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Category IV Administration and civil service: 70 / weak
IV-1 Civil service regulations: 49 very weak
IV-2 Whistleblowing measures: 66 weak
IV-3 Procurement: 89 strong
IV-4 Privatisation: 78 moderate

Category V Oversight and regulation: 89 / strong
V-1 National ombudsman: 93 very strong
V-2 Supreme audit institution: 87 strong
V-3 Taxes and customs: 88 strong
V-4 Financial sector regulation: 93 very strong
V-5 Business licensing and regulation: 84 strong

Category VI Anti-corruption and rule of law: 79 / moderate
VI-1 Anti-corruption law: 100 very strong
VI-2 Anti-corruption agency: 83 strong
VI-3 Rule of law: 67 weak
VI-4 Law enforcement: 65 weak

All scores range from 0 to 100. Data reflect conditions from July 2005 to June 2006.
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2006 Global Integrity Index: worldwide performance

The Global Integrity Index rates how well nations are fighting corruption. In the charts below, you
can see how the forty-one countries in the 2006 index performed as a group. For instance in the
‘elections’ category, you can see that in ‘voting and citizen participation’ many nations performed
well. But in ‘political financing’ most nations earned the lowest rating. The Global Integrity Index is
drawn from 290 Integrity Indicators and scored by teams of local researchers. For more on what these
scores mean, see the Global Integrity website (www.globalintegrity.org).
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Figure 6 How well is the world fighting corruption?
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The Americas Barometer 2006: report on corruption
Mitchell A. Seligson and Dominique Zéphyr1

The Americas Barometer (El Barómetro de las Américas), the survey effort of the Latin America
Public Opinion Project, focuses on street-level corruption as experienced in the daily lives of
citizens. In 2006 a total of 31,477 people were included in the sample, generally around 1,500
per country, in face-to-face interviews lasting an average of forty-five minutes. Interviews were
conducted in the local languages; numerous indigenous languages were included in the Andes
and Guatemala, while Creole was used in Haiti and French among the French-speakers of
Canada. The 2006 study was expanded to include twenty countries, with representation of
North America and the Caribbean now included.2

The focus on direct experience with corruption rather than on the perception of corruption
has been the hallmark of the LAPOP studies published in past Global Corruption Reports. The
wisdom of that decision is reinforced by the latest findings. For the twenty countries as a
whole, the correlation between individual perception of corruption and individual reports of
having been solicited for a bribe are extremely low, not rising above an r of 0.06. Indeed,
Bolivia and Haiti, both in the group of countries with the highest recorded levels of actual
corruption, have perceptions of corruption that are lower than any other country except
Canada, a nation that scores at or near the very low end of corruption experience in the
Americas.

While the study asks an entire battery of questions on corruption experience, direct compar-
isons of the signature item in the series are revealing. We asked: ‘Have you been asked to pay
a bribe by a public official in the last year?’ The results are shown in figure 7. The chart includes
an ‘I’ at the end of each bar to show the range of the confidence intervals of the samples. The
yawning gap between the United States and Canada, on the one hand, and the high-level cor-
ruption countries on the other is striking; a person from Bolivia is fifty times more likely to be
asked for a bribe by a public official than a person from the United States. Even in countries
that are moderate in their levels of corruption, such as Costa Rica, where only 6.1 per cent of
the sample reported being asked by a public official to pay a bribe in the last year, the rate is
twenty times higher than in the United States.

1 Mitchell A. Seligson is Centennial Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University and director of the Latin
American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP). Dominique Zéphyr is research coordinator and data analyst at LAPOP.

2 Because of the high costs of face-to-face interviews, in the United States and Canada alone surveys were con-
ducted via random-digit-dialling phone calls, and samples there were around 600. All other samples were based
on national sample frames, stratified by region and sub-stratified by urban/rural residence. Full details can be
found at www.AmericasBarometer.org.
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3 The error bars represent 95 per cent confidence intervals.
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For all countries in the sample apart from the United States and Canada, where the full series
of questions was not asked, an overall index of corruption victimisation was constructed,
based on the number of different ways in which a person was requested to pay a bribe in the
twelve months preceding the survey. In total, seven different possible venues of corruption
were measured, including bribe requests by police, in the courts, in local government, in the
public health service, in the public school system, at work and by public officials. In
Uruguay, which represents the best case, fewer than 1 per cent of the population were asked
to pay a bribe in the twelve months preceding the interview. Haiti emerges as an extreme
case, with one out of every two adults reporting being victimised. The average for the region
was 22.5 per cent of a country’s population being asked to pay a bribe. The results for the
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Figure 7 Percentage of population who were solicited
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individual items in the series are shown in table 7, above, and the summary graph is shown
in figure 8.

As in prior studies, the ‘hot spots’ of corruption are the cities, where more public officials
are present to extract bribes from their victims. The data also reveal that males are far more
likely to be victims than females, no doubt because of their greater dealings with public life
than females in the Latin American and Caribbean environment. Finally, even though the
poor may pay a higher percentage of their incomes in bribes, it is the wealthier who have
the ‘deep pockets’ and are more likely to be seen as good targets for those who have bribery
in mind.

Bolivia 20.5 14.5 24.1 12.5 19.0 10.2 10.2

Canada 0.7

Chile 2.3 1.7 5.6 6.5 5.3 3.0 3.5

Colombia 4.5 2.6 4.4 3.6 3.3 3.7 1.8

Costa Rica 8.7 6.1 5.9 4.9 3.0 4.5 4.4

Dominican Republic 10.7 6.3 19.5 3.2 12.5 5.1 3.6

Ecuador 11.6 15.1 14.8 7.4 22.9 8.7 13.2

El Salvador 6.6 2.5 6.0 3.3 2.8 6.7 3.5

Guatemala 11.0 4.6 6.4 9.0 6.3 7.6 7.4

Guyana 11.8 6.4 13.4 16.7 10.1 13.6

Haiti 10.2 10.8 61.9 51.1 50.2 57.7 59.6

Honduras 11.0 3.9 10.4 2.7 7.8 3.7 3.9

Jamaica 7.0 2.3 16.0 35.4 16.8 35.7 30.1

Mexico 22.8 13.7 24.0 13.4 25.0 13.7 12.7

Nicaragua 7.3 4.1 12.5 9.9 22.7 10.2 9.3

Panama 6.6 3.7 16.2 2.8 14.3 3.9 4.1

Paraguay 11.6 13.1 13.0 10.0 17.0 3.9 3.1

Peru 18.8 10.7 14.9 9.2 11.6 3.9 8.2

United States 0.3

Uruguay 2.3 1.9 1.8 4.0 0.0 1.4 1.6

Police Public Municipal Bribery Court Health School
bribery employee bribery work bribery service bribery

bribery bribery

Table 7 Percentage of survey respondents who report being asked to pay a bribea

a Among those who used the public service described, except for ‘public employees’, which was a generic category
without the ‘filter’ for users. Pre-tests revealed extremely low levels of corruption in the United States and
Canada, and thus, to economise on precious interview time, for these countries the rest of the series was
 eliminated.
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The World Governance Assessment: corruption and
other dimensions of governance
Verena Fritz, Ken Mease, Marta Foresti and Goran Hyden1

The fundamental idea of the World Governance Assessment (WGA), which was first devel-
oped in 2000, is to assess governance by capturing the views of local stakeholders. Local
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1 Verena Fritz and Marta Foresti are research fellows at the Overseas Development Institute (ODI), London. Goran
Hyden is a Professor of Political Science at the University of Florida and Kenneth Mease is a member of the
Department of Economics at the University of Florida.

4 The error bars represent 95 per cent confidence intervals.
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Figure 8 Percentage of population victimised by corruption at least once in past year
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2 Author conversation with Bertelsmann Transformation Index team.
3 For further information on the WGA, see www.odi.org.uk/wga_governance/. The ten stakeholder groups are: rep-

resentatives of the academic community, business, international organisations, the judiciary, the media, non-
governmental organisations, religious groups, civil servants, government/executive branch and parliament.

4 The countries/territories are Argentina, Bulgaria, Indonesia, Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia, Namibia, Palestine, Peru,
Trinidad and Tobago, and Uganda. The survey was conducted with a minimum of seventy respondents per
 country.

stakeholders may perceive governance problems differently from those making a judge-
ment from the outside. Their opinion is less likely to be influenced by existing surveys – a
problem that governance indices based on expert assessments increasingly face.2

Furthermore, while a number of surveys have begun to capture the views of local business
communities, the WGA is special in reflecting the views of ten stakeholder groups – ranging
from civil society, to parliamentarians to the judicial sector and the business community.3

Respondents to the WGA are also divided into two broad groups: ‘regime incumbents’
(members of the government, the civil service and parliament) and ‘governance guardians’
(all other groups).

The WGA is carried out by local coordinators who are based in a local research institution
or NGO. Local coordinators play a crucial role in selecting respondents based on prede-
fined criteria, in conducting the survey and in disseminating survey results locally. Table 8
shows the questions/indicators that the survey covers, arranged into six arenas and six
 principles.

In 2006 the second round of surveys was carried out in ten countries/territories.4

While only one of the WGA’s thirty-six indicators refers directly to corruption, there are
several others that are pertinent. This is particularly true with regard to ‘grand’ forms of cor-
ruption, such as the transparency of political parties and the degree to which policy reflects
public preferences and legislators are accountable to the public.

Two important observations emerge from the WGA. First, among the ten  countries/
territories covered by the survey, some ‘traditional’ governance concerns are, in fact, rela-
tively positively rated. Freedom of association and freedom of expression as well as freedom
of the media are the three most highly rated indicators on average (and generally for all ten
countries/territories individually as well). Peaceful competition for power is also highly
rated, except in Kyrgyzstan and Uganda. Even government protection of private property
rights is positively rated in nine out of the ten countries/territories, the exception being
Kyrgyzstan.

Second, it is striking that the most negatively rated indicators all relate to corruption and asso-
ciated concerns: the question with the lowest average score is the one directly addressing cor-
ruption. The next lowest average ratings are for a merit-based system for recruitment, the
transparency of political parties and the efficiency of the judicial system. With some variation,
these are seen as the main problem areas across the countries/territories surveyed. Figure 9
shows the single most highly rated indicator (freedom of expression – question 3) and the
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lowest-rated indicator (control of corruption – question 30) on average. (The top bar is the
average for all countries/territories; the bars below show the averages for all seventy or so
respondents per country/territory.)

A further interesting dimension of the WGA is the comparison between views of ‘regime
incumbents’ and ‘governance guardians’. For example, in Mongolia, ‘governance guardians’
have a far less favourable view than ‘regime incumbents’ about the accountability of legisla-
tors to the public.
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Principle/
arena

Participation Fairness Decency Accountability Transparency Efficiency

Civil society 1. Freedom of
association

2. Society
free from dis -
crimination

3.Freedom
ofexpres -
sion

4. Respect for
governing rules

5. Freedom of
the media

6. Input
in policy-
making

Political
society

7. Legislature
representative
of society

8. Policy
reflects
public
preferences

9. Peaceful
compe -
tition for
political
power

10. Legislators
accountable to
public

11.
Transparency
of political
parties

12. Efficiency
of legislative
function

Government 13. Intra-
governmental
con sultation

14. Adequate
standard of
living

15.
Personal
security of
citizens

16. Security
forces
subordinated to
civilian
government

17.
Government
provides
accurate
information

18. Efficiency
of executive
branch

Bureaucracy 19. Civil
servants shape
policy

20. Equal
opportu ni -
ties to public
services

21. Civil
servants
respectful
towards
citizens

22. Civil
servants
accountable

23. Civil
service
decision-
making
transparent

24. Merit-
based system
for
recruitment

Economic
society

25. Private
sector
consulted on
policy

26. Regula -
tions applied
equally

27. Gov -
ern ments
respect
private
property
rights

28. Regulating
private sector to
protect workers

29.
Transparency
in
international
trade policy

30.
Interventions
free from
corruption

Judiciary 31. Non-
formal
processes of
conflict
resolution

32. Equal
access to
justice for all
citizens

33. Human
rights
incorpo -
rated in
national
practice

34. Judicial
officers held
accountable

35. Clarity in
administering
justice

36. Efficiency
of the judicial
system

Table 8 Governance arenas and principles covered by the WGA



When interpreting these results, we need to keep in mind the fact that the countries/territories
included in the survey are non-representative of the ‘universe’ of low- and middle-income
countries. In a number of countries that are not covered, freedom of expression and freedom
of association continue to be real concerns (e.g. Uzbekistan, Ethiopia, Vietnam). What is
important is that, in those countries/territories where freedoms to raise issues (‘voice’) are
rated rather highly by local stakeholders, the same stakeholders nonetheless express a rather
negative view of public sector efficiency and accountability.

Donors and ‘democracy promoters’ have invested considerable efforts in establishing and
improving democratic governance in low- and middle-income countries. Since the 1990s in
particular they have sought to strengthen civil society and, more recently, to improve gov-
ernmental transparency (through freedom of information acts and so on). These efforts are
certainly worthwhile and appear to have achieved some effect in the countries/territories sur-
veyed, but they do not seem to generate the expected results in terms of effective accounta-
bility and associated improvements in governance. This may be a matter of time. It is also
possible, however, that there are other important factors (such as the prevalence of patronage,
or high levels of inequality) that make citizens’ voices less effective.

Given the limited and non-representative country/territory sample, we have to be careful in
drawing generalised conclusions from the 2006 WGA. We hope that its findings on corrup-
tion and wider governance issues can provide interesting evidence, however, as well as some
leads on issues worthy of further research and policy thinking.
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a Average ratings for all respondents per country/territory on a five-point scale. Negative ratings indicate an aver-
age rating below the midpoint, positive ratings above the midpoint.
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Figure 9 Aggregate ratings for freedom of expression (top) and for control of corruption (bottom)a
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National Integrity System scoring system
Sarah Repucci1

The National Integrity System (NIS) is a concept developed by Transparency International to
describe the sum total of laws, institutions and practices in a country that maintains govern-
mental and private sector accountability and integrity. Since 2001 TI has used the NIS concept
to produce more than seventy NIS Country Studies, which compare the on-the-ground
 situation in a country to standards for integrity and accountability. NIS Country Studies are a
 powerful tool for analysing the effectiveness of a country’s integrity system and to facilitate
the formulation of targeted and effective national anti-corruption  strategies.2

NIS Country Studies currently offer only qualitative analysis. In order to evaluate strengths and
weaknesses more effectively, as well as facilitate comparisons within a country over time, TI is
developing an NIS scoring system to complement the current NIS qualitative methodology. NIS
Country Studies and scores will be produced concurrently in order to be mutually reinforcing.

Methodology
Over the last two years TI has been working with its national chapters, external experts and con-
sultants from Pact – an NGO committed to capacity-building with regard to local leaders and
organisations – to design a scoring system that can be implemented by TI partners and other stake-
holders in nearly any country in the world. Actors from different sectors working on promoting
transparency and fighting corruption will be able to use the newly developed indicators to help
develop strategies for advocacy and improve the ability to monitor and evaluate results over time,
while government reformers can use the results for targeting resources and decision-making.

The scoring system will build on the sixteen areas or ‘pillars’ of the NIS.3 These will be grouped
into seven main elements: executive functions, the legal framework, the judicial system, indepen -
dent bodies, civil society, the private sector and media/information. A final score will be compiled
for each main element. In addition, sub-scores on accountability, transparency, integrity and
complaints mechanisms, resources, and the role of each pillar in the system will be calculated.

Local ownership and adaptation

The NIS scoring system is based on in-country development and production. The starting point
is the global scoring model, which specifies the fundamental qualities of integrity, accountabil-
ity and transparency that are important for any governance system under consideration. To
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1 Sarah Repucci is a programme officer at Transparency International.
2 More information on the NIS and completed Country Studies are available at www.transparency.org/policy_

research/nis.
3 Executive, legislature, political parties, electoral commission, supreme audit institution, judiciary, civil service/ pub-

lic sector agencies, law enforcement agencies, public contracting system, ombudsman, government anti- corruption
agencies, media, civil society, business sector, regional and local government, international institutions.



account for local differences, NIS scoring implementers in each country determine how the global
criteria will be measured within the national context, creating a country scoring model. Through
a participatory process, led by the NIS implementer, stakeholders will work together to translate
global criteria into country-specific indicators and, in the case of adaptations, identify the most
appropriate data sources and data collection strategies. Data gathered for the country model will
then be aggregated according to the global criteria, in order to generate the final NIS scores.

To enable comparison among different NIS elements, all country-specific indicators are scored
using the same scale. Thus, differences in scores among pillars of the system can help identify
the weakest elements and target anti-corruption interventions.

Opportunities and challenges
The NIS programme is well established and respected, but the value of adding a scoring com-
ponent has been emphasised by many stakeholders.

One challenge that TI has faced in the design of the NIS scoring system is how to balance the
desire for some standardisation across countries with the wide variation that exists between dif-
ferent countries’ information sources, systems and contexts. For example, a country with strong
traditional authorities might want to add questions to take this potentially important source
of governance into account. Similarly, a country where many integrity-related evaluations
have already been carried out might want to incorporate these data rather than generating new
information. The solution for respecting this diversity without sacrificing comparability is a
framework methodology with room for some country-specific adaptation in data collection and
analysis. While this means that the full set of country scores will not be strictly comparable with
those of another country, the same core indicators will be published for all countries. Users inter-
ested in comparing results across countries can rely on this core dataset, while reform advocates
in the country will benefit from the full, country-specific dataset.

A second challenge has been how best to complement existing indicators. Other organisations
already produce quantitative indicators on governance at the country level, and TI is not
seeking to compete with them. Rather, TI’s global network of national chapters and its focus
on anti-corruption measures create a unique niche in this field. The NIS scoring system will
be generated by and for the countries under consideration, looking at the governance system
through an anti-corruption lens. Leaving aside issues such as security or economic gover-
nance, it concentrates on political institutions, oversight bodies and other actors in society
that have the potential and obligation to resist and fight corruption.

The role of the NIS scoring system in the field of governance measurement is therefore
twofold. First, it enables national ownership and tailored application to bridge the divide
between standardised global assessment and qualitative in-depth case study. Second, it allows
a strong focus on anti-corruption policies, contributing much-needed detail to frameworks
and initiatives that aim to measure the broader performance of governance systems.

The draft model will be piloted in two countries in 2008. A review process will follow, and the
revised model will be launched later in the year.
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