We have described the principles and purposes of our framework for
democracy assessment. Our framework is not the first such attempt at
assessing the quality of democracy and freedom in countries around
the world. The distinctive features of our approach can most readily
be appreciated by comparison with other approaches. These are set
out in Table A.1, which identifies five different types of assessment
framework. We categorize the five approaches in the following ways —
by what issues and themes they investigate, who carries them out and
for what purpose, their geographical coverage and their respective
methodologies. The table also gives examples of the agencies, coun-
tries and bodies that carry them out.

This is not an exhaustive list, and there are obvious overlaps between
the types listed. Thus, for example, there is a strong thematic overlap
between the first four in the table, all of which predominantly in-
clude civil and political rights in their assessment. But this similarity
should not obscure crucial differences of purpose between them that
feed into their respective methodologies. Thus, the first category, hu-
man rights surveys, aim to identify where individual countries stand
in a global comparison; the second, governance assessments, uses as-
sessment to select and monitor aid projects in given countries; the
third, democracy indices, are concerned to explore empirical relation-
ships between democracy and other significant variables; the fourth,
democratic audits, are primarily concerned to raise consciousness and
the level of public debate about democracy issues; and the fifth, eco-
nomic and social assessments, provide a tool for externally funded
economic or social investment.

Our approach is set out at the bottom of the table for comparison. Of
the five types surveyed, our approach has most in common with the
democratic audits, from which it has evolved. That is to say, the pri-
mary purpose of our assessment methodology is to help raise public
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consciousness about democracy issues in particular countries, to as-
sess the quality of democracy, to identify where it is strong and where
it is weak, and to identify reforms.

Since we are sceptical about outsiders sitting in judgement on a coun-
try’s democracy, often from a position of presumed superiority, we
take the view that the right people to conduct such assessments are
the citizens of the country involved, a principle which is now increas-
ingly being recognized internationally. Not least, only they know the
history and culture of their country — an important base for under-
standing its approach to and arrangements for democracy. In some
instances, it may be appropriate — and in many cases it can add legiti-
macy to an assessment — if the government is involved (as in the case
of Mongolia and the Netherlands: see Part 3). Much will depend on
the government’s motives and the independence of the assessment.
In Zimbabwe, for example, President Robert Mugabe’s government
established a major survey of the people’s democratic aspirations to
shoulder aside a popular initiative and to take control of the process.
Mugabe then rejected the conclusions of his own ofhicial inquiry.

Thus, safeguards will be an essential prerequisite for such assessments.
For example, government assessments should allow the assessors, as
our methodology demands, to define for themselves which aspects of
democracy and which criteria should be chosen for investigation, as
well as which benchmarks or standards might be appropriate for use
in the assessment.

Other frameworks tend to predetermine these key issues of method,
and these issues are often neither explicitly recognized nor discussed.
In the International IDEA process, they are exposed to debate and
choice, while the flexibility of the framework makes it sensitive to the
contextual specificities of individual countries under assessment. To
identify such choices, and what is involved in them, is one of the key
purposes of this Guide.

We have, however, gone beyond the original idea and practice of a
democratic audit in a number of ways, which involve incorporating
elements from some of the other types of assessment. Extending the
idea of democratic audit to newly established democracies required us
to expose the original criteria and methods employed for the UK au-
dits to a process of international assessment and criticism. As a result,
the framework now includes sections on economic and social rights
and the international dimensions of democracy that were not in the
original framework. It also treats more seriously and acutely the proc-
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esses of assessment and the choice of standards or comparators to be
used. As well as the body of economic and social assessments, we have
also drawn on the experience of project-led governance assessments
in our methodology.

Furthermore, anyone attempting to construct lists of possible sources
for relevant data, whether international, regional or country-specific,
is bound to be indebted to the sources and findings developed by the
profession of political science and by international NGOs. In these
different ways we attempt to draw on the best of existing assessment
work, while also maintaining our distinctive approach.
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Table A.1. Comparing assessment frameworks

Type of

assessment

Who carries
itout?

What it
covers

Purpose

Geographical
coverage

Methodology

Selected
examples

1. Human rights | International Civiland Identify where | Global Quantitative Freedom House®
surveys NGOs and political rights; | countries stand or qualitative Humana Index*
governments economic social | in a global comparison Human Rights
and cultural comparison between Watch®
rights countries Amnesty
International”
US State Dept.’
CIRI Human
Rights Data
Project®
2. Governance | Government aid | Electoral Means to select | New Country-specific | CIDA”
assessments | agencies democracy, and monitor aid | democracies assessments DFID®
accountable projects against USAID®
government, the agency-derived | EU®
rule of law indicators Millennium
Challenge
Account”
APRM*
3. Democracy Social and Civil and Explore Some global, Aggregate Lipset”
indices political political rights, | empirical some new quantitative Diamond*
scientists electoral relationships democracies indicators Hadenius*
democracy between (dichotomous or| M Moore*
democracy and polychotomous) | Kaufman et al.””
other variables Przeworski et al.”
(e.g. economic Polity IV
development Bertelsmann
and conflict) Transformation
Index
EIU*
4. Democratic | Joint civil society| Civil and Raising Old democracies| Country-specific | Canada*
audits initiatives political rights, | consciousness qualitative Sweden
electoral about assessment by | UK*
democracy, democracy and citizens Australia®
accountable its condition Denmark**
government Netherlands®”
EU*
5. Economic International Economicand | Guide to Global Quantitative UNDP*
and social agencies and social indicators | externally indicators World Bank*
assessments | governments funded to assess Social Watch**
economic comparative
and social performance
investment

International
IDEA democracy
assessment

National and
international
civil society, and
governments

Full range

of political
and social
democracy

Enhance public
debate; identify
and evaluate
reform priorities

Global

Country-specific
qualitative
assessments

by in-country
experts

Transparency
International*
International
IDEA-sponsored
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Annex B
The democracy assessment
questionnaire

You are invited to tick one of the boxes in answer to each
question in the accompanying list. The classifications are:

VH = very high;

H = high;
= middling or ambiguous;
L = low;

VL = very low.

As an example, under question 2.1, if you consider that there

are serious abrogations of the rule of law, for example, the
existence of areas or groups above or beyond the reach of the
law, or outside its protection in your country, then you might tick
‘L’ or ‘low’ for your assessment of the degree to which the rule of
law is operative.

The numbering of the boxes corresponds to the relevant
questions on the lists. For each section you are then asked

to specify what you consider a) the best feature, and b) the
most serious problem in your country from a democratic point
of view; then c) to suggest what you think might be done to
improve this problem.

2.0 The rule of law and access to justice

Are state and society consistently subject to the law?

2.1 How far is the rule of law operative throughout the territory?
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To what extent are all public ofhcials subject to the rule of law and
to transparent rules in the performance of their functions?

How independent are the courts and the judiciary from the
executive, and how free are they from all kinds of interference?

How equal and secure is the access of citizens to justice, to due
process and to redress in the event of maladministration?

How far do the criminal justice and penal systems observe due rules
of impartial and equitable treatment in their operations?

How much confidence do people have in the legal system to deliver
fair and effective justice?

VH H M L VL

2.1

2.3
2.4
2.5

2.6

BESt fEATULE ..ot e e e et ee e e e eeeeaeeeeeeeeas
Most serious problem ..........ccocccevieiriiininininininiciceeeeeene
Suggested IMProvement ...........ccccueevieeriereninicinieinieeneeneenereene
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What is International IDEA?

The International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance
(International IDEA) is an intergovernmental organization that sup-
ports sustainable democracy worldwide. Its objective is to strengthen
democratic institutions and processes. International IDEA acts as a
catalyst for democracy building by providing knowledge resources,
expertise and a platform for debate on democracy issues. It works to-
gether with policy makers, donor governments, UN organizations and
agencies, regional organizations and others engaged in the field of de-
mocracy building.

What does International IDEA do?

Areas of work

Democracy building is complex and touches on many areas includ-
ing constitutions, electoral systems, political parties, legislative ar-
rangements, the judiciary, central and local government, and for-
mal and traditional government structures. International IDEA is
engaged with all of these issues and offers to those in the process of
democratization:

knowledge resources, in the form of handbooks, databases, websites
and expert networks;

policy proposals to provoke debate and action on democracy issues; and
assistance to democratic reforms in response to specific national requests.

International IDEA’s notable areas of expertise are:

Constitution-building processes. A constitutional process can lay the
foundations for peace and development, or plant seeds of conflict.
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International IDEA is able to provide knowledge and make poli-
cy proposals for constitution building that is genuinely nationally
owned, is sensitive to gender and conflict-prevention dimensions, and
responds effectively to national priorities.

Electoral processes. The design and management of elections has a
strong impact on the wider political system. International IDEA
seeks to ensure the professional management and independence of
elections, adapt electoral systems, and build public confidence in the
electoral process.

Political parties. Political parties form the essential link between
voters and the government, yet polls taken across the world show
that political parties enjoy a low level of confidence. International
IDEA analyses the functioning of political parties, the public fund-
ing of political parties, their management and their relations with
the public.

Democracy and gender. International IDEA recognizes that if democ-
racies are to be truly democratic, then women—who make up over
half of the world’s population—must be represented on equal terms
with men. International IDEA develops comparative resources and
tools designed to advance the participation and representation of
women in political life.

Democracy assessments. Democratization is a national process.
International IDEA’s State of Democracy methodology allows people
to assess their own democracy instead of relying on externally pro-
duced indicators or rankings of democracies.

Where does International IDEA work?
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International IDEA works worldwide. It is based in Stockholm, Swe-
den, and has offices in Latin America, Africa and Asia.





