normative biases associated with the way governance has been applied so far. Yet, by virtue of its inclusiveness, this approach covers what the vast majority of analysts and agencies consider relevant and important. It also makes specific references to the various arenas in which these functions are performed and the purpose of the rules associated with each function. The scheme is summarized in Table 3.

Table 3. The Functional Dimensions of Governance and Their Institutional Arenas.

	     Functional 

     Dimension                           
	    Institutional

       Arena
	                  Purpose of Rules

	      Socializing
	   Civil Society
	To shape the way citizens become aware of and raise issues in public

	      Aggregating
	     Political   

     Society
	To shape the way issues are combined into policy by political institutions

	       Executive
	  Government
	To shape the way policies are made by government institutions

	       Managerial
	  Bureaucracy
	To shape the way policies are administered and implemented by public servants

	       Regulatory
	   Economic 

    Society 
	To shape the way state and market interact to promote development

	     Adjudicatory
	     Judicial 

     System
	To shape the setting for resolution of disputes and conflicts


Measuring governance poses challenges that are not encountered in the economic or social development fields. It is possible to provide firm indicators of such things as economic growth, level of unemployment, primary school enrollment, and so forth. It is much more difficult to find and agree upon indicators of a political macro phenomenon like governance. Attempts to do so, e.g. by Kaufmann, Kraay and Zoido-Lobaton at the World Bank
 confirm this but also indicate that aggregate measures of such phenomena as rule of law are useful. More and better data are needed to provide a firmer basis for identifying statistically significant differences in governance across countries as well as for country-specific in-depth governance diagnostics. The WGS is an attempt to address these needs.

Rights-Based Approach

Finding a set of common indicators for measuring governance that does not mirror just the principles of liberal democracy is not easy. Is there an approach that is more universal? We believe that by turning to the human rights field, it is possible to identify a consensus on what constitutes relevant measures of governance. There one finds broad support for the principles that form the basis for a wide range of international declarations in this arena. More specifically, 58 Member States of the United Nations signed the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) – the secular equivalence of the Ten Commandments or similar statements in other major religions around the world – in 1948. Ten years ago, 171 countries reaffirmed their commitment to the UDHR at the World Conference on Human Rights in Vienna. In addition, it should be noted that every country in the world has ratified at least one of the six principal human rights treaties. And over half the countries of the world have ratified all six principal human rights treaties – up from just 10 per cent just a decade ago. A special millennium survey conducted by Gallup International indicates that the protection of human rights is of great concern to ordinary people around the world. The same survey also shows that people believe that governments are not doing enough to address human rights problems
. Although defining what exactly constitutes universal values will continue to be a source of controversy in the global arena, there is clearly a growing consensus to move in that direction. There is also a stronger moral force supporting such a move. The most suitable basis for any effort to measure governance, therefore, is the widespread consensus about the significance of rights in the development debate. The difference between a rights-based and needs-based approach to development is summarized in the next table
.

Table 4. Differences Between a Needs and a Rights Approach to Development

	              Needs Approach


	               Rights Approach

	Needs are met or satisfied
	Rights are realized



	Needs do not imply duties or obligations
	Rights always imply correlative duties

	Needs are not necessarily universal
	Human rights are universal



	Needs can be met by outcome strategy
	Rights can be realized only by paying attention to both outcome and process

	Needs can be ranked in a hierarchy of priorities
	Rights are indivisible because they are interdependent

	Needs can be met through charity and benevolence
	Charity is obscene in a rights perspective


A rights-based approach to governance and development has many advantages. First of all, it shifts the focus from government to citizen. Good governance is a public good that citizens should be entitled to. Secondly, by focusing on entitlements, it recognizes that poverty is not just a matter of being economically deprived. It is defined and sustained by a sense on the part of the poor of helplessness, dependence, lack of opportunities, and lack of self-confidence and self-respect. The language of rights makes clear that the poor are not the subject of charity and benevolence by governments or the rich, but that they are entitled to a decent standard of living and that rights are the vehicles for their participation and empowerment. As Amartya Sen
 argues, development should include a broad range of freedoms or rights such as the basic capabilities to avoid starvation, undernourishment or premature mortality, as well as rights to education and being able to engage in participation in the political process. This argument is echoed in the discussion in the 2000 Human Development Report
 of the relationship between human rights and human development approaches. The third thing about a rights-based approach is that it draws attention to the importance of norms and rules. How a society is governed and how it achieves its development is as important in this perspective as what these processes accomplish. That is why this study is justifiably focusing on rules, not just results. The quantitative indicators of development – social or economic – should be analyzed in terms of how they were achieved. It is how these specific arena rules, aggregated into a particular political regime, are perceived that gives us the clues to how good governance is. 

Principles, Indicators and Arenas

Guiding our analysis of governance is a series of basic principles that reflect the emerging consensus at the global level of what should, and could, constitute ‘good governance’:

· Participation: the degree of involvement and ownership of affected stakeholders;

· Decency: the degree to which the formation and stewardship of rules are undertaken without humiliation or harm of the people;

· Fairness: the degree to which rules apply equally to every one in society regardless of status;

· Accountability: the degree to which public officials, elected as well as appointed, are responsible for their actions and responsive to public demands;

· Transparency: the degree to which decisions made by public officials are clear and open to scrutiny by citizens or their representatives;

· Efficiency: the degree to which rules facilitate speedy and timely decision-making. 

In arriving at these principles, the WGS draws on already existing approaches to governance by various development agencies but it transcends them by not being tied to specific programmatic concerns. Table 5 below illustrates how these principles relate to the indicators of each arena.

             Table 5. Governance indicators in relation to principles and arenas.

	Principle /

Arena
	Participation
	Fairness
	Decency
	 Accountability
	  Transparency
	Efficiency

	Civil society


	Freedom of association
	Society free from discrimination 
	Freedom of expression
	Respect for governing rules
	Freedom of the media
	Input in policy making

	Political society
	Legislature representative of society
	Policy reflective of public preferences
	Peaceful competition for political power
	Legislators accountable to public
	Transparency of political parties
	Legislative function affecting policy

	Government


	Intra-governmental consultation
	Adequate standard of living for citizens
	Personal security of citizens
	Security forces subordinated to civilian government
	Government provide accurate information
	Best use of available resources 

	Bureaucracy


	Higher civil servants part of policy-making
	Equal access to public services
	Civil servants respectful towards citizens
	Civil servants accountable for their actions
	Clear decision-making process
	Merit-based system for recruitment

	Economic society
	Consultation with the private sector
	Regulations equally applied to all firms
	Government’s respect for property rights
	Regulating private sector in the public interest
	Transparency in formulating economic policy
	Obtaining licenses free from corruption

	Judiciary


	Non-formal processes of conflict resolution
	Equal access to justice for all citizens
	International human rights incorporated in national legal practice
	Judicial officers held accountable
	Clarity in administering justice
	Efficiency of the judicial system


In selecting indicators and creating the basis for a systematic and relevant data analysis, two considerations were of special importance. The first is the number of indicators to include. This has a bearing on how detailed or disaggregated any measure will be. In striking a balance between being comprehensive and at the same time analytically specific, the survey consists of thirty-six indicators. This amounts to six indicators per each governance dimension. These are inevitably aggregate variables, but we believe that they are meaningful and often more significant in understanding governance than more specific measures. The survey, therefore, does not probe governance issues in-depth within individual countries as much as it provides the basis for an aggregate assessment of governance over time within and between countries. In so doing, the WGS may serve as a springboard for country-specific governance surveys and debates. 

The second consideration is whether each dimension is of equal importance. Should they be weighted equally? The survey has been designed on the premise that each dimension and each indicator does indeed carry the same weight, i.e. each is made up of five indicators using the same rating scale. This does not rule out the possibility that one set of indicators may at a particular time prove more important than others. Our premise, however, is that over time any such differences are neutralized. The alternative of differentiating the governance dimensions in terms of weight in this survey would make the analysis more difficult and arbitrary.

Data Collection

We adopted an approach for data collection data by designing a survey aimed at interviewing a cross-section of well-informed persons (WIPs) in each country. These were individuals who are experienced in and informed about the governance realm. The premise of our approach was that they would be able to provide the most knowledgeable ratings about governance as well as qualitative comments to back up their assessments. We considered several options, for instance, an international panel of experts. This would have allowed us to generate data for cross-country comparisons, but it would have been a replication of what others, like the Freedom House, is already doing. We also wanted to avoid the major shortcomings with such panels, namely their relative superficiality stemming from the coverage of a large number of countries within a limited time frame. We wanted to do something that others have not yet done: collect the opinions of people resident in the countries under consideration, while at the same time come up data for comparative purposes.

The survey was conducted in late 2000 and early 2001 in twenty-two countries that can be described as developing or transitional societies
. A country coordinator was identified to implement the survey in each country. These coordinators were in some cases heads of local research and policy institutes working on governance and/or development issues, in others senior researchers located at local universities. The latter were mostly political scientists or economists. The country coordinators were paid between US$2,000 and US$3,000 to deliver thirty-five completed questionnaires and to prepare a report.
 

The project instrument was administered in eight different languages. Translation was done either at the UNU headquarters or by the country coordinators themselves. Various modes were used to collect the data – face-to-face interviews, faxes, and emails. The first option was the most common, but in some countries, the others were also used. 

Our instructions to the country coordinators emphasized that they should select respondents randomly from a cross-section of persons representing different perspectives on governance. They should be at least 35 years of age and should have significant experience in public life. More specifically, we asked them for a rough balance between the following groups:

· High ranking civil servants

· Long-standing parliamentarians

· Business persons

· Senior judges and lawyers

· Respected academics, consultants or policy advisors

· Heads or senior officials in local NGOs

· Editors or senior reporters in the media

· Any other relevant category

It turned out that it was easier to find such a balance of well-informed persons in some countries than in others. Country coordinators also found out that the response to their request was not automatic. In our survey, the response rates varied from over 70 percent (China, Jordan, Kyrgyzstan, Samoa, Thailand, and Togo) to a low of 31 percent in Chile. The average response rate was 57 per cent. The details on each country are contained in Table 6.

Because of the unevenness of the data, we were in the end unable to use all of what we collected. We had to remove six ‘poor data-quality’ countries – Barbados, Korea, Nepal, Nigeria, Papua-New Guinea and Samoa.  Four reasons were used to make this decision. The first was that completed questionnaires contained too many missing values. The second was too skewed a balance in the distribution of WIPs.  Some countries had too many missing WIP groups, while others lacked an acceptable balance between respondents from state and society. We decided that WIPs associated with the state should make up at least 20 percent but not exceed 40 percent.  Finally, in some countries, such as Barbados, the sample size was just too small.  If these criteria were not met, a country was removed from the sample. This left us with 16 countries of sufficiently high data quality to be included here.  The response rate for 14 of the 16 countries where we currently have response rate information was 57%.

     Table 6. Response Rates and Language used for the WGS 
	 
	Country
	Language
	Sample Released
	Completed

(Sample Size)
	Response Rate

	Africa
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Togo
	French
	54
	42
	0.78

	 
	Tanzania
	English
	55
	33
	0.60

	 
	Nigeria
	English
	60
	38
	0.63

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	China
	Chinese
	45.
	37
	0.82.

	 
	India
	English
	90
	38
	0.42

	 
	Indonesia
	English
	55
	35
	0.64

	 
	Mongolia
	Mongolian
	N/A
	41
	

	 
	Nepal
	English
	72
	37
	0.51

	 
	Pakistan
	English
	110
	37
	0.34

	 
	Philippines
	English
	70
	35
	0.50

	 
	PNG
	English
	N/A
	37
	

	 
	Samoa
	English
	50
	37
	0.74

	 
	Thailand
	Thai
	50
	42
	0.84

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Eastern Europe
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Bulgaria
	Bulgarian
	106
	42
	0.40

	 
	Russia
	Russian
	N/A
	39
	

	 
	Kyrgyz Republic
	Russian
	48
	40
	0.83

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Middle East
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Jordan
	Arabic
	55
	40
	0.73

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Latin America
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Argentina
	Spanish
	106
	38
	0.36

	 
	Chile
	Spanish
	113
	35
	0.31

	 
	Barbados
	English
	46
	23
	0.48

	 
	Peru
	Spanish
	80
	37
	0.46

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	OECD
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Korea
	Korean
	60
	41
	0.68


Comparison with Other Measures

In order to assess the validity of our own findings, we compared them with those of other relevant data sets.   When comparing the WGS with the more established holistic governance indicators developed by the World Bank and Polity IV, the correlation coefficients are quite robust at .77 and .76 respectively.  Given the differences in how the concept of governance is conceived, we feel these results are about as high as one can expect.  When examining the results of the comparisons between other more area specific governance indicators, we find all but one to be in the moderate to strong range.  Across the board, regardless of the definitions used, the WGS index and selected items demonstrated high significant correlations with well-known measures of governance and specific elements of governance.  However, unlike the other measures, which operationalize the concept of governance to fit specific programmatic interests, the WGS, with its human rights based approach, offers a broader, more complete view of governance.  

Looking Toward the Next Phase

Plans are under way to carry out a second World Governance Survey in the near future, pending funding from a group of interested donors. The first phase taught us many valuable lessons. One of the things that we will pay extra attention to in the next phase is better sampling of respondents. We want to ensure that those who are selected are not just the friends of the country coordinator but selected from a list of all respondents in that category. Such a list might never become fully complete, but country coordinators will be asked to provide some form of documentation to show how respondents were selected. Another measure is to increase the flexibility of the questionnaire by possibly building into it an additional set of more specific questions that would be relevant to the respondents. An example would be a set of questions on corruption that goes beyond the more general questions we have in the basic survey instrument. We also plan to make more use of our web-based survey. This can be accessed by any one with a PIN number. Country coordinators will be trained in how to use that and encourage respondents in their country to use it. An invitation to visit our website and try out our survey is enclosed with this paper. Finally, in order to strengthen the outreach of this project, we are in the process of extending our partnerships in developing and developed countries. We have been very pleased with the interest to date and we expect continued positive interest in the next phase.
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