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ABSTRACT 

Substantial academic research has been devoted to the conceptualization and 
measurement of “democracy”.  Also international organizations, such as the World Bank 
or the United Nations have intended to conceptualize, to quantify and to compare the 
“degree of democracy” among various countries.  However, the existing approaches are 
characterized by important flaws.  First of all, there is no consensus regarding the 
definition of democracy and its ideal institutional framework. Secondly, even without a 
consensus on its definition, several methodologies have been developed to assess 
quantitatively the “degree of democracy” of various countries.  These measures often 
ignore the close connection between theoretical conceptualization and quantitative 
operationalization, what results in concept-measure inconsistencies. This means that a 
distinction needs to be made at the conceptual level between those approaches that 
consider democracy as composed of a series of not substitutable sub dimensions, and 
those that consider the different sub-dimensions as replaceable (also called family 
resemblance approach).  Both conceptualizations result in different operationalizations 
and techniques that have to be applied to combine the various sub-dimensions into a 
single measure of democracy.  In this paper, we intend to develop a compromise 
between both approaches, while paying attention to the concept-measure consistency. 
The result of this exercise is the conceptualization of “political openness” as an 
alternative for “degree of democracy”. Based on the elaboration of our concept, we 
develop a quantitative tool to measure the access of individual and organized citizens’ 
demands to political regimes in developed and developing countries.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The second half of the twentieth century and the first lustrum of the twenty-first have 

witnessed a constant growth of attempts to quantify the functioning of political systems in 

several indices. This phenomenon, which arose within academia with works such as 

Dahl’s (1991), has relatively quickly expanded to reach the realm of daily life, and 

received a boost with the end of the Cold War and the subsequent interest in the 

evolution of the former communist countries. Throughout the nineties, the annual release 

of the indices developed by institutions such as Freedom House or Transparency 

International has turned into a front-page item, and the indices have acquired a certain 

normative authority that shapes public opinion.  

Beyond the popular dimension of this “index boom” and its potential normative 

purposes, the development of quantitative measures of political systems responds to a 

strong need of valid and reliable cross-national comparable data within the field of 

political science, a need which is in turn the product of the growing academic interest 

toward the dynamics of economic and political interdependence. In this trend towards 

quantification, technical aspects of data collection, coding and statistical analysis have 

become the top priority, and they therefore constitute the most visible side of index 

construction. The conceptual and/or theoretical foundations of indices often take the 

place of a formal requirement and little attention is paid to the actual coherence between 

the concepts and their operational elaboration (Bollen, 1980; 1990; 1993; Bollen & 

Grandjean, 1981; Goertz, 2006; Munck & Verkuilen, 2002). Besides, the lack of a 

consensus definition of democracy has lead to the proliferation of concepts, what until a 

certain extent obstructs the comparability of the indices if their “bottom definition” is to be 

put into perspective. The question rises what is actually being measured by the indices, 

and to which extent democracy is quantitatively measurable. The issue has already been 

treated in the literature by authors such as Coppedge & Reinicke (1990), Goertz (2006) 

and Marshall & Jaggers (2002).    

This paper, which by no means attempts to provide a definitive answer on the 

question, is a critical reflection on the inconsistencies between current 

operationalizations of democracy and the concepts lying behind those 

operationalizations. The criticisms concern two aspects. The first is the frequent lack of a 

conceptual definition supporting the technical index construction, which, as it has been 

stated, puts an overweight on the operational dimensions. This causes confusion on 
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whether democracy as an all-encompassing concept is reducible to a single number. 

The second aspect concerns the lack of consistency between the applied definitions of 

democracy and their operationalization, which increases the confusion on the actual 

entity that is being measured.  Building on these criticisms, we attempt to develop an 

alternative approach to political systems, namely political openness. It does not imply a 

radically different conceptualization of democracy, but rather tries to focus on its 

procedural aspects. Besides, attention is paid to the concept-measure consistency and 

the relationships between the different dimensions of political openness.  

The work is constructed as follows. Section one explains the criticisms concerning the 

conceptual foundations of the indices and introduces the concept of political openness, 

which is further explained in section two. Section three on its turn explores the issue of 

concept-measure consistency and operationalizes the concept in an index. The fourth 

section presents the conclusions and challenges for further research.   

 

1. THE QUEST FOR A DEFINITION OF DEMOCRACY AND THE ALTERNATIVE OF 
POLITICAL OPENNESS 
 

The construction of an index with the aim of measuring democracy requires, as its 

angular stone, a concept or definition of democracy. In other words, we need to know 

what is to be measured. Even though the word “democracy” is almost invariably used in 

the daily political discourse, it lacks a standard definition to which can be referred1. This 

section offers therefore a few insights on the definition of democracy, and identifies its 

main problems.  

The study of democracy has historically been one of the most important domains of 

political philosophy. The concept was first indirectly mentioned in Herodotus’ History, in 

the context of equality before the law (isonomía) (Sartori, 1973). It was further defined in 

Pericles’ funeral oration by Thucydides: “It is true that we are called a democracy, for the 

administration is in the hands of the many and not of the few. But while there exists 

equal justice to all and alike in their private disputes, the claim of excellence is also 

recognized; and when a citizen is in any way distinguished, he is preferred to the public 

service, not as a matter of privilege, but as the reward of merit” (Leach, 1900, p. 364). 

Pericles’ Athens would later on be regarded as the ideal of democracy, in which the 

citizens’ power to participate was central to the functioning of the polis. Ever since, 

                                                 
1 For a detailed semantic account of the concept, see Sartori (1973).  
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democracy would be redefined uncountable times on the basis of that ideal, 

incorporating elements of the Roman res publica, the medieval communes and 

philosophers’ insights. The Enlightenment occupies a special role in those 

developments, since it contributed to spread the connotation of democracy as an ideal, 

and added the notion of “freedom” to the Athenian conception (Sartori, 1973). The work 

of thinkers such as Rousseau, Diderot, Montesquieu or Kant brought about the 

popularization of the democratic thought, which was first put into practice in the United 

States of America, and later on in the revolutionary France. During the nineteenth 

century, the model was extended to the rest of Europe and part of Latin America, and 

the postwar period would export it to the rest of the world. Gradually, the democratic 

ideal has become the only internationally positively sanctioned regime of societal 

organization, supported by the interactions of the market economy with the international 

and domestic political environments. 

The interaction of the often exogenously induced political ideal of democracy based 

on the Enlightenment with the specific historical reality of different countries and peoples 

has produced an enormous institutional variety, going from parliamentarism to 

presidentialism and from proportional representation to majority systems of election . 

Against the background of the temporal and spatial reality, the philosophical definition of 

democracy does not seem to be able to capture or measure what democracy actually is, 

but serves only as a parameter to test reality to what should be (Sartori, 1973). 

Therefore, the automatic adoption of philosophical constructs as operationalizable 

definitions of democracy does not seem an adequate approach. Instead, most authors 

assessing democracy as a measurable phenomenon create their own definitions 

(Jaggers & Gurr, 1995, p. 469), some of which are shown in table 1.  

 

Bollen (1981, p. 8) (…) the extent to which the political power of the elite is minimized and 
that of the nonelite is maximized. Political rights and political liberties 
are two major dimensions of the concept and these encompass most of 
the traits usually attributed to democratic systems. 

Dahl (1971, pp. 2-7) (…) a political system one of the characteristics of which is the quality of 
being completely or almost completely responsive to all its citizens (…). 
[T]o be responsive (…) all citizens must have unimpaired opportunities: 
(1) to formulate their preferences, (2) to signify their preferences (…), 
(3) to have their preferences weighed equally in the conduct of 
government (…). These, then, appear to me to be three necessary 
conditions for a democracy, though they are probably not sufficient (…). 
Some requirements for a democracy among a large number of people:  
1. Freedom to form and join organizations. 
2. Freedom of expression. 
3. The right to vote. 
4. Eligibility for public office. 
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5. The right of political leaders to compete for support. 
6. Alternative sources of information. 
7. Free and fair elections. 
8. Institutions for making government policies depend on votes and 

other expressions of preference. 
Downs (1957, pp. 23-
24) 

A government is democratic if it exists in a society where the following 
conditions prevail:  
1. a single party is chosen by popular election to run the governing 
apparatus; 
2. such elections are held within periodical intervals, the duration of 
which cannot be altered by the party in power acting alone;  
3. all adults who are permanent residents of the society (…) are eligible 
to vote in each election;  
4. each voter may cast one and only one vote in each election; 
5. any party receiving the support of a majority of those voting is entitled 
to take over the powers of government until the next election; 
6. the losing parties in an election never try by force or any illegal 
means to prevent the winning party from taking office;  
7. the party in power never attempts to restrict the political activities of 
any citizens or other parties as long as they make no attempt to 
overthrow the government by force;  
8. there are two or more parties competing down for control of the 
governing apparatus in every election 

Lipset (1960, p. 27) (…) a political system which supplies regular constitutional opportunities 
for changing the governing officials, and a social mechanism which 
permits the largest possible part of the population to influence major 
decisions by choosing among contenders for political office. This 
definition (…) implies a number of specific conditions: (1) a “political 
formula” or body of beliefs specifying which institutions –political parties, 
a free press, and so forth- are legitimate (…) (2) one set of political 
leaders in office; and (3) one or more sets of recognized leaders 
attempting to gain office.  

Przeworski et al.(2000, 
pp. 16-17) 

(…) a regime in which those who govern are selected through some 
contested elections. This definition has two parts: “government” and 
“contestation”(…). What is essential in order to consider a regime as 
democratic is that two kinds of offices be filled, directly or indirectly, by 
elections: the chief executive office and the seats in the effective 
legislative body (…). Contestation occurs when there exists an 
opposition that has a some chance of winning office as a consequence 
of elections.  

Vanhanen (1990, pp. 
252) 

(..) 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.  

Mainwaring, Brinks 
and Pérez-Liñán 
(2001, pp. 39-41)  

Modern democracy has four defining properties (…). First, the head of 
government and the legislature must be chosen in open and fair 
competitive elections (…). Second, the franchise must include the great 
majority of the adult population (…). Third, political rights and civil 
liberties must be protected (…). Fourth the elected authorities must 
have real governing power. 

Jaggers and Gurr 
(1995, p. 471) 

At its theoretical core, we argue that there are three essential, 
interdependent elements of democracy [:] the presence of institutions 
and procedures through which citizens can express effective 
preferences about alternative political policies and leaders (…), the 
existence of institutionalized constraints on the exercise of power [and] 
the guarantee of civil liberties to all citizens in their daily lives and in 
acts of political participation.  
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Coppedge and 
Reinicke (1990, p. 52) 

As formulated in Polyarchy (Dahl, 1971, p. 3) these minimum 
requirements for political democracy were:  
9. Freedom to form and join organizations. 
10. Freedom of expression. 
11. The right to vote. 
12. Eligibility for public office. 
13. The right of political leaders to compete for support. 
14. Alternative sources of information. 
15. Free and fair elections. 
16. Institutions for making government policies depend on votes 

and other expressions of preference. 
These requirements serve as both a conceptual and an operational 
definition of polyarchy. 

Álvarez et al. (1996, p. 
4) 

“Democracy is (…) a regime in which some governmental offices are 
filled as a consequence of contested elections”. 

 

When comparatively analyzing the definitions, it is evident that most of them concentrate 

on the more procedural, institutional dimensions of democracy as opposed to the 

substantive dimension (Jaggers & Gurr, 1995, p. 471). Within this procedural focus, a 

strong variation can be identified in the degree of specificity with which democracy is 

assessed. Bollen, for instance, refrains from naming any institutional features at the 

basic level of his concept, and his definition expresses a basic mechanism constituting 

democracy2, namely the maximization of the power of the nonelite. The more specific 

dimensions of political rights and liberties are defined in a second stage. On the other 

hand, Downs defines democracy by giving a detailed list of institutional requirements. 

The same could be said of Dahl’s definition if interpreted in the line of Coppedge and 

Reinecke, who take the institutional dimensions as both a conceptual and an operational 

definition. However, Dahl begins his definition by mentioning responsiveness as a 

characteristic of democracy, which could be interpreted as a more abstract, conceptual 

approach.  

This variability in the specificity of the definitions implicitly asks the question whether 

they all can be called concepts, or rather operationalizations of democracy. No definitive 

answer to that question can be given without resorting to a discussion on the ontology of 

concepts (Goertz, 2006, pp. 27-67), which lies beyond the scope of this work. However, 

the problems of the two approaches can be identified.  

A vague, abstract conceptualization of democracy, such as Bollen’s, if not further 

elaborated into specific sub-dimensions, renders the parameters limiting the 

operationalization vague, and leaves too much freedom to the researcher applying it, 

who is then able to fill in the concept randomly. This creates a tension between a 

                                                 
2 Goertz (2006, pp. 3-4) describes this quality of concepts in terms of “causal power”.   
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concept –democracy- attempting to capture the whole political reality of a country, and 

an operationalization on the basis of sometimes arbitrarily selected criteria addressing 

specific aspects of the regime. On the other hand, an extremely detailed list of 

institutional requirements not specifying the way into which those requirements relate to 

each other remains a highly descriptive and fragmented approach, which can lead to 

extreme reductionism. For instance, Przeworski et al.’s definition takes the electoral 

dimension as the only constituting feature of democracy3. Álvarez et al. (1996, pp. 3-7) 

part from Dahl’s conception of contestation, and then build an operational definition. 

Even though they recognize the need of a closer dialogue with political theory, their 

conceptual discussion is strongly focused on historical illustrations and on the electoral 

features of democracy.  This view is also adopted by O’Donnell (2007). 

Overemphasizing the institutional dimension of political systems leaves us in extremis 

without a definition at all, and creates the same tension as a too vague definition. This 

problem has been identified by Sartori (1970, p. 64), who refers to it in terms of 

conceptual stretching, and Munck and Verkuilen (2002), who analyze it as the tension 

between maximalist and minimalist definitions.  

The fact that the problem has been identified does not automatically offer a solution to 

the question on the optimal level of abstraction that a concept of democracy should have 

without resorting to vagueness or extreme reductionism. As Munck and Verkuilen state 

(2002, p. 8), there is no correct definition of democracy, due to its strongly contingent 

nature and the fact that the term itself stems from normative ideals. Substantively, given 

the strong variation which has just been illustrated, there does not seem to be a common 

ground.  The only objective parameter which is known in defining democracy in this case 

is the functional requirement of building an index. 

Index construction in the context of this work implies the making of a quantitative 

scale in order to measure a variable. The variable in question, democracy, is a complex, 

multidimensional construct referring to the nature of a whole political system (Bollen and 

Grandjean, 1981, p. 651). Attempts to empirically address this complexity have been 

undertaken by distinguishing between substantive and procedural democracy, or political 

and social democracy (cf. supra). The ambition of capturing both realms in one index 

seems unrealistic. Therefore, a specific conceptualization is adopted aiming at capturing 

only one dimension of democracy, in this case the procedural one. 

                                                 
3 Mainwaring, Brinks and Pérez-Liñán (2001, p. 42) address this reductionist tendency as 
“electoralism”.  
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Choosing a procedural approach gives form to the analytical framework of the 

definition, but still says nothing about its contents. It implies that democracy depends on 

the presence of certain rules and/or institutions. However, in order to identify which 

features these institutions should have, the existing definitions need to be analyzed. A 

common characteristic they share, since the Greek period, is the involvement of the 

political system’s population in the making of decisions affecting the collectivity. Dahl’s 

definition is explicit about it by referring to democracy as “a political system one of the 

characteristics of which is the quality of being completely or almost completely 

responsive to all its citizens” (Dahl, 1971, p. 2). Incorporating the procedural approach to 

this characteristic leaves us with an over-arching definition of democracy as “procedural 

responsiveness”.  Given the fact that the word responsiveness has a rather dynamic 

meaning in the sense that it implies an actual policy response by the political structure, 

whereas the procedural dimension refers to the institutional conditions or the “method” 

facilitating that response, we prefer to use instead the word “openness”.  Therefore we 

define “procedural democracy” as a political system one of the characteristics of which is 

being completely or almost completely open to all citizens. Implicit in this definition is the 

concept of political openness, which means the degree to which a political system is 

capable of offering a response to their citizens’ preferences4. A country becomes then 

democratic when its procedural openness reaches a certain threshold. Here, political 

openness is assumed to be a continuum, and democracy a specific area of that 

continuum beyond the threshold. This approach resembles Bollen’s (1993, p. 13).  

The over-arching concept now needs to be further specified, in order to describe the 

precise institutional characteristics of a democracy. We depart from the observation that 

democracy, defined as political openness, is a latent construct encompassing the whole 

institutional framework of a political entity, in this case a country. In other words, 

democracy is not something that can be measured as such, but which consists of 

different elements. In order to delimit and appraise those elements, and given the 

complexity of the phenomenon at stake, a multi-level and multi-dimensional conceptual 

approach is used, as proposed by Goertz (2006), which can be compared to Sartori’s 

ladder of abstraction (1970, p. 64). Goertz treats concepts as composed of different 

                                                 
4 The term “political openness” has already been used in the literature on political mobilization, 
within the theoretical frame of “political opportunity structure” (Kitschelt, 1986). This approach is, 
however, not synonymous with the conceptualization of political openness that is presented here. 
In the first place, the political opportunity structure approach of political openness is not limited to 
the institutional structure, but takes into account the whole political context, and even some 
economic variables, which open windows of opportunity for a certain mobilization pattern.  
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layers in which the first of them, called basic level, represents the more abstract concept, 

basic in the sense that it is cognitively central. In the second level there can be different 

dimensions (variables), which further define the basic level. It is on the second level that 

the concept acquires its multi-dimensional nature. The researcher should be able to 

identify these variables by using indicators, which constitute the third level or data-level, 

at which information is empirically gathered.  In this way, Goertz offers a solution to the 

tension between abstraction and specificity that has been previously described.  

Trying to identify the first and the second level in the conceptualizations of table 1 is a 

difficult task, since most authors just list different sub-dimensions of democracy without 

any further specification. This constitutes one of Goertz’s main criticisms on the 

democracy literature. However, when zooming in more specifically into Dahl’s definition, 

the second level sub-dimensions of democracy can be fairly easily identified. He begins 

by describing three necessary conditions to democracy, i.e. the opportunities to 

formulate preferences, to signify preferences and to have preferences equally weighted 

in the conduct of government. He translates them then into eight institutional 

requirements, and explicitly chooses a necessary conditions approach (Dahl, 1971, p. 

2). These institutional requirements (cf. table 1) can be viewed as the second level sub-

dimensions. He aggregates them into two other components5, public contestation and 

inclusiveness.  

Dahl’s approach is subjected to criticisms from a procedural point of view, since his 

sub-dimensions seem to focus strongly on electoral mechanisms, whereas other 

institutional features which can be seen as essential conditions allowing citizens to 

express policy preferences, and playing a role in the weighting of those preferences, are 

ignored. Therefore, Dahl’s requirements are replaced in our conceptualization of political 

openness by six sub-dimensions, namely electoral participation, competition, 

accountability, rule of law, interfaces and transparency. They are mainly inspired by 

Diamond & Morlino’s (2004) analysis of a quality democracy along the procedural 

dimension6. However, there are two differences to be noted concerning participation and 

transparency. First, participation for Diamond & Morlino (pp. 23-24) is not limited to the 

electoral field, but is extended to the possibilities for the citizens to organize, assemble, 

                                                 
5 Dahl originally refers to these components as “dimensions”. Here we choose instead for the 
word “component” in order to avoid any confusion with Goertz’s sub-dimensions.  
6 Here, we consider Dahl’s over-arching definition of democracy in terms of responsiveness and 
Diamond and Morlino’s dimensions can be considered as complementary, since the latter do not 
provide any conceptual “glue” which gathers the different dimensions into a single construct, 
while the former does not contemplate the whole institutional arena.  
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protest and lobby7. Given the fact that electoral participation and civil society 

participation are subjected to different dynamics and are operationalized in different 

manners, we decide to split participation into two sub-dimensions, electoral participation 

and interfaces. Second, a transparency sub-dimension is added to Diamond and 

Morlino’s framework, under the assumption that participation is only possible if the 

broader information flow between the authorities and the citizens is considered. This 

goes beyond the mere presence of alternative sources of information, as noted by Dahl. 

The following section explores the different sub-dimensions in detail.  

 

 

2. THE SUB-DIMENSIONS OF POLITICAL OPENNESS 

2.1 Defining the sub-dimensions 
As it has been stated in the foregoing section, for the ends of building a quantitative 

index, democracy can be conceptualized as a political system one of the characteristics 

of which is being completely or almost completely open to all citizens. In order to assess 

the openness of the system, six channels can be identified through which citizen 

preferences can reach the political apparatus, being electoral participation, competition, 

accountability, rule of law, transparency and interfaces.  

The first sub-dimension, electoral participation, is ubiquitous in the democracy 

literature, since it represents the most basic form of participation in the political life of a 

territory (Alvarez et al., 1996, p. 4). The electoral view on participation stems from a 

“realist” conception, considering a vital role to the “voting-dimension”. In IDEA’s 

Democracy Assesment’s framework, for instance, a more participatory conception of 

participation is put forward, not only taking into account the “electoral” dimension of 

participation but also incorporating other types of participation, such as participation 

through political parties, civil society organizations and so on.  

The second criterion, competition, can be related to Dahl’s criterion of eligibility for 

public office and the right of the political leaders to compete for support and it is also 

referred to as “political diversity”. Political competition can briefly be conceptualized as: 

“The degree in which alternative policy preferences can be pursued inside a diversified 

political arena” (Marshall & Jaggers, 2002).  

                                                 
7 It can be related to Eckstein & Gurr’s definition (1975, p. 60): “Subordinates need not be merely 
passive recipients of direction, and they seldom are. Some of them generally attempt to influence 
the directive activities of their leaders. Acts by which subordinates attempt to wield such influence 
are acts of participation”. 
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The transparency sub-dimension is associated with Dahl’s requirement “alternative 

sources of information”. Important differences exist between different understandings 

and definitions of the concept of transparency. According to A. Grigorescu (2003, p. 

645), three elements have to be taken into account for a more detailed conceptualization 

and operationalization of “transparency” as an element of democracy. First, the concept 

of “transparency” concerns the information released by governments to both external 

and domestic actors and an indicator of transparency should comprise both dimensions 

of transparency. Second, a distinction has to be made between practices of offering 

information and institutions and legislation supporting such practices. When 

concentrating on this last legal dimension, we should concentrate on both the obligation 

of official institutions to release information and on legislation supporting press freedom. 

Third, the focus has to be on the ability of societal actors to acquire information rather 

than the government’s “offer” of information. 

The fourth sub-dimension of the political openness approach concerns accountability. 

This notion is an extremely comprehensive one, embracing many different ways of 

preventing and redressing the abuse of political power. According to Schedler (1999, p. 

14) accountability means, in the first place, subjecting power to the threat of sanctions. 

This implies that accounting actors do not just “call into question” but also eventually 

punish improper behaviour. Secondly, accountability involves obliging power to be 

exercised in transparent ways8. Thirdly, it forces power to justify its acts.  

Some important distinctions need to be made between different subtypes of political 

accountability according to who is accountable, what he is held accountable for and to 

whom he is accountable. Diamond and Morlino (2004, pp. 25-26) make a clear 

distinction between horizontal and vertical accountability. Horizontal accountability on 

the one hand, refers to the idea that government officials or other accountable actors 

have to answer for their actions to other officials or government institutions that have the 

expertise and the legal authority needed to exert such a monitoring function. More 

generally spoken, horizontal accountability describes a relationship between “equals”, 

which can be measured by the presence of a system of checks and balances. Vertical 

accountability, on the other hand, concerns the obligation of elected political leaders to 

answer for their political decisions when asked by voters, constitutional bodies or 

representatives. 

The fifth dimension of political openness, which contains Dahl’s “freedom to form and 

join organizations”, refers to the interfaces between the government and the organized 
                                                 
8 Here, a clear link can be distinguished with the concept “transparency”.  
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civil society, and is understood as the institutional openings for organized civil society’s 

participation in political decision-making. This implies a complementary procedural 

dimension being added to the electoral participation channels.  The concept “interfaces” 

can be situated in the Political Opportunity Structures (POS), that emphasizes the 

interaction between the institutional context and the organised civil society’s interest 

representation (Koopmans, 2005; Meyer and Minkoff, 2004). POS theorists argue that 

the political actors of the organised civil society can be understood by looking at the 

political context that provides incentives and expectations for collective action. However, 

they apply a broader conceptualization of the institutional or political context of collective 

action, than we do. Tilly (in Meyer, 2004), for instance, examined how the opening of 

political institutions channels protest into more conventional politics. Kriesi et al. (1995), 

examined how collective action is affected by the POS, interpreted as consisting of the 

nature of political cleavages, the institutional structures, power configuration on the left, 

the presence or absence of the left in government, alliance structures with the left and 

the prevailing strategies of social movements. Other POS-variables determining the 

interaction of the organised civil society with the authorities are the openness towards 

civil society organisations and the ideological positions of political parties, the nature of 

previous political challengers, the changes in public policy, international alliances, the 

state capacity, the geographic scope and repressive capacity of governments, the 

strategies of opponents and the organised civil society’s perceptions of political 

opportunity (Meyer, 2004). 

The civil society making use of the interfaces is conceptualized as the arena in 

society, outside of the state, the market and the family (Heinrich, 2005).  However, there 

is little consensus on the types of organisations that are believed to be part of the civil 

society. Salamon et al (1999) argue, from a minimalist perspective, that civil society is 

the sector in society that is composed of voluntary non-profit organizations. He is 

criticized by other authors, who state that his perspective is limited to formal 

organisations and excludes less institutionalized forms of organisation such as social 

movements.  Heinrich (2005), for instance, applies a broad interpretation regarding the 

organisational forms that encompass civil society.  He speaks of “collective action in 

associations and other forms of engagement”, which is preferred in this context.  

Salamon also focuses on the voluntary and non-profit nature of civil society 

organisations. Other authors focus on the normative character of civil society, identifying 

the latter as the public space where a plurality of social norms are nurtured and 

promoted. Even though philanthropy and the promotion of social norms are considered 
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to be central issues in the civil society literature, the focus here lies on the “advancement 

of common interests” by civil society as stated by Heinrich (2005).  

The final sub-dimension to be included in the political openness index assesses the 

rule of law. An essential and recurring element in various international documents 

concerning the rule of law is the fact that the State should be subjected to the law, in the 

same way as the citizens are. This implies that the State is embedded in a 

comprehensive legal framework, and that its officers are consciously law-abiding 

(Carothers, 1998). The essence is the principle of one law for all, and the avoidance of 

any particularistic sort of law. A society in which the rule of law is firmly rooted will likely 

see more individuals and firms relying on the law before courts and thus being less 

inclined to avoid the law and resort to other means to serve their interests.  

For the purposes of the index, we subscribe to Hendley’s contention that the concept 

can be broken down into three parts: (1) procedural regularity, (2) accessibility and (3) 

efficacy (2006, p. 350). The first aspect concerns the existence of objective mechanisms 

for both the creation of norms and the administration of justice, including measures to 

ensure the integrity of judges and the independence of courts. The second element 

concerns both the public accessibility of the law and its complexity, i.e. the possibility to 

apply the law with or without assistance from legal professionals. The third element 

deals with the application in practice of the law, which is undermined if the law is overly 

ambitious and rather declarative than meaningful. It is evident that corollaries of the 

principle of the rule of law are already part of previous dimensions described in this 

paper, such as the accountability of the executive, the existence of corruption and the 

public accessibility of the text of norms adopted by the State. This might result in what 

Munck and Verkuilen (2002, pp. 13-14) call redundancy, or measuring the same quality 

of a political system with diverse indicators. However, in order to encompass as much 

institutional features of the system as possible, we decide to keep it as one of the sub-

dimensions9. 

 

2.2 Relationships among the sub-dimensions 
Once the different elements of political openness have been defined, the question 

can be raised towards the particular relationship between those elements (Bollen, 1990, 

p.  12). Goertz (2006, pp. 35-39) offers an interesting framework to look at them. He 

                                                 
9 An alternative solution would be, as Diamond (p. 32) points out, to take the civil liberties and the 
rule of law as embedded in the other sub-dimensions of the concept.  
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distinguishes two kinds of relationships. The first one, with its roots in Aristotle’s 

philosophy, is the necessary conditions approach, in which the presence of all the sub-

dimensions of a concept is needed for the analyzed phenomenon to be present. The 

second approach is called family resemblance, and departs from the full equivalence of 

the different dimensions. Both the family resemblance and the necessary conditions 

approach can be placed along a continuum of substitutability, in which necessary 

conditions represents the absence of substitutability, and the family resemblance the 

maximum degree of substitutability. Logically, the first approach is represented by the 

Boolean expression AND, and the second one by OR10. 

There is in the literature little reference to the nature of the relationships between the 

different components of democracy (Goertz, 2006, p. 102), what partly boils down to the 

lack of agreement on the definition itself (cf. supra), and what also constitutes one of 

Goertz’s main criticisms on the conceptual literature. If the definitions presented in table 

1 are taken into consideration, neither a necessary conditions approach nor a family 

resemblance frame can be identified, what makes the approach to be used a question of 

interpretation and inference. Since this can create confusion, especially at the 

operationalization stage (cf. infra) the problem is tackled here explicitly. The definition of 

Diamond and Morlino, which partly inspired our conceptualization, does not give any 

manifest criterion. However, an indirect reference to a preference for the family 

resemblance approach could be implied from the following sentence (p. 21): “(…) there 

can be trade-offs between the different dimensions of democratic quality, and it is 

impossible to maximize all of them at once”. At the same time, they recognize that there 

have to be some minimum (i.e. necessary) requirements: universal, adult suffrage; 

recurring, free, competitive and fair elections; more than one serious political party and 

alternative sources of information. This suggests a position somewhere in the middle of 

the substitutability continuum. How this position can be mathematically translated in 

order to build an index, is the subject of the next section.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
10 The mathematical implications of this approach for the operationalization will be described later 
on. 
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3. THE OPERATIONALIZATION OF POLITICAL OPENNESS 

3.1. Concept-measure consistency  
The logical step following the conceptualization of a concept and, according to Goertz’s 

approach its sub-dimensions, is the operationalization, which involves the “translation” of 

the concept into measurable indicators. Even though this might seem a purely technical 

issue, it is closely related to concept construction, since the different types of conceptual 

architecture in terms of family resemblance or necessary conditions approaches 

correspond to different operationalization techniques. According to Goertz (2006), 

Munck and Verkuilen (2002) and Bollen (1990; 1993), there is often little attention paid to 

the relation between a concept and its operationalization, what often results in 

inconsistencies. Therefore, this problem is explored before the actual operationalization. 

The two approaches as proposed by Goertz are described and applied to the concept of 

political openness. 

 The necessary conditions approach, as it has already been stated, is translated into 

the Boolean term AND, and arithmetically it is identified with the multiplication. If the sub-

dimensions of a concept are regarded as dichotomous variables, the absence of a single 

condition entails the absence of the whole construct, what also applies in case the 

variables are regarded as continuous.  

 On the other hand, the family resemblance approach is represented by the term OR, 

and is identified with an additive aggregation of indicators or sub-dimensions. In other 

words, the presence of a single condition is sufficient for the presence of the first-level 

concept. In the case of continuous variables, the absence of one condition affects the 

overall score, but does not modify the presence or absence of the concept as drastically 

as the necessary conditions approach. The final score of the variable can either take the 

sub-dimensional score ranking the highest, or be a sum of all the sub-dimensional 

scores. 

 According to Goertz, the approach that should be followed in the operationalization 

ought to be coherent with the one used in the conceptualization of the basic level 

concept and its sub-dimensions. There is, however, a lack of dialogue between 

conceptual and methodological approaches, what results in “concept-measure 

inconsistencies”. Multiplicative approaches are used to operationalize family 

resemblance concepts and vice versa. This is partially the product of the lack of 

explicitness of the conceptual definitions, which on its turn creates vagueness on the 
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actual measured magnitude, besides altering the results. Goertz, for instance, applies 

the two approaches to Collier and Levitsky’s definition of democracy, which results in 

different classifications of countries according to their degree of democracy.   

 In order to avoid any concept-measure inconsistencies when operationalizing 

political openness, the previous step of locating the relations among its sub-dimensions 

somewhere in the middle of the substitutability continuum has to be taken into account 

(cf. supra). The solution that Goertz. offers in order to combine the family resemblance 

and the necessary conditions approach is to construct a weighted sum in which the 

necessary sub-dimensions receive a higher weight than those which are not necessary. 

A key issue here is to decide which sub-dimensions are to receive a higher weight. The 

literature does not seem to give any general indications about the comparative 

importance of the different sub-dimensions, partly because of the inattention paid to the 

concept-measure consistency. Marshall and Jaggers (2002) use for instance a family 

resemblance approach, and weight their sub-dimensions of democracy at the level of the 

indicators, without giving any further justification of the weights11. Coppedge and 

Reinecke (1990) do not define the weights of the sub-dimensions a priori, but make use 

of a Guttmann scale in which equal weights are assigned to the variables. Vanhanen 

(1992, p. 16) makes use of equal weights as well. Bollen has a preference for factor 

analysis, in which the weighting of the different components is automatically assigned 

according to the strength of the correlations between the variables. This lack of 

consistency makes it necessary to find an own approach.  

 As a first guideline, Diamond and Morlino’s assessment might be used. As it has 

already been said, they give the status of “minimum requirements” to some indicators, 

namely universal, adult suffrage; recurring, free, competitive and fair elections; more 

than one serious political party and alternative sources of information. However, 

indicators are not to be confused with variables, what makes their asseveration only a 

partial indication for the weights of the overall sub-dimension. Therefore, two alternative 

paths are tested, following Munck and Verkuilen’s recommendation (2002, p. 25) and 

Bollen’s approach (1980, p. 378). First, weighted sub-dimensions will be used. Secondly, 

equal weights will be applied, and the correlation between both will be calculated. In 

order to construct the index it is first needed, however, to operationalize the different 

sub-dimensions in indicators, and to aggregate those indicators into sub-dimensions.    

 

 
                                                 
11 This lack of justification has been noted as well by Munck and Verkuilen (p. 26). 
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3.2. Indicators and aggregation into an index  
Once the guidelines for the operationalization have been defined in terms of 

relationships between the sub-dimensions of democracy, we can proceed to the data 

level, at which the indicators are selected and aggregated back into sub-dimensions, 

which are in turn further added to form the final index.  

Here a summary account is provided of the process of indicator selection. Due to the 

exploratory character of this work, secondary data were mainly used in the construction 

of the index. Given the considerable amount of existing databases using a variety of 

methodological tools and conceptualization, the task of thoroughly examining the 

available data was needed before deciding which indicators to use. There being no 

defined guidelines for the process of indicator selection (Munck and Verkuilen, 2002, p. 

15), own criteria were set. In the first place, attention was paid to the presence of 

sufficient variation concerning the origin of data. Indicators based on subjective 

appreciations, such as Freedom House’s political rights indicator were taken into 

account, as well as objective, numerical indicators such as Vanhanen’s participation 

rate. A second criterion was the coverage of the data, being the goal their broadest 

geographical scope. Only recent data were taken into consideration. The indicators 

which were finally selected are shown in table 2.  

 

Table 2. Indicators for the six sub-dimensions of political openness 

INDEX INDICATOR SOURCE 

Political 
participation 
(PART) 

Electoral participation 
rate 

Vanhanen (2003) 

Political competition 
rate 

Vanhanen (2003) Political 
competition 
(COMP) Competitiveness of 

participation 
Polity IV (Marshall & 
Jaggers, 2002) 

Control of  corruption Kaufman, Kraay & 
Mastruzzi (2005) 

Freedom of press Freedom House 

Transparency 
(TRANS) 

Digital access index International 
Telecommunications 
Union (2007) 

Political rights Freedom House 
(Piano & Puddington, 
2004) 

Executive constraints Polity IV (Marshall & 
Jaggers, 2002) 

P
O

LI
TI

C
AL

 O
P

EN
N

E
SS

 

Accountability 
(ACCOUNT) 

Electoral democracy Freedom House 
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(Piano & Puddington, 
2004) 

  

Independence of the 
judiciary 

Own indicator from 
SDCRHP 

Freedom of 
Association and 
Bargaining Index 

Kucera & Sarna, 
2004 

Political participation 
of minorities 

Minorities At Risk 
(Davenport, s.d.) 

 Interfaces 
(INTER) 

Discrimination of 
minorities 

Minorities At Risk 
(Davenport, s.d.) 

 Rule of law 
(LAW) 

Rule of law index Kaufman, Kraay & 
Mastruzzi (2005) 

 

Remarks concerning three indicators are pertinent here. First, the inclusion of 

Vanhanen’s electoral participation rate might be a motive of critique, given the reflections 

of Bollen and Munck and Verkuilen on its adequateness, and the fact that it does not 

measure an institutional opening but rather the actual citizens’ behavior. However, due 

to the limited availability of data on electoral issues on a global scale, it can be 

considered as the only reliable measure for electoral participation. The second remark 

concerns the indicator “independence of the judiciary”. Since there does not exist a 

dataset with global data on the independence of the judiciary, an own ordinal indicator 

was created based on the Country Reports on Human Rights Practices (U.S. State 

Department, 2004). Starting from the country reports for 2004, each of the 193 countries 

was given a score between 1 and 5 linked to the independence of their judiciary.12 Third, 

in order to embrace as many forms as possible of non-electoral interaction between the 

domestic authorities and the citizens, the operationalization of the interfaces sub-

dimension aims at including two categories. The first of them are the traditional social 

partners or interest mediation organizations, characterized by a class-based discourse 

and institutionalized relations with the government (Caniglia and Carmin, 2005). 

Kucera’s index covers this category. The second category, including the “new” social 

                                                 
12 In broad lines, all countries where the Constitution does not provide for an independent 
judiciary (or where there is no national judicial system), and the judiciary is not independent in 
practice, were assigned score 1. Score 2 represents all these countries where the Constitution 
provides for an independent judiciary, but the judiciary did not function independently in practice 
because of problems relating to political pressure, corruption, efficiency, or infrastructure. All 
countries where the Constitution provides for independent judiciary, and where this judiciary did 
not always function independently in practice, but where there are sometimes signs of some 
progress, received a score 3. Score 4 represents all countries where the Constitution provides for 
an independent judiciary, and where the government generally respected this provision, but 
where the judiciary still faces some challenges. Finally, all countries where the Constitution 
provides for an independent judiciary, and where the government generally respected this 
provision, were assigned score 5. 
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movements, with an identity-based discourse and more informal ways of organization 

(Della Porta and Rucht, 1995), are operationalized by means of the indicators on 

inequalities in political participation between minorities and dominant groups, and the 

positive and negative discrimination of particular groups in relation to their political 

position, from the Minorities At Risk (MAR) dataset.   

In order to aggregate the different indicators into the sub-dimensions, a family 

resemblance structure was assumed, following Goertz. However, our approach differs 

from his. Due to the fact that we assume the indicators to be complementary rather than 

supplementary, the rule applied by Goertz, where the value of the indicator with the 

highest score is taken as the sub-dimensional score, was not used. Instead, the different 

values were added, after subjecting them to a linear transformation, to obtain a final 

score.13  The linear transformation involved bringing all the values of the indicators back 

to a scale with a maximum of 10 by applying the following formula (Anheier and Stares, 

2005, p. 244):  

 

INDICATOR =     OBSERVED SCORE – MINIMUM SCORE 
MAXIMUM SCORE – MINIMUM SCORE 

 

A pertinent question at this stage of the aggregation process is whether the selected 

indicators are measuring the same variable. Even though there is no clear answer to this 

question, considering the multiplicity of sources, which implies a multiplicity of 

methodologies, some simple tests were performed in order to justify the construction of 

the different sub-dimensions.  

As a first test, a correlation was calculated between the two indicators composing the 

political competition dimension14.  It resulted positive (0.72) and significant at the 0.0001 

level. This justifies the sum of the scores.  

In a second test, the transparency, accountability and interfaces dimensions were 

subjected to a principal component analysis from where scores were determined. A 

principal component analysis is in this case preferred to a factor analysis, of which some 

authors claim that it involves a causality assumption (Bollen, 1980, p. 385), which neither 

                                                 
13 This might imply redundancy if the equivalence of the different indicators is assumed. However, 
we depart from the assumption that each indicator measures a different participation channel, so 
that they are complementary.  
14 No test was necessary for the first sub-dimension of electoral participation, considering the fact 
that it consists of a single indicator.  
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the sub-dimensions nor to the first-level construct imply15. The results from the first two 

sub-dimensions, transparency and accountability, showed that a variable may be 

constructed that accounts for the maximal variability of the different indicators. Kaiser’s 

measure of sampling adequacy (MSA), the factor pattern and the final communality 

estimates were considered as the decisive parameters. However, the principal 

components analysis of the interfaces indicators did not point to the existence of a 

common sub-dimension, given the low values of the different parameters. Therefore, the 

decision was made to include only Kucera’s indicator in the analysis16.  

After defining the operational sub-dimensions, an analogous, complementary test was 

carried out in order to check whether the different sub-dimensions could fit in a new 

“political openness” index. Therefore, a principal components analysis was carried on. 

The Kaiser’s MSA, the factor pattern and the final communality estimates all lie above 

the acceptable parameters (0.5 for Kaiser’s MSA, 0.60 for the factor pattern and 0.40 for 

the communality estimates), what can be seen as a justification for the construction of an 

index on the basis of the six variables. Some remarks on the results of the analysis are 

pertinent. First, the sub-dimension with the worst fit to the model in terms of communality 

estimates is Kucera’s index. Second, the fact that the rule of law indicator shows a 

remarkably good fit in the overall model should be approached cautiously, since it 

involves an assessment of the judicial independence (Kaufman et al., p. 96), which is 

also comprised as an indicator of accountability and points towards redundancy in the 

index17. 

As it has been stated before, two alternative indices were constructed. The first one, 

to which no weights were applied, consists of the simple addition of the six sub-

dimensions. The sub-dimensions consisting of more than one indicator (competition, 

accountability, transparency) were first added and then subjected again to a linear 

transformation that brought them back to a maximum of 10, in order to preserve the 

equal weights. The second index involved weighting of the variables. Given the lack of 

consensus in the literature (cf. supra) the weights were decided on the basis of the 

                                                 
15 We cannot speak of a “democracy” or “transparency” variable causing a certain number of 
visible attributes, but rather of some attributes featuring characteristics that lead to a certain type 
of system.  
16 This claims for a cautionary note here on the operationalization of the interfaces. It could be 
that the “new” and traditional interfaces refer to different sub-dimensions of political openness, 
and the inclusion of alternative forms of participation is not related to the inclusion of the 
tradititional movements. This hypothesis seems plausible for countries with a strong corporatist 
tradition. For the time being, the question is left open for further research.  
17 This redundancy, on its turn, might serve as a validation for the consistency of the different 
indicators.  
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correlations of the different sub-dimensions with the constructed latent variable that 

resulted from the principal components analysis in SAS. Even though this is not the 

optimal technique due to the fact that it is not conceptually sustained, it was considered 

as less arbitrary than the manual assignation of weights to the different sub-dimensions. 

The two indices are included in Appendix 1. They are available for 135 countries.  

In order to compare the two indices, Pearson correlations were calculated. The 

correlation resulted in 0.99313 at the 0.0001 significance level, from which it can be 

assumed that assigning weights to the different sub-dimensions does not have a drastic 

impact on the final result. This is logical, since the weighing of the variables implies a 

linear transformation, which does not affect the distance between the observations.  

 

CONCLUSION 
 

This exploratory analysis on the conceptualization and operationalization of democracy 

attempted to explicitly and systematically build a bridge between the democracy theory 

and the democracy measuring techniques. It started with a criticism on the concept of 

democracy as regarded by several authors, who often overlook its theoretical 

foundations and define democracy as a list of institutional requirement a polity needs to 

fulfill. A second criticism concerns the lack of consistency between the concept itself and 

its technical translation, in terms of relationships between sub-dimensions and 

aggregation techniques. Goertz’ work on concept building and concept-measure 

consistency was the main inspiration source for both criticisms.  

An alternative concept was developed in order to measure the procedural dimension 

of democracy. This concept, named political openness, can be conceived of as a 

continuum and integrates six sub-dimensions, electoral participation, competition, 

transparency, accountability, interfaces and rule of law. The six dimensions were 

integrated on the basis of a family resemblance approach into a single index. The six 

sub-dimensions were first disaggregated into numerical indicators, which were then re-

aggregated by means of an additive operation, after testing their coherence with 

principal components techniques and Pearson correlations.  

The last step in the operationalization of the concept was the aggregation of the six 

sub-dimensions into a single political openness index. Two alternative ways were 

followed. In one approach the variables were weighted according to their relation with 

the latent construct by means of a principal components analysis. The second approach 
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integrated them without weighing them first. The high correlation between the two 

measures shows the little actual importance of the weights themselves.  

Some cautionary remarks in relation to the index are pertinent here. Since it is a fairly 

raw measure, it should not be used to qualify individual countries according to their 

position, but to investigate the relations between political openness and other variables 

from an aggregate perspective. Besides, the scarcity of adequate data hampers the 

process of index construction. Accurate international data are needed on electoral 

participation and electoral management in order to refine the indicators, and the further 

development of objective indicators on corruption and transparency constitutes a 

challenge to future research. Due to the lack of own data, the index was not analyzed in 

terms of validity or measurement error. A third remark concerns the threshold value. The 

question remains open on which minimum value a country should attain on the index in 

order to be classified as procedurally democratic.  
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APPENDIX 1. THE POLITICAL OPENNESS INDEX 
 
COUNTRY INDEX11 INDEX22

   
ALBANIA 33.47 -0.01
ALGERIA 25.26 -0.44
ANGOLA 16.47 -1.32
ARGENTINA 35.14 0.22
AUSTRALIA 53.88 1.72
AUSTRIA 55.91 1.83
AZERBAIJAN 25.34 -0.51
BAHRAIN 25.86 -0.33
BANGLADESH 25.44 -0.64
BELARUS 22.12 -0.59
BELGIUM 55.74 1.83
BENIN 33.14 -0.17
BHUTAN 12.36 -1.33
BOLIVIA 31.61 -0.18
BOTSWANA 40.43 0.46
BRAZIL 37.36 0.31
BULGARIA 41.73 0.62
BURKINA FASO 26.86 -0.36
CAMBODIA 22.15 -0.75
CAMEROON 17.55 -1.09
CANADA 52.44 1.57
CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC 15.06 -1.38
CHAD 19.13 -0.91
CHILE 45.75 0.97
CHINA 9.93 -1.63
COLOMBIA 25.79 -0.59
COMOROS 24.97 -0.76
CONGO (Brazzaville) 21.96 -0.78
COSTA RICA 38.86 0.47
CROATIA 41.86 0.68
CUBA 16.76 -1.02
CZECH REPUBLIC 47.00 1.08
DENMARK 57.01 2.01
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 34.22 0.03
ECUADOR 29.64 -0.29
EGYPT 21.85 -0.69
EL SALVADOR 31.21 -0.20
EQUATORIAL GUINEA 13.81 -1.34
ERITREA 17.65 -1.18
ESTONIA 47.03 1.03
ETHIOPIA 18.43 -1.06
FIJI 33.98 0.24

                                                 
1 Sum of unweighted sub-dimensions.  
2 Sum of weighted sub-dimensions, with weights defined by a principal component analysis on 
SAS.  
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FINLAND 57.08 1.99
FRANCE 51.67 1.50
GABON 25.91 -0.44
GAMBIA 24.87 -0.62
GEORGIA 31.62 -0.09
GERMANY 55.33 1.79
GHANA 36.60 0.19
GREECE 51.46 1.38
GUATEMALA 25.67 -0.59
GUINEA 23.98 -0.62
GUINEA-BISSAU 19.42 -1.10
GUYANA 39.46 0.37
HAITI 19.78 -0.96
HONDURAS 29.77 -0.30
HUNGARY 49.12 1.23
INDIA 36.67 0.15
INDONESIA 25.07 -0.71
IRAN 16.39 -1.10
IRELAND 55.16 1.74
ISRAEL 47.97 1.16
ITALY 52.11 1.48
JAMAICA 39.60 0.36
JAPAN 48.49 1.23
JORDAN 26.10 -0.33
KAZAKHSTAN 23.34 -0.57
KENYA 26.62 -0.62
KOREA, SOUTH (republic) 41.99 0.72
KUWAIT 22.93 -0.54
LAOS 13.55 -1.43
LATVIA 47.19 1.03
LESOTHO 33.16 -0.22
LIBYA 7.82 -1.78
LITHUANIA 46.48 1.03
MADAGASCAR 34.12 0.01
MALAWI 33.55 -0.06
MALAYSIA 27.70 -0.16
MALI 29.97 -0.39
MAURITANIA 21.25 -0.76
MAURITIUS 45.94 0.93
MEXICO 33.91 0.07
MONGOLIA 40.26 0.43
MOROCCO 21.89 -0.66
MYANMAR 4.24 -2.17
NAMIBIA 37.42 0.23
NEPAL 24.48 -0.52
NETHERLANDS 57.02 1.96
NEW ZEALAND 54.20 1.73
NICARAGUA 33.20 -0.10
NIGER 25.29 -0.88
NIGERIA 20.04 -1.15
NORWAY 56.09 1.90
OMAN 24.36 -0.47
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PAKISTAN 18.17 -0.98
PANAMA 38.77 0.46
PAPUA NEW GUINEA 41.94 0.52
PARAGUAY 27.02 -0.54
PERU 33.60 -0.08
PHILIPPINES 32.17 -0.08
POLAND 46.04 0.95
PORTUGAL 51.72 1.42
QATAR 15.26 -1.06
ROMANIA 36.23 0.24
RUSSIA 31.41 -0.08
RWANDA 16.74 -1.08
SAUDI ARABIA 11.92 -1.41
SENEGAL 31.39 -0.24
SIERRA LEONE 30.53 -0.42
SINGAPORE 34.29 0.43
SLOVAK REPUBLIC 47.65 1.09
SLOVENIA 50.08 1.35
SOUTH AFRICA 38.89 0.35
SPAIN 51.25 1.43
SRI LANKA 37.56 0.22
SUDAN 9.90 -1.64
SWAZILAND 12.26 -1.54
SWEDEN 57.65 2.02
SWITZERLAND 57.37 1.99
SYRIA 16.71 -1.10
TANZANIA 25.08 -0.57
THAILAND 35.04 0.07
TOGO 23.05 -0.62
TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 45.27 0.89
TUNISIA 27.62 -0.18
TURKEY 31.14 -0.14
UGANDA 25.46 -0.55
UKRAINE 33.84 0.09
UNITED KINGDOM 48.24 1.31
URUGUAY 49.05 1.15
UZBEKISTAN 22.37 -0.76
VIETNAM 18.29 -0.93
YEMEN 18.65 -1.02
ZAMBIA 23.63 -0.67
ZIMBABWE 17.33 -1.05
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Humanities and Social Sciences at the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven. It was set up in the Spring of 2007 to 
promote, support and carry out high-quality international, innovative and interdisciplinary research on global 
governance. In addition to its fundamental research activities the Centre carries out independent applied research 
and offers innovative policy advice and solutions to policy-makers on multilateral governance and global public policy 
issues. 

The Centre brings together talent from throughout the University. It operates on the basis of co-ownership 
and the strong conviction that interdisciplinary research creates added value to resolve complex multi-faceted 
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initiates and encourages interdisciplinary, cross-cutting research initiatives in pursuit of solutions to real world 
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disciplines to forge responses to complex global challenges. The cross-cutting initiatives address critical issues in 
relation to globalization, governance processes and multilateralism, with a particular focus on the following areas: (i) 
the European Union and global multilateral governance; (ii) trade and sustainable development; (iii) peace and 
security, including conflict prevention, crisis management and peacebuilding; (iv) human rights, democracy and rule 
of law.  

In full recognition of the complex issues involved, the Centre approaches global governance from a multi-
level and multi-actor perspective. The multi-level governance perspective takes the interactions between the various 
levels of governance (international, European, national, subnational, local) into account, with a particular emphasis 
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non-governmental organizations and private actors such as corporations. 
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