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“y"D Imt'atwe formulates the issues.

The Initiative’s priority is to mobilize Arab research capacities to generate knowledge by those who
are the prime targets of reform, nurture and promote realistic and home-grown agendas for
democratic reform, foster public debate and produce recommendations for policy leaders. The
Initiative promotes a comprehensive vision of reform that integrates the interaction between the
political, economic, societal and cultural spheres and raises awareness in the Arab region about
successful transitions to democracy in other parts of the world.

With members and partners in more than 15 Arab countries, ARI holds a unique position that allows
it to draw on a broad network of scholars and activists to grasp the diversity of situations among
countries of the region and produce a combination of country specific and comparative and
transversal research.

The Arab Reform Initiative is an independent organization with no ties to any specific country or any
political agenda related to the region.

Member Institutes

ARI is a network of 14 think tanks based across the Arab world as well as Europe and the United States:
Al Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies (Egypt), the Arab Reform Forum, Bibliotheca
Alexandrina (Egypt), the Center for Strategic Studies — University of Jordan (Jordan), Palestinian Center
for Policy and Survey Research (Palestine), Lebanese Center for Policy Studies (Lebanon), Center for
Sudanese Studies (Sudan), Centre d’Etudes et de Recherches en Sciences Sociales (Morocco), King
Faisal Center for Research and Islamic Studies (Saudi Arabia), Gulf Research Center (UAE), Center for
European Reform (UK), U.S./Middle East Project (USA), Fundacion Para las Relaciones
Internacionales y el Dialogo Exterior (Spain), Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy
(Greece), the European Institute for Security Studies (France).

Other partner organizations are: the Issam Fares Institute for Public Policy and International Relations —
American University of Beirut (Lebanon), Partners in Development (Egypt), Center for Middle Eastern
Studies — Lund University (Sweden), Democracy Reporting International (Germany).
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ARI’s work agenda and strategic orientations are decided by a Plenary composed of the directors of its 15
institutional members. The ten Arab member institutes are spread across the Mashreq, the Maghreb and the
Gulf and work in partnership with four European and one American centers.

Priority areas for work are selected according to the concerns and priorities of the region’s key stakeholders
and are designed to support local initiatives by citizens and policy leaders.

The Initiative puts great care in protecting its independence, particularly in its fund-raising policy, applying
strict criteria such as the diversification of sources (Arab and international) and the principle of “no strings
attached” to donations.

Support is provided primarily by member institutes, private foundations and corporations as well as
individual contributions from Arab citizens concerned with reform.
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Foreword

Bassma Kodmani*

With its first report on the State of Reform in the Arab World produced in 2008, the Arab Reform Initiative
initiated a pioneering effort to develop the first Arab Democracy Index to be produced by an Arab
institution. This second report provides a new audit of the status of democratic transition in ten countries
in the Arab World based on reading and comparing key indicators.

A major gap that affects Arab societies is the absence (or scarcity at best) of reliable data through which
ordinary citizens can be informed of the realities of their country and its environment. Arab citizens
therefore build their vision of reality based either on information produced by foreign institutions when
they know how to access it, or on what they intuitively believe to be the reality.

With this second report, the Arab Reform Initiative seeks to provide a regular Arab evaluation of change
in the region. It seeks to play a leading role in the battle to win free access to information as a basic right
of citizens. It offers detailed findings that can be used for survey based research and a set of
recommendations for policy-makers which we hope will contribute to formulating priorities in order to
engage in meaningful reforms that can trigger genuine democratic change.

The 40 indicators included in this report provide a tool to measure change over time and to compare
situations among different countries. The point of departure was fixed with the issuing of the first report.
It now serves as a reference against which to measure change in the following years. '

Indicators are fraught with drawbacks. They seem to put all countries in the same boat while we know that
they have different histories and political systems, and that the pace of change is dependent on the
characteristics of each society. But indicators are useful in that they set standards based on universal
criteria. Arab countries often plead their specificity and point to the informal, traditional mechanisms of
participatory governance they use, to argue that democratic practices in their political systems are more
developed than they appear to be. Yet, when it comes to economic and financial issues, they undertake the
necessary legal and institutional reforms in order to respond to the universally agreed criteria of a liberal
economy and meet the requirements of the global market so as to attract foreign investments. Following
this rationale, it is legitimate to evaluate political situations against internationally accepted standards and
norms.

Finally, ARI’s Arab Democracy Index falls short of capturing some complex phenomena which are
decisive to understand the political realities of Arab countries. The four qualitative analytical pieces
included here go some way in shedding light on these realities. But transition processes require multi-track
monitoring and analysis of key issues such as the relationship between the business community and the
government as well as the role of the private sector as a player in the reform process; the composition and
evolution of the security sector and the potential for reforming it; women’s visions of reform and their
aspiration; or the changing strategies of political movements and the experiences of dialogues and
coalition-building between various ideological currents which are underway in several countries. These
and other fields of reform are studied through specific research projects and policy papers conducted by
ARTI’s network of researchers and published in its broad array of publications.

*Executive Director, Arab Reform Initiative
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This report brought together a large team of Arab scholars, field workers, statisticians and polling experts
from ten different countries who worked closely to implement a common methodology, under the
leadership of the Palestinian Center for Policy and Survey Research. ARI hopes that the Arab Democracy
Index will contribute to fostering an informed debate on whether and how the Arab world is transitioning
towards democracy, and on the major areas of concern for its citizens.
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Introduction

Dr. Khalil Shikaki”

This report is the second annual Arab Democracy Index to be published by the Arab Reform Initiative.
The report covers ten Arab countries and is composed of forty quantitative indicators that measure
fundamental aspects of the process of democratic transition. The report seeks to influence the process
of democratic transition by providing a mechanism that allows advocates of democracy in the Arab
world, as well as the ordinary citizen who wishes to hold leaders to account and participate in decision-
making, to monitor the evolution of this process up close. The Index provides an objective and sensible
mechanism to measure change in the democratic process, its significance and its sustainability. This
report monitors the status of democracy in Egypt, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Palestine, Lebanon,
Syria, Algeria, Yemen and Kuwait by gathering and analysing data on forty indicators relevant to the
democratic transition process.

The Arab Democracy Index uses two kinds of indicators: those that measure the means of democratic
transition (such as legislation), and those that measure the practices of democratic transition (such as
elections). The indicators are also divided among four principles or values: those that measure the
strength of public institutions (e.g. the separation of powers or the accountability of government); those
that gauge respect for rights and freedoms (e.g. the freedom of political parties or ability to organise
demonstrations and protests); those that measure the reach of the rule of law in the political regime (for
example, the independence of the judiciary or the prevalence of arbitrary detention); and finally those
that measure equality and social justice (e.g. gender equality, illiteracy rates among men and women,
and the proportion of male and female university graduates).

We are aware, however, that we cannot directly measure these principles and values, which is why we
developed measurable indicators for each of the above values. For example, the rule of law relies on
seven major indicators, including the independence of the judiciary based on constitutional and legal
texts, and the availability of various means by which citizens can hold the authorities to account, such
as alternate legal systems like state security courts. These are two indicators on which precise empirical
data can be easily gathered, and quantitative data enable us to understand developments pertaining to
a particular value. As for the final numerical score given to each country individually, the aim is not to
pass judgement on that particular country, but to allow the reader to compare its performance to others.

Several organisations compare international and regional data, using various methodologies. A report
published in 2004 by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) referred to around sixty
different indices, projects or reports based on gathering quantitative data relevant to political change.
Among the most important of these is the Human Development Report, which has been published by
the UNDP since 1990 on education, health and per capita income. Likewise, Transparency International
has been publishing a report since 1995 on perceptions of corruption based on public opinion polls,
data and the general impressions of businesspersons and analysts in around 180 countries. However,
these two reports do not directly address the political dimensions of democratisation, as does the
comprehensive report, “Worldwide Governance Indicators,” published by the World Bank, which
covers over two hundred countries and regions. It gauges governance from six different angles: voice

8 *Director of the Palestinian Center for Policy and Survey Research, Ramallah, Palestine.

and accountability, political stability, government effectiveness, regulatory quality, the rule of law, and
control of corruption. In a similar vein, the Freedom House “Freedom in the World” report measures
change related to accountability, civil liberties, the rule of law, and fighting corruption. Freedom House
defines “freedom” based on two criteria — political rights and civil liberties — and gives each
individual country a score ranging from 1 (the best) and 7 (the worst, or “not free at all”). Another
report published by the German Bertelsmann Foundation addresses democratic conditions (such as
political participation, the rule of law, stability of democratic institutions, ability of the state to extend
its control over its entire territory, and political and social integration), as well as conditions of the
market and the administration. Finally, the Global Integrity Report classifies countries based on a
variety of indicators, including civil society, the media, electoral processes, government accountability,
administration and the civil service, oversight and regulatory mechanisms, anti-corruption mechanisms
and the rule of law.

Despite the fact that some of these reports, like the World Bank’s indicators, provide a large collection
of data, many of them are based exclusively on non-objective mechanisms, like group, individual or
public impressions, or depend on examining procedural political processes such as reviewing laws and
constitutions. Researchers find it difficult to generate documented results based on available
international mechanisms, not just due to their differing methodologies and principal reliance on
impressions, but also because of the contradictions inherent in some of their findings. For example, the
Human Development Report of 2009 places Kuwait, Saudi Arabic and Lebanon at the top of the list of
ten Arab countries that we examined, and Palestine, Morocco and Yemen at the bottom. Transparency
International’s report for 2009 places Jordan at the top of the list, followed by Saudi Arabia, and then
Kuwait and Morocco, while Lebanon and Yemen are ranked lowest on the list. The Freedom House
report divides the ten countries surveyed into two groups: those that are “partially free,” namely
Jordan, Morocco, Lebanon, Yemen and Kuwait, and those that are “not free,” i.e., Algeria, Egypt, Saudi
Arabia, Syria and Palestine. The World Bank report gave Kuwait, Jordan, Saudi Arabic and Morocco a
higher score than Egypt, Algeria and Lebanon, and placed Syria, Yemen and Palestine at the bottom of
the list. The Bertelsmann Foundation’s report on political transition ranked Lebanon, Kuwait and
Algeria highest, and Syria and Saudi Arabia at the bottom of its list. However, the Global Integrity
Report for 2009 puts Jordan then Kuwait, Egypt and Palestine at the top, and Morocco, Algeria, Yemen
and Lebanon lowest on the list, and did not include Syria or Saudi Arabia.

The Arab Democracy Index goes further than the above reports in two respects: it takes into
consideration both impressions and patterns of behaviour, and measures their impact on citizens’ daily
lives. It revolves around the centrality of the notion of citizenship, instead of political authority, and
thus takes limited steps towards the social and economic impact that changes in the country’s political
system have on people’s lives.

Data gathered for the Arab Democracy Index cover three different dimensions: the constitutional or
legal aspect, public opinion and impressions, and actual practices of regimes in power based on their
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performance on the ground, and documented reports on the way in which central authorities exercise
their power. Measurement is therefore based on monitoring performance and behaviour rather than just
examining intentions and structural determinants such as legislation and regulations, since intentions
may be good but performance poor. This is why we focus on the means and practices associated with
democratic transition, and on the public’s assessments of these practices.

This annual report is organised in four sections: Methodology, Findings, Analytical Studies, and
Conclusion and Recommendations. The Methodology section looks at the reasons for our choice of the
particular set of ten countries analysed in this report, and describes the various indicators, their weight
and considerations behind their selection, as well as various sources of information we relied on to
obtain the data used in this Index. It discusses the concept of democracy and the reasons that led to our
focus on the process of transition, and then reviews the various classifications used in the index,
including the classification of means and practices and the principles or values of democratic transition,
and describes the indicators that relate to them. Finally, the Methodology section explains how best to
read the Index, and reminds the reader that the aim behind awarding each country a score is not simply
to describe conditions at present, but rather to serve as a mechanism for comparison that allows for the
measurement of change over time.

The second part looks at the detailed and aggregate results of the Index, values and indicators and
addresses each country’s results separately. In the current survey the Index’s overall score was 538
points, which represents an increase of 16 points on the score from the previous year, at 522 points.
Despite this increase, the current classification indicates flaws in the process of democratic transition
and its ability to generate genuine change in the Arab world, as was the case last year, since transition
remains in the embryonic stages. Analysis of the numerical results, as they reflect means (e.g., laws)
or practices (e.g., the holding of elections) suggests that the democratic transition process is driven
from abroad: the scores for means (more sensitive to external pressure) rose to 782 points, while the
scores for practices (less sensitive to external pressure) stood at just 456 points. This large gap between
indicators of means and practices raises questions for the researchers regarding the effectiveness of the
role of legal and constitutional reforms in the democratic transition process.

However, it should be pointed out that the change that occurred in the current survey was largely the
result of an increase in the scores associated with practices, which rose by 56 points from 400 to 456,
and not means. This development will be significant if it continues, because the large gap between the
scores for means and practices implies there is a significant gap in the process of democratic transition
that renders it incomplete, and indeed prone to regress. However, the fall in the value of the ratio of
means to practices, from 10:20 in the previous report to 10:17 in the current report, also reflects a
retreat in the value of the means compared to the previous year, from 803 to 782 points, a drop that was
chiefly due to the addition of two new countries in the current report.

The scores of three of the four values (principles) measured by the Index rose. The most striking
increase, from 559 to 614 points, was in the area of the rule of law, followed by an increase from 514
to 558 points in the area of strong and accountable public institutions, and a similar increase, from 453
to 474 points, in equality and social justice. The fourth value, respect for rights and freedoms, shrank
from 561 to 510 points. The findings show that the fall in this value resulted solely from the fall in the
indicators relevant to the means, while the score for practices rose. The indicators for practices that
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relate to the remaining values also increased, and thus the score for all the practices relevant to the four
values (principles) saw an improvement this year.

However, the improvement in the Index’s score in the current report can be partly attributed to
technical considerations, not only to internal political developments within the countries concerned.
The ability of the working group to gather and analyse the data necessary to build the set of indicators
relevant to practices that were suspended in the previous report — such as organising protest activities,
taking the administrative authorities to court, the publication of opposition views in the local press,
obstructing the work of parliament, and holding discussions of bills — improved, and in addition two
countries were added to the Index. Nevertheless, there was an improvement in other indicators that
were measured in the previous report, for instance cases of violations of the constitution, equality in
wages for men and women, illiteracy levels, school drop-out rates, the sense of personal safety, cases
of arbitrary detention, censorship of publications and internet sites, proliferation of the opposition
press, and the public’s beliefs about corruption in public institutions.

The ten countries all obtained a maximum score on only two of the forty indicators, namely the
indicators that relate to legal guarantees against torture and legal guarantees for the independence of
the judiciary. All ten countries received a score of zero on one indicator, the ill-treatment of detainees.
For most of the indicators they received a score of between 300 and 700 points.

Jordan topped the list of the countries covered in the Index, with a score of 620 points, followed by
Morocco with 601 points and Egypt with 596 points. Lebanon was ranked fourth with 583 points,
followed by Algeria with 570 points and Kuwait with 553 points. Palestine was placed seventh with
506 points, followed by Syria with 461 points, then Yemen with 457 points, and finally Saudi Arabia
with 402 points. The findings show that Yemen witnessed the greatest regression in the process of
democratic transition compared to the previous report, followed by Palestine. It should be stressed in
this regard that these two countries experienced incidents of violence and internal conflict that
intensified during 2008. In contrast, the present report reveals Lebanon as the country that has made
the most progress since the previous report, ranking first for respect for rights and freedoms and second
for practices. Egypt was second in progress made since the previous report, and maintained the highest
rank for the sub-index for means and for the sub-index for strong and accountable public institutions.
Algeria made the third-largest improvement since the previous report, while Saudi Arabia retained its
position of last in the ranking. Syria and Kuwait are the two countries in which the process of
democratic transition was measured for the first time. The findings reveal that Syria was ranked last for
respect for rights and freedoms and second-to-last for the rule of law, while Kuwait was ranked second
for the sub-index for the rule of law.

The third part includes three analytical contributions regarding the transition to democracy, using the
Index’s findings. The first paper, written by Bassma Kodmani, addresses the relationship between
democracy and security-political stability, a subject of critical importance to the future of reform in the
Arab world. The findings of the Index indicate a clear regression in the democratic transition processes
in Palestine and Yemen, the two Arab countries that saw a sharp deterioration in political and security
conditions over the past year. Kodmani states that the case of Palestine provides fertile ground for the
argument that deteriorating internal political-security conditions are liable to undermine the process of
democratisation and the benefits thereof. In Palestine the retreat of democracy is conspicuous in the
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areas of freedoms and the rule of law, as well as in the increased dependence on foreign assistance,
which in turn jeopardises previous gains made in these two areas and in other democratic values.
However, Kodmani also contends that the internal conflict in Palestine provides impetus for reform, for
example in the improved performance of some of the security services and an improved capacity to
deliver services to citizens in other fields. She also discusses the introduction of democratic reforms in
the Fatah movement. In relation to Yemen, Kodmani states that in the relationship between democracy
and stability, the former is the independent variable and not the latter; i.e. it is the absence of
democracy that generates security-political instability. The current government’s failure to push
forward the reform process towards democratic elections, in accordance with the agreement it struck
with the opposition in 2008, prompted the deterioration of security witnessed by the country in 2009.
And this has undoubtedly exacerbated the crisis of democracy in Yemen, where the role of the security
services has grown to the point that it is threatening to “militarise” the civilian institutions, in the
author’s words.

The paper written by Sufian Obaidat discusses the future of the reform process in the Arab Mashreq,
and in particular the large gap that exists between the measurement of the means and the practices of
democratic transition, a phenomenon that was clearly documented by the Index. Obaidat argues that
this discrepancy can be ascribed to the fact that the ruling groups in the Arab Mashreq are beneficiaries
of the status quo and thus lack the political will for reform. Hence progress related to means aims
merely at creating an impression of progress, modernity and responsiveness to the will of the citizen.
The author therefore draws the conclusion that regimes in the Mashreq with democratic constitutions
and laws are essentially no different from those that refuse to adopt democratic means. In both cases
these countries lack strong and accountable public institutions, the ruling elite form alliances with the
owners of capital and the security services, and citizens are denied the right of active participation.
Obaidat contends that genuine change requires transformation in three areas: (1) laws and an electoral
process that integrate all sectors of society and eliminate discrimination; (2) the development of tax
systems based on progressive taxation and a just distribution of wealth; (3) the development of an
education system with firm moral and social foundations and based on the principles of pluralism and
secularism.

In the third article Abdullah Saaf inquires into the nature of reforms that can promote democratic
transition by reviewing the experience of the Maghreb. Despite progress made in relations between the
regime and the opposition and the introduction of liberal reforms in the political sphere in the Maghreb
region, the power of the ruling regimes to resist pressures for reform has grown. As the Arab
Democracy Index indicates, most regimes have only implemented reforms to texts, donning the garb
of reform to avoid having to institute genuine reforms to actual practices. Saaf’s article examines five
areas that illustrate this phenomenon: institutional reforms, electoral law, political parties law, the
protection of human rights, and social laws.

An article written by Sarah Anne Rennick addresses the issue of access to information in the Arab
world that relates to the government, its work, and its effects on the citizen. She argues that, despite
some recent positive momentum in this area, access remains poor. The author argues that although the
culture of secrecy has spread, along with associated restrictions on the dissemination of information
and research, the year 2009 nonetheless witnessed some progress in this regard. Free access to
information helps to promote accountability and the rule of law, and allows the citizens to monitor the
actions of his or her government. It also strengthens the status of the media and civil society within the
political regime, thereby advancing the process of democratic transition. Rennick points to a
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relationship between the authoritarianism of ruling regimes and the level of freedom allowed in
accessing information in the Arab world: the more authoritarian a regime, the more it restricts the
ability to access information. Most Arab countries deny access to information; however, some recent
patterns suggest a degree of progress. In Jordan, for example, the law allows citizens access to
information, but serious problems remain in the application of the law. In Lebanon and Yemen
pressures are being brought to bear and efforts being made to formulate a law that provides for greater
freedom of access to information. Similar pressures are being felt in other countries, such as Morocco
and Egypt. Collaboration between networks and non-governmental organisations in the Arab world is
also helping to promote a culture of openness and demands for greater freedoms. Rennick contends that
amendments to existing legislation are required if people are to be able to exercise the right to know,
as well as shifts in technology and the social culture. She further discusses the need for an independent
body able to oversee the process and to guarantee citizen’s access to information.

The fourth part contains a list of general and specific recommendations. While the general
recommendations are based on the Index’s overall results, the specific recommendations rely on the
results of individual countries. The general recommendations focus on four issues: freedoms, social
justice, educational affairs, and strengthening public institutions. The recommendations call for
guarantees of greater political and civil freedoms, in particular by promoting monitoring and the role
of human rights organisations, and for issues of social justice to be given a pivotal role in the reform
process in the Arab world. The recommendations also stress the urgent need for reform in educational
affairs through the allocation of additional budgetary resources, combating illiteracy, reducing school
drop-out rates, and improving educational standards and conditions, particularly for girls and women.
Finally, the general recommendations identify the need to reinforce public institutions vital to the
reform process, such as parliaments, the judiciary and the law enforcement authorities, through
parliamentary accountability, respect for judicial freedom and oversight of the security services.

The report includes four annexes that contain a description of the indicators and systems of calculation;
detailed results from each country’s indicators; a table that presents changes in the measurement tools
and sources of information between the two surveys; and an annex providing a brief description of the
prevailing conditions in each of the surveyed countries with respect to the character of the political
regime and major events that took place during the period of the survey.

There is no doubt that the process of quantification used in this report poses a number of problems, for
there are significant aspects of the political process that are difficult to adequately quantify or measure.
One might also argue that the importance of the different indicators used varies considerably, for not
everything that can be counted and measured is actually worth counting and measuring. Another
problem relates to the significance of the final scores awarded to each country and to the Index as a
whole. A measurement naturally has to start at a given point, but the nature of this point may be
insignificant, since what is of greater concern to us is where this point stands relative to other countries,
and the amount of progress or regression in relation to previous years. However, this comparison with
other countries presents problems of its own since it raises questions about the feasibility of ranking
countries whose political and social systems are fundamentally very different. Since there is no entirely
satisfactory answer to this question, we have attempted to compensate for this limitation in the report
by including good-quality analytical articles.

It is important to note that this document is the outcome of a collaborative effort among a group of Arab
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research centres and universities, most of which are members of the Arab Reform Initiative. These
centres collected initial data in their respective countries, and the Palestinian Centre for Policy and
Survey Research in Palestine calculated each country’s indicator scores based on this initial data.
Although all participant research centres adhered to a standardised methodology, in some countries a
small number of indicator scores relied on the researcher’s estimates, on those of the centre’s main
researchers, or on the collective evaluation of the main working group. The fact that there were many
data-gathering centres and discrepancies in the estimates and impressions acted as a restraining factor,
one that is inherent to teamwork. However, the progress made by these centres in working together
more effectively on this report bodes well that these constraints will be overcome in the future.

14

Methodology

The Arab Democracy Index, which is at the core of the Arab Reform Initiative’s Annual Report, monitors
various indicators that evaluate issues relevant to the nature and performance of political systems. It
reflects the extent and depth of changes that, together, could indicate the level of democratic transition in
the Arab world.

The Index in its second edition covers ten Arab countries (two more than last year, adding Syria and
Kuwait) and there is every expectation that this number will gradually increase to include all countries in
the Arab world.

The Index allows a numerical reading of forty different indicators chosen to reflect the democratic pulse
of the Arab region, based on the prevailing democracy paradigm. Most indicators examine how close a
country stands to the liberal democratic model of the nation state. This does not reflect the political or
ideological preferences of those who designed the Index, or diminish the importance of theories that
criticise this particular paradigm. It was rather our desire to work within the context of a common
denominator that made us opt for this particular choice. Thus, since this liberal paradigm, associated with
the classical vision of the nation state, above all has to do with the procedural aspects of democracy, and
therefore reflects a minimum degree of the democratisation process we are hoping for, this paradigm
becomes the closest option to the common denominator we seek. The forty indicators gauge four major
values and principles relevant to the democratisation process: strong and accountable public institutions,
respect for rights and freedoms, the rule of law, and equality and social justice. Neither does the Index’s
methodology overplay the use of the prevalent liberal paradigm; it reinforces the Index with indicators
relevant to equality, justice and economic independence.

Data relevant to the forty indicators is collected annually. This means that a continuous review and
calculation of these indicators enables the Index to closely monitor changes in the Arab political systems,
from the point of view of their proximity to the above-mentioned democratic model.

This year’s index covers, as much as possible,' the period from early January 2008 to the end of December
2008, and includes Jordan, Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Palestine, Lebanon, Egypt, Morocco, Yemen, Syria and
Kuwait. Unlike the first index, all forty indicators were used thanks to the introduction of certain
amendments designed to avoid the serious problems the working group faced regarding accessing
documented information during the preparation of the first edition of the index. The central working group
has made a decision to suspend (with retroactive effect) the indicators of last year’s report, whose method
of measurement has changed, in addition to four previous indicators that had already been suspended.
This was necessary to maintain coherence throughout the data, allowing for the use of grades given to each
indicator in the index over time. The working group hopes that these limitations will be sufficient to reach
a solid foundation for comparison over time, and between different countries, so as to maximize the benefit
of this index.

This Index is an extension of the experience in Palestine of the Palestinian Centre for Research and Studies,
and the Palestinian Centre for Policy and Survey Research, for the preparation and publication of “the
Palestine Democracy Index” >. However, the Arab Index’s indicators were amended in a manner that better
suits the comparative nature of this report, and more in conformity with available methods of collecting

' In some cases, data gathered earlier than this period was used for reasons that have to do with the periodic nature of information. Most of this
information is based on surveys carried out by central statistical departments that have their own timeline. Periodic elements that are involved,
and those relevant to various facts, will appear in the text as necessary. This time frame will be taken into consideration in subsequent reports.

? This Index covered various periods starting in 1996, and is still published by the Palestinian Centre for Policy and Survey Research in Ramallah,
where preparations are underway for the publication of the eighth report. To view the seventh report, go to www.pcpsr.org 15



anl/repl0 ang 3/16/10 8:47 PM Page 16

and measuring information in different countries. The aim was also to allow for wide differences in the
surveyed countries’ size, resources, history and respective characteristics.

This Index has its own advantages, restrictions and limitations; it shows the status of democratic transition
in the Arab world, and a number of important relevant details, in a quick and coordinated manner. It also
gives the reader the opportunity to easily monitor change on a yearly basis, and to pinpoint obvious areas
of political change or stagnation. The ability of the chosen indicators to monitor the process of democratic
transition is no doubt limited, and a numerical score, to a certain degree, simplifies it and takes it out of
context.

Many Indices monitor economic, social and political conditions. For example, Average per Capita Income
is used to classify a given country on the economic development scale, in comparison with others.
Similarly, the Average Price Index is used to measure the general increase in prices, and, by extension, the
actual value of wages. In the same vein, the Democracy Index is an attempt to find a quantitative (or
numerical) expression for the pace and direction of democratic transition, as part of the process of change
in a given political system. However, since the nature of political transition is different from economic or
other transformations, this Index relies on a larger number and variety of indicators to gauge democratic
change. Different indicators use different measurement methods to ascertain whether conditions, in
general, reflect the success or failure of a transition process. This Index does not try, for example, to answer
whether democracy is liable to encourage political pluralism or not; instead, it presupposes that one of the
reasons for seeking democracy is precisely to encourage pluralism. Consequently, it sees any increase in
the number of political parties as a positive sign of democratic transition. However, despite its importance,
this Index does not at all examine the degree, seriousness, status and nature of the political parties’
participation in political life, or the nature of these parties’ programmes, etc. It presupposes that if pluralism
were effective in encouraging democracy, it would have an impact on political participation, and on the
political authorities’ performance, e.g., by increasing their accountability level. Similar constraints apply
to most of the indicators used; indicators relevant to education examine the ratio of educated individuals
and the number of years they spend in academia, rather than the quality of their education. Nor does the
indicator relevant to social security examine its effectiveness, or the safety net it provides.

Various indicators address issues relevant to legal structures, social conditions, freedoms, the economy, the
authorities’ performance, institutional performance and other issues whose conditions, or quality, are
supposed to change as the result of democratic transition. Indicators examine these issues from the point
of view of relevant preparations underway (policies and legislation), and the level of practices and their
outcome. The Index is based on the premise that a positive democratic transition is the outcome of a certain
political will; therefore the lack of such a transition (obstructed or absent) means that either this will does
not exist, or has not been actualised.

Selecting Countries for the Survey

We faced a number of practical and objective limitations in deciding which countries to cover in the survey.
In principle, all the Arab countries were candidates; nevertheless, and despite various resource and time
limitations, these limitations were not a deciding factor since other factors intervened to resolve the issue,
one way or another. Among these were the availability of local working groups ready and able to start
working immediately on collecting and evaluating data, whether opinion surveys could be conducted in the
concerned country, and whether access to information was relatively easy. The availability of the working
groups in Syria and Kuwait played a vital role in joining these two countries to the other Arab countries in
which the index is taking place.

We cannot claim that the eight countries covered by the first survey are a representative sample of the Arab
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world. Nevertheless, the chosen sample does include countries from the Arab Mashreq (including the Arab
Gulf region) and Maghreb, rich and poor countries, countries with large and relatively small populations,
three oil producing countries, and ones witnessing more politically turbulent times than others. For these
reasons, the research team believes that the sample surveyed for this report can give a balanced impression
of the Arab world. Of course, this impression could be somewhat optimistic, since the availability of
information and the relative ease of access to it, reflect to a certain extent what the survey seeks to examine.
The reader should therefore be aware of the high probability of a structural bias in the Index, due to the
mechanism it is based on. One could say that this rewards the sampling bias had the research team not been
conscious of the fact that the sample is not representative.

Indicators of the Arab Democracy Index

After much debate, a re-examination of relevant texts, and a study of several examples from around the
world regarding the measurement of democracy and democratisation, forty indicators were selected for this
Index’. Each has its own set of detailed sub-indicators and a specific way of calculating respective scores,*
based on the information available and the particular situation it is supposed to monitor.

The selected indicators have to do with daily political, economic and social issues, and reflect the entire
democratic decision-making process This starts from the tendency and desire to take part in the decision-
making process, to the decision-making process itself, its implementation, guarantees for its continued
implementation, and making the necessary adjustments for it to happen.

All the Index’s indicators were given equal Weight,5 meaning that each indicator contributed 2.5% to the
Index. The process of deciding on the respective weights, or the decision to give all indicators equal
weight, was a decision of the working group that carries within it a largely arbitrary judgment regarding
the importance of various constituent elements of a democratic system. Some might choose to re-examine
the Index by giving each indicator the weight he or she thinks it deserves. The importance of this Index
lies in its ability to compare results from consecutive years, and monitor the ongoing process of change.
What is important here for any diligent researcher is not how the image is formed, but how it changes and
transforms as the result of changes in the system’s attributes and performance.

It is rather difficult to rationally, and objectively, delineate the specific weight of countries going through
different stages of development, since each focuses on an area of tangible change within the
democratisation process. While some countries are at the stage of modernising and democratising their
political system’s constitutional and legal structures, others are promoting political participation,
strengthening their economy or liberalising it.

The experience of the past two decades shows that there is no single formula for democratic transition,
regardless whether it is on a positive or negative course. Countries with different socio-economic structures
certainly need to focus on different aspects of the democratic transition process. For some countries, it is
a matter of institution building, for others it is reforming them; for some it is establishing a solid basis for
elements of prosperity to take root, in others, it is expanding it; in others yet, it is re-examining the entire
legal structure, liberalising the economy, and so on.

The forty indicators are the constituent elements of the Arab Democracy Index; each of them examines a
given domain that reflects the process of democratic transition in the Arab world, and quantitatively
reflects the examined data.

* See annex No. (1), which contains a list of indicators used in the Arab Democracy Index

* See annex No. (1), which contains a list of detailed indicators, the sources of information and the manner of calculating respective scores.

*> We could reconsider this in the future, based on a comparison between the image reflected by the Index, and the one resulting from in depth
analyses of the condition of Arab political systems. It would be useful to do that if it we find that there is a possibility to harmonize between
various pictures emerging from various research efforts in the field. 17
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The indicators are divided into groups, based on different classifications; there are two kinds of indicators:
the tools (means) and the practices (results) on the one hand, and political, economic and social indicators,
on the other. There are also indicators related to internal policies, foreign policies; to basic values and
principles of a democratic system, i.e., strong and accountable public institutions, respect for rights and
freedoms, the rule of law, and equality and social justice.

These indicators were chosen based on several considerations, the most important being the need to cover
all the aspects listed above. Other important considerations were the degree of these indicators’ reflection
of democracy as a governance system and as a regulator of the political regimes relationship with society,
whether they reflect the level of the state and its institutions’ respect for human rights, or their ability to
project an image of relationships within civil society’s institutions, associations and organisations. A
different set of considerations has to do with whether the indicators could be measured repeatedly, and at
specific time intervals, (usually on an annual basis), without neglecting those relevant to phenomena like
elections that require a longer time frame to change, yet are key elements in the democratic transition
process. These indicators were selected after a long process of reflection and testing, leading the team to a
reasonable level of confidence that they were collectively capable of monitoring the course and pace of a
democratic transition.

Though we did mention a general tendency in the Index towards procedural matters and a focus on political
indicators, the team’s awareness of the importance of the socio-economic aspects of democratisation
prompted it to include a number of additional indicators. These are relevant to the citizens’ interest in using
and promoting democratic tools to ensure their participation in a decision making process that goes beyond
the mere choice of leaders. This latter set of indicators examines the true extent of genuine democratic
practices, whether they are restricted to the elite, and if they risk becoming another tool for legitimising
tyranny and the poor distribution of the country’s wealth. The set of concomitant indicators, classified
under the principles (values) of equality and social justice, constitutes the main component in measuring
the nature of a democratic transition that is not limited to procedural matters.

We believe that this Index could interest observers with different backgrounds and concerns. It could also
turn public opinion’s attention to areas of success and failure regarding different aspects of the democratic
transition process. It could provide politicians who desire to introduce change, with precious information
as to the Index’s ability to pinpoint areas of weakness in policy implementation, areas that need further
development or those where policies have to be amended. It is also important for legislators who aspire to
hold the executive authority accountable, as far as its performance in democratising the community’s life
is concerned. It could also reveal areas that still need legal or constitutional reform, and point out domains
that researchers should further explore to uncover reasons behind successes or failures to democratise.

Sources of Information

Given the wide variety of indicator and the wide range of issues they portray, different ways were used to
access data necessary for crafting the indicators and allocating scores to individual domains. The research
group tried, as much as possible, to rely on basic sources of information, and was careful, whenever
possible, to obtain the necessary information from independent and varied sources. The Index also paid
special attention to public opinion, and allocated a quarter of the indicators to it. In cases where precise
information could not be obtained, or the results reached did not provide a clear-cut result (due to
contradictory information, or to obvious disparities between official data and data from the field), the team
resorted to the evaluation of experts from the countries concerned.

Sources of information used in the Index come from government or non-government sources. Government
sources include ministries, intelligence and security agencies, central statistics departments, parliamentary
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committees, parliamentary secretariats, higher judicial councils and court administrations, as each case
required. Non-government sources included local government centres, like regional, tribal and municipal
councils; non-governmental organisations, unions and relevant professional associations, local newspapers
and the internet. As for sources relevant to the citizen’s impressions and assessment of the situation,
opinion surveys, especially designed for the Index, were carried out by technically qualified teams, based
on a representative random sampling system, and margins of error that never exceed 5%, despite differing
margins from one country to the other. Wherever it was impracticable to carry out opinion surveys, experts’
estimations were used as an alternative through the organization of focus groups. (6)

The Concept of Democracy and the Democratic Transition Process

The Arab Democracy Index is a numerical projection of the democratic transition process. By transition
process, we mean a series of changes in the characteristics, nature and performance of a political system
during a period of transition, which is by nature imprecise, suffers from periodic bouts of regression and
is not guaranteed against failure. Measuring the transition process forces us to concentrate on indicators
that clearly portray changes in the political system and its elements. It also compels us to stay away, as
much as possible, from other important elements and indicators that project the depth, effectiveness and
sustainability of an existing democratic system, but do not necessarily play a key role in the transition from
an undemocratic to a democratic system.

The kind of democracy we seek and are trying to gauge is, for the purposes of this Index, a mode of
organization of political life based on the premise that people are the source of power, and that a political
system should reflect the popular will, and ensure justice and equality through participation in the decision-
making process. Democracy is, therefore, a mean, rather than an end in itself. Democracy at the core is also
not a way of thinking, a belief, a set of values, or a cultural trend, but a mechanism for participation in the
decision-making process, and one that ensures that the decisions taken reflect the will of the people.

Gauging democracy in a given country means measuring the level of the people’s effective participation in
making decisions that affect their lives, in a democratic way. It also means the presence of various ways
and means that allow this participation to take place, and the degree to which they are institutionalised,
sustainable and available for the people to use. This can be measured using a set of indicators that cover
available mechanisms for participation in the decision-making process, the ability to amend them and
object to them, and the level of public satisfaction with decisions made (political or other). This reflects,
on the one hand, the extent of the people’s involvement in decision-making and, on the other, how seriously
a decision is implemented (relative to the intention when it was made). It also reflects the extent of the
people’s effective participation in, and impact on, the decision-making process, and how encouraged thy
are to participate and use available mechanisms, as well as the presence of guarantees regarding the
consequences of free participation. Moreover, it shows how deeply institutionalised are all the above
mechanisms, their implementation, relevant practices and sustainability within the system, and society’s
ability to shoulder the ensuing burden.

This report is based on the premise that democracy (in its general sense) is not a tactical position, but one
that reflects a certain socio-political- economic tendency embodied in the political system. It has its own
institutional, contractual (constitutional), procedural (administrative) and value-related manifestations, the
most important among which are the unequivocal respect for the rule of law, upholding human rights and
preserving man’s dignity, and honouring the concept of citizenship. Seen from this angle, democracy is the
people’s option. However, because this option is in contradiction with the interests of certain groups,
particular institutions are necessary to formulate specific arrangements, measures and legislation that lay
the foundations of democracy, guarantee its sustainability and deter anyone from causing it harm. Among
these arrangements and measures are separation and independence of powers (executive, legislative and

19



anl/repl0 ang 3/16/10 8:47 PM Page 20

judicial), exercise of power through regular and fair elections (i.e. admitting the legitimacy of competition
between forces and parties with different agendas on governance), and enacting legislation that ensures
freedom of expression, organisation, assembly, press and the right to strike (i.e., to participate in public
life). Democracy is not only a question of implementing the principles of practicing power through regular
elections, respect for party and intellectual pluralism and upholding minority rights, but goes well beyond
that to enshrining basic individual rights, like the right to work, movement, shelter, education, health and
social care, regardless of one’s ethnicity, religion, gender or colour. The Index’s indicators were designed
in such a way as to take all of the above into consideration, as much as possible, and look ahead to
including other dimensions, like women'’s participation in public life, the real conditions under which they
live and the extent to which the legal infrastructure promotes their equality with men.

The Index’s Classifications

The Index’s data have a numerical value that reflects the average value of indicators in each individual
country, group of countries, or all Arab countries together, from which data is collected. However, it is
worth looking at specific classifications by grouping indicators into sets that reflect the transition process,
from one angle or another of aspects reflected by these indicators, as mentioned above.

The first classification divides the indicator into two kinds: those that reflect the means through which
democratic transition is taking place (indicators 1-10), and those that reflect the practices associated with
it (indicators 11-40). As Figure 1-1 shows, indicators relative to the means make up one quarter of
indicators, while those relative to practices make up the remaining three-quarters.

Figure 1-1: The Index’s First Classification Based
on the Kind of Indicator (Practices and Means)

= Means

Practices

Indicators relevant to the means reflect those aspects
of the democratic transition according to which
constitutional, legal and institutional principles that
lay the legal foundations for guaranteed democratic
processes are formulated. These indicators therefore
serve to ascertain, for example, whether
constitutional texts highlight the importance of the
separation of powers, and include legal guarantees
for the freedom of the press, the right to form and join
political parties, etc. Furthermore, indicators relative
to means are confined to the political aspects, since
they reflect the minimum amount of political will
necessary to undergo a democratic transition.

Index

As to indicators relevant to practices, they reflect the implementation of constitutional provisions, and rule
and regulations, on the ground. They measure, for example, violations of constitutional principles and laws
that harm the balance of power among the three branches of government, or restrict freedoms. They also
measure the extent to which the government is dependent on foreign funding, or on foreign markets, to an
extent that it has become more responsive to foreign pressure than to domestic public opinion. Indicators
that reflect the public’s impressions, which the Index bases on public opinion surveys, are among the
indicators that reflect practices. They monitor, among other, issues like whether people are able to criticise
the authorities, and whether they feel corruption is widespread in the public sector. Moreover, among the
indicators that reflect practices are a number of indicators that examine social issues, such as education,
health, social security, and the like.
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As shown in Figure 1-2, the second classification divides the Index into four groups reflecting the basic
values and principles of democratic transition:

Strong and accountable public institutions (13 indicators: 1-3; 11-20); cover issues like people’s
evaluation of public institutions’ performance, of the rule of law and whether the public feels personally
safe.

Respect for rights and freedoms (13 indicators: 4-7; 21-29); cover issues like licensing new political
parties, appearance of opposition political party views in the press, and the people’s assessment of press
freedom.

The rule of law (7 indicators: 7, 8, 25-29); cover issues such as independence of the judiciary, and how
people’s complaints against governmental authorities are dealt with.

Equality and social justice (7 indicators: 9, 30-35); cover issues such as government spending on health
and education compared with security and defence, and the ratio of women in the labour market.

Figure 2-1 below shows the two-thirds share, out of the total Index, of indicators relevant to public
institutions and respect for rights and freedoms, and the 18% share of those relevant to the rule of law,

equality and social justice.

Figure 1-2: The Index’s Second Classification based on the Basic Principles of a Democratic System

Strong and accountable
public institutions

Respect for rights
and freedoms

32.50%

The rule of law

B Equality and
social justice 17.50%

Index

Reading the Index

The Index does not presuppose the existence of a democratic standard based on which measurements can
be made. This is why the Index relies on a quantitative estimate of the condition of democracy in the Arab
world, in the period covered by the annual report. However, despite the fact that this estimate gives an
impression of democratic conditions in those Arab countries where surveys were conducted, this Index
does not make value judgements on them, and should not be used as such. Although the Index allows
comparisons between various Arab countries, these comparisons remain confined to contrasting indicators
that constitute this Index’s elements. The Index unifies the measurement period, indicators and calculation
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systems, and uses coordinated information-gathering methods, which guarantees uniformly high credibility
of the information used. Consequently, the Index’s effectiveness is linked to the ability to manage the
research process in a manner that succeeded, as much as possible, in maintaining a level of consistency
among research groups in different countries, and ensuring that the information gathered is equally
consistent in all aspects. The main research tool here is information gathering; and the more research
groups are successful in collecting and documenting necessary information, with a certain degree of
consistency, the smaller the margin of error becomes, and the fewer distortions occur in drawing a picture
of different countries’ indicators in a single survey.

It is worth repeating that the Index does not reflect democratic conditions as such, but the democratic
transition process, by quantitatively measuring and reporting on the condition of democracy at several
points in time, whereby each point represents a given time period. Once a year, the Index freezes in time
an instant in a given country’s life, which means that we have to see the result as a static, rather than a
moving, picture. We should also consider that drawing this picture year after year will enable us, over time,
to construct a cinematic image, and that each indicator in the Index is a single frame in a picture that
portrays an instant in the life of an Arab country.

On the other hand, it is possible in principle to use the Index to compare various Arab states, taking into
consideration the context in which pictures of different countries were drawn. Just as bodies appear bigger
or smaller depending on their distance from the lens when the picture is taken, data gathered through
inconsistent tools in this Index could be misleading if their context is not clear. One should pay special
attention to this consideration when making comparisons.

The Index’s methodology presupposes a high level of coordination and agreement between research groups
in different countries, and there is no doubt that this requirement will improve as different national research
teams gain experience. There is also no doubt that other parts of the annual report (the qualitative reports,
in particular) will contribute to defining the contours of the static image drawn by the Index, and help the
reader better imagine what lies behind, and around, it.

This first report aims at establishing a framework for future measurements; it acts as a frame in which
pictures will be displayed, year after year.

In any reading, the Index’s score can range between zero and one thousand; this applies to the indicators
and sub-indicators in any mode of classification. In general, and with a certain amount of distortion that
cannot but be noticed by the reader, one can assume that the Index’s scores, the collective one and the one
specific to a given country or sector, could be used to classify countries into categories. We could say that
any score below 400 indicates undemocratic conditions, and a lack of policies aimed at fostering stirrings
in favour of a democratic transition. We could say, in the same vein, that a score between 400 and 700
indicates undemocratic conditions that comprise a few elements of democracy, which reflect either a
tendency towards a transition, or that the political regime is amenable to such an eventuality. A score
between 700 and 1000 reflects, on the other hand, a certain amount of progress in the democratic transition,
representing a situation that needs deeper analysis, and additional indicators to evaluate more fully.

Figure 1-3: The
Index’s Democracy
Score Level

o
1000-700 699 400 399-0

Advanced democratic transition Democratic tendencies Undemocratic
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The Index can be read at different levels:

The first level involves reading the final numerical projection (overall figure), which allows a general and
unencumbered view of the democratic transition process in Arab countries in which a survey was
conducted. It also allows us to take stock of the democratic transition process separately in each surveyed
country.

The second level involves reading the numerical projections of the Index’s sub-indicators, on the basis of
which the indicators are classified into groups, like the results of sub-indicators relevant to practices,
means, rights and freedoms, or the rule of law. One could also read each country’s results separately.

The third level involves reading each indicator separately; this allows the reader to monitor changes in all
forty indicators, either for the surveyed countries as a whole, or for each country separately.

The Index comprises information that allows the reader to view data on both the regional and national
levels.

However, we do not advise the reader to look at this Index, and its indicators, only from the quantitative
angle. Democracy and democratisation symbolise a qualitative condition that reflects, reinvents and
contributes to the development of a malleable and changeable socio-political and economic system. What
these indicators present together (the Arab Democracy Index), in a particular domain (a particular kind or
one of the elements or values), or in one specific category (a given indicator), is a quantitative (numerical)
expression of an instant frozen in time, to provide qualitative values over a given time period. We advise
the reader to view this data against a backdrop of dependency, vulnerability and anxiety regarding the
future, three general conditions that Arab societies currently suffer from. Therefore, we have to be wary of
any attempt to reduce the democratic transition process to a mere number, or a set of quantitative variables.
Instead, we should deal with indicators and classifications, as well as the Index itself, as tools to monitor
change (both negative and positive) in the condition of democracy, and thus intervene in formulating
policies and guidelines that serve the democratic transition, and help entrench democracy.

Many precautions are necessary when reading the Index and interpreting its findings. These include a
margin of error that could be reduced through diligent effort, though not eliminated entirely, and the
existence of a link between the Index’s mechanism, and popular aspirations that change in tandem with
progress. The Index’s partial dependence on opinion surveys, for example, means that it equates
evaluations of the same process by different publics, using the same measurement tool, despite divergent
public expectations in different countries that affect the evaluation of facts. This means that the higher the
ceiling of expectations, the less this tool is capable of reflecting real change. Some of the Index’s indicators
compare texts that reflect the same legal and constitutional principles in different legal environments,
environments that might be undergoing different processes of development. There is also the impact of
language differences; a certain term could mean one thing in one country, and another in a different
country. However, awareness of these constraints by the research team and the readers, and their ability to
take them into consideration, enhances the Index’s effectiveness as a tool. To arrive at the best results
therefore, the Index must be used sensibly.

Remarks on the Current Edition
This edition represents the beginning of a process to enhance the structure and the tools of measurement
in the Arab index, as the first edition was a pioneering project and largely experimental (being the first of

its kind.) The working team made a number of changes following multifaceted deliberations over the
results of the first edition, including checking certain indicators, modifying the means of measurement and,
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consequently, the calculations. Other modifications occurred due to changes in circumstances (a new
working team in Algeria, the introduction of opinion surveys in some countries such as Egypt, a switch of
institute carrying out the opinion survey in Algeria, the lack updated official statistics for reasons beyond
the efforts of the working team in Saudi Arabia).

Palestine could not be covered in the same way due to the separation of the West Bank and Gaza Strip. The
aim of the working team was to cover Palestine as a whole unit wherever possible and accessible. This was
successful in domains pertaining to the public irrespective of its relationship with the divided authority.
This approach was thus applied to the practices, as there is unanimity that the valid laws are those issued
by President Mahmoud Abbas, both before or after the division. It was also applied to the social and
economic indicators, the data of which was gathered from the West Bank and Gaza Strip as a whole unit.
As for the rest of the indicators (indicators 11 to 34), which are associated with the practices that cannot
be separated from the authorities (such as freedom of expression, human rights, state of law, and
institutional structure), the data was collected only in the West Bank under the government of Salam
Fayyad, and was not collected in Gaza Strip under the government of Ismail Hanniyeh. The working team
also had to suspend one indicator, indicator 15, due to the fact that the Legislative Council did not convene
as a united institution.

These changes, regardless of why they had to occur, will limit the ability of the team, as well as the readers,
to make useful comparison between the results of this edition with the previous one. The central working
team estimated the consequences of these changes and made the decision to suspend (with retroactive
effect, as mentioned above) some results from the previous edition in the cases where amendments to the
way of measurement rendered the index of both editions incoherent, and — therefore — useless. The team
also decided to keep some data while mentioning the changes that have taken place and the need for
caution; while the level of accuracy which this report seeks may not have been retained, the data can still
shed some light on the situation. The details of these changes, as well as their consequences with regards
to reading the results, are listed in detail in the chapter “Findings”, and the changes are listed in Appendix
3.

The absence of grades for seven indicators in the previous edition sheds doubt on the possibility of making
useful comparison between the two. However, the possibility to read the current indicators has become
remarkably complete. The process of suspension does not affect any indicator as a whole, but was restricted
to cases that are related to the circumstances of certain countries: the suspension of the indicator regarding
hindering the performance of the parliament in Saudi Arabia as there is no such parliament in the country
and in Palestine because the parliament was incapacitated, and the suspension of the indicator regarding
taking executive authorities to trial due to the absence of the necessary information on this topic.

The process of collecting the information and revising the data has led to conclusions related to the
previous edition. The grades of the first edition have been amended to the best of the working team’s
ability. The grades given in this report regarding the previous edition should replace those published in the
first report.

One of the methodological challenges in this report lies in the disparity in sensitivity of the indicators,
which results from the nature of the information reflected, its source, or the way in which an indicator is
measured. This disparity can arise for example from opinion surveys, where data can change when the
sample is changed, or from adopting a calculation mechanism which puts under a microscope changes
occurring as a result of the percentage error in the index or due to rounding up figures, etc... The indicator
on school dropout rates is a good example, as it moves up or down a hundred points for each 0.5% of
change in the dropout rate. While harmony should be achieved between the sensitivity of the indicator and
the sensitivity of the measuring tool, it will be impossible in an indicator like this one, where governments
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seek a 0% school dropout rate, to neglect fractions of the percentage, which no matter how small still
reflect high numbers of students. Nevertheless, the team still hopes to continually check this data and to
better calculate in the future, especially as multiple national and international statistics can provide data for
this indicator.

In other cases, the seasonal political activities play a remarkable role in the fluctuation of the indicator’s
factors. The indicator on government accountability is a good example. The legislative authority questions
the government, sometimes heavily and sometimes more lightly. This creates a natural fluctuation in the
performance of the legislators. This is quite worthy to be measured; however, its political significance
remains limited if each edition stands alone. Nonetheless, these fluctuations acquire critical significance if
a sustained growth takes place, or if it were to be proved that the accountability tool which is under
measurement has been neglected.

On the other hand, the working team decided that the results of the previous edition remain sufficient in
certain cases where little or no new data was available and in cases where there are no expectations of new
data in the future. For example, the team used the same data that was available in the previous edition
regarding equality in wages in Morocco and Yemen due to the lack of updated information, and likewise
for the school dropout rate in Saudi Arabia.
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Findings

This section analyses the indicators on the regional and individual country levels, using the Index’s general
data and data that reflects aspects of the means or practices, as well as the sub-indicators for the four values
or principles referred to in the methodology. The various sub-indicators will be compared where anything
of significance or interest arises, and the findings of this survey will be compared to those of the previous
survey (conducted in 2008), wherever feasible.

There will then be a review of each of the forty indicators, followed by a description of any figures that
deviate from the general methodology, for example the use of different sources of information in one of
the countries, the suspension of an indicator, etc...

Regional Findings

The Index’s overall score stands at 538, compared to 522 in the previous survey. This score, like the
previous overall score, means that the ten countries whose indicators were examined show a certain
tendency towards democratic transition, and reflects an initial willingness in the Arab region to
democratise, though this tendency remains at an embryonic stage.

The 16 point improvement in the Index’s score is an indication that the scores of some of the countries
improved by a greater margin than the scores of other countries decreased. It is noteworthy that the addition
of two countries to the Index did not raise the overall score: the Index’s score in the current survey minus
Syria and Kuwait (i.e. the score for the eight countries that were included in the previous survey) is 542
points, compared to 538 points for the ten countries. However, this increase was mainly caused by the
addition of the scores of indicators that were suspended in the previous survey.

The individual countries’ scores (see Figure 2-1 below) indicate that the discrepancies between the ten
countries are staggering, although the variation between the ten countries falls within a normal distribution
of differences. Jordan, with a score of 620 points, tops the list of countries that show progress in the process
of democratic transition, followed closely by Morocco (601 points), which had the highest score in the
previous survey,® then Egypt (596), Lebanon (583), Algeria (570), Kuwait (553), Palestine (506), Syria
(461), Yemen (457) and finally Saudi Arabia (402). Thus the ten countries scored above the 400 point
mark, which the team had determined a priori as the cut-off point between autocracy and signs of
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¢ Although Jordan was ranked first in the previous survey, new data obtained by the research team during the information-gathering process
for the second survey, in addition to the retroactive suspension of some of the indicators, as discussed in the Methodology, altered the scores
26 for the previous survey, and as a result Jordan and Morocco exchanged positions.
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democratic transition. It is therefore possible to speak of a tendency towards democratic transition in the
region as a whole, a result that is consistent with the findings of the previous survey, as Figure 2-2 shows.
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Figure 2-2: Index, by Country (Comparative) in the First and Second Surveys

The reader will note that the differences between the first and the second surveys were not dramatic, and
reflected the sum of the changes that took place in the surveyed countries. As Figure 2-3 illustrates, on
average there was a difference of 4 points between the 2008 and 2009 surveys (i.e. a change of less than
1%), and scores changed within a range of +11 and + 82 points among the eight countries included in the
two surveys.
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Figure 2-3: Discrepancies in Scores between the First and Second Surveys

We can also state that democratic transition is still at an embryonic stage and remains largely reliant on
external encouragement. As Figure 2-4 indicates, what signals the embryonic nature of democratic
transition is the fact that the score for the indicators relevant to the means (782 points) is almost double the
score for practices (457 points). Here one should bear in mind that indicators relevant to the means only
relate to constitutional and legal texts, and that legal reform processes receive encouragement from abroad,
encouragement that has been gaining momentum since the early 1990s, but whose impact on actual
political practices is still weak. However, there are no indications that the legal or constitutional reform
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process has the power to advance reform at the level of practices. Despite a decline in the score for the
means between the two surveys from 803 to 782 points (as a result of the addition of the two new
countries), the score for practices increased by a significantly greater amount than the score for means,
from 400 to 457 points (i.e. by 57 points, or around 14% higher than the score for practices recorded in the
previous survey).
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Figure 2-4: Comparative Arab Average by Type of Indicator (Means-Practices) and Year

These two features — the embryonic nature of the democratic transition process, and the fact that it is
encouraged from abroad — apply to the region as a whole. The large discrepancy between the two kinds of
indicators, as Figure 2-5 indicates, remains high in the countries whose overall score increased, which
means that the process of democratic transition is still incomplete. Its transformations do not extend to all
aspects of life, and it is therefore liable to regress or to be reversed.
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Figure 2-5a: Comparative Indicator Scores by Type (Means-Practices), Country and Year

The reader will note that the gap between the scores of the means and practices, as indicated by Table 2-
1, below, is at its smallest in Saudi Arabia, which had the lowest scores in the Index, and a ratio of 11:10,
followed by Jordan, which had the highest score in the Index, and a ratio of 14:10. The gap then widens
for the other countries, ranging from 15:10 in Syria and 25:10 in Egypt. One should note that these figures

are consistent with those
obtained in the previous

Jordan survey, and that the figures
1000 for Kuwait and Syria, which
were added to those of the

The gap between regional average means and practices
versus means and practices per country for 2009
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Table 2-1: Ratio of Scores for Practices versus Means in 2008 and 2009

Ratio 1 2008 Ratio 1 2009 Average ratio
Jordan 14:10 13:10 14:10
Algeria 23:10 18:10 20:10
Saudi Arabia 10:10 11:10 11:10
Syria — 15:10 15:10
Palestine 23:10 23:10 23:10
Kuwait — 17:10 17:10
Lebanon 23:10 17:10 19:10
Egypt 30:10 19:10 23:10
Morocco 20:10 19:10 19:10
Yemen 23:10 26:10 24:10
\Average scores 20:10 17:10 19:10

These figures correspond to the prevailing impressions regarding the degree of stability of each country,
since it is natural for practices to keep pace with the legal framework when this framework is stable, and
when political and administrative life is consistent with it. This happens either because the framework has
remained unchanged for a long period of time, or because changes within it have successfully moved on
to a practice mode acceptable to society.

This phenomenon suggests that a democratic reform process that is built on reform measures involving a
country’s ruling elite, i.e. one that does not happen as a result of a dramatic political shift (like a revolution)
that leads to a radical change in this elite, cannot produce a major change in political practices. This is
because the elite wish to preserve their status, as well as to ensure a minimum level of political stability by
limiting turbulence during the period of transition, an unstable time by nature. To avoid any undesirable
surprises resulting from the transition process, local elites and the various conservative elements within
society work alongside the international community to support the slow pace of the transition process. The
figures also support the view that the democratisation of practices is not linked to legal reform as much as
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it is linked to public pressure and the requirements
of government stability, and that legal reform is
“an expression of intentions” rather than a
guarantee of the success of democratisation itself.

The reader will note that disparities between the
principles (values) of democratic transition from
country to country appear to be quite consistent
with their respective socio-economic conditions.
The Index’s average scores for values, or
principles, as indicated by Figure 2-6, vary from
614 points for the rule of law (which represents a
marked increased from a score of 559 in the
previous survey) to 558 for strong and accountable
public institutions (up from 514 in the previous
survey), 510 for respect for rights and freedoms (a
substantial drop from 561 in the previous survey),
and 476 points for equality and social justice (an
improvement on the score of 453 obtained in the
previous survey).

Figure 2-6: Comparative Arab Average Scores for Values or Principles
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It is noteworthy that the overall ranking of scores for the Index’s sub-indicators relevant to the values of
equality and social justice and strong, accountable public institutions differed markedly, as Figure 2-7
shows. These values moved up in the ranking of indicators when the means are left out and only practices
are considered. Conversely, there is a drop in the rank of the sub-indicators for the values of the rule of law
and respect for rights and freedoms when they are confined to practices.
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When we study the distribution of the Index’s scores for individual countries regarding the sub-indicators
relative to the four values or principles (see Figure 2-8), we find a discrepancy in the order of the sub-
indicators’ scores in the ten countries. While the sub-indicator respect for rights and freedoms is at the top
of the list of values in Yemen (for the second consecutive year) and Lebanon (also for the second
consecutive year), it comes at the bottom of the list in Saudi Arabia (for the second consecutive year),
Syria, Palestine and Egypt. The sub-indicator relative to the rule of law tops the list in Jordan (for the
second consecutive year), Algeria, Saudi Arabia (for the second consecutive year), Kuwait and Morocco
(for the second consecutive year). The sub-indicator for equality and social justice is first in the list in
Palestine, and last in Jordan (for the second consecutive year), Algeria (for the second consecutive year),
Kuwait, Lebanon, Morocco (for the second consecutive year), and Yemen (also for the second consecutive
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year). The sub-indicator for strong and accountable public institutions heads the list in Syria and Egypt (for
the second consecutive year), and was second in Jordan (for the second consecutive year in 2009, alongside
respect for rights and freedoms), Kuwait, Lebanon (for the second consecutive year), Morocco (for the
second consecutive year), and Yemen (for the second consecutive year).
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Figure 2-8: Comparative Sub-Indicators According to Democratic Values for Individual Countries

We can therefore summarise areas of weaknesses and strengths in each of the ten countries as follows:

» Jordan achieved the highest score in the general index. It also had the highest rank for the sub-
indicator relative to equality and social justice.

» Algeria had the second highest rank for the sub-indicator relative to respect for rights and freedoms,
and made the third largest improvement compared to the 2008 survey.

» Saudi Arabia was ranked tenth in the general index and in the sub-indicator relative to means in the
current survey. It was also tenth in strong and accountable public institutions, and ninth in respect for
rights and freedoms.

» Syria was ranked third for the sub-indicator relative to strong and accountable public institutions,
eighth in the general index, and ninth for the sub-indicator relative to means. It was ranked last in
respect for rights and freedoms, and second-to-last in the rule of law.

» Palestine was ranked seventh in the general index, and was the country that recorded the second
largest drop in its score in the general index compared to 2008. It was third for the sub-index relative
to the means, and second-to-last in the sub-index relative to practices. It made slight progress in the
indicators for equality and social justice in relation to the remaining values.

» Kuwait had the second highest rank in the sub-indicator relative to the rule of law.

» Lebanon was the country that made the most progress in the general index compared to the 2008
survey. It had the highest rank in respect for rights and freedoms and the second highest rank in the
sub-index relative to practices.

» Egypt was ranked third in the general index. It was second in progress achieved since the 2008
survey, and maintained its ranking of first in the sub-index relative to the means. It also had the highest
rank in the sub-indicator relative to strong and accountable public institutions, and was second in the
sub-indicator for equality and social justice.
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» Morocco was second in the general index and also in the sub-index relative to the means. It was
ranked third in the sub-index relative to practices, first in the sub-indicators for the rule of law, and
second in the sub-index relative to strong and accountable public institutions.

» Yemen was ninth in the general index, and recorded the largest fall in its score compared to the 2008
survey. It had the lowest rank in the sub-index relative to practices, in the rule of law and equality and
social justice, and ranked second-to-last in the sub-indicator for strong and accountable public
institutions.

When evaluating each of the ten countries’ average indicator scores, we find most of the scores fall within
a very small range of difference. An examination of the standard deviation relative to values reveals that
the similarity in the scores is limited to indicators that received very low scores (ill-treatment of detainees,
the use of wasta or favouritism in public employment, and government expenditure on the social sectors)
and very high scores (legal guarantees against torture, and the independence of the judiciary).
The scores for some indicators showed a high standard of deviation compared to other indicators, such as
the indicators for the ability of human rights organisations to operate, the licensing of political parties,
violations of the constitution, the right to form political parties, arbitrary detention, and the organisation of
demonstrations and protest activities.
As Figure 2-9 shows, two indicators obtained a score of 1,000 in all of the ten countries, namely legal
guarantees against torture, and independence of the judiciary. Two other indicators received average scores in
the ten countries of 900 points and over, which were the discussion of bills, and the right to a fair trial. The
following five indicators scored between 800 and 899 points: prosecution of the executive authorities, the right
of assembly, equality in wages, the separation of powers, and freedom of the media. Two indicators scored
between 700 and 799 points, namely those related to obstruction of the work of parliament, and the
organisation of demonstrations and protest activities. Five other indicators scored between 600 and 699; six
between 500 and 599; five between 400 and 499; seven between 300 and 399; three between 200 and 299
points (the indicators relating to the opposition press and arbitrary detention); and two indicators scored
between 1 and 99 points (relating to the use of wasta in public employment, and government expenditure on
the social sectors). One indicator — the ill-treatment of detainees — scored zero in all countries.
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Figure 2-9: Average Score for the Arab Index’s Indicators, 2008 and 2009
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Results by Country

1- Jordan

At 620 points, Jordan obtained the highest score among the ten surveyed countries, 82 points above the
overall average Index score, and 15 points higher than its score in the previous survey. As Figure 2-10
shows, eleven indicators received a score of 1,000 points, some relative to means, namely the right to form
political parties, the right of assembly, legal guarantees against torture, the right to a fair trial, and
independence of the judiciary, and others to practices, which were the discussion of bills, obstruction of
the work of parliament, violations of the constitution, licensing of political parties, the organisation of
demonstrations and protest activities, and prosecution of the executive authorities. Five indicators, related
to state security courts, arbitrary detention, the organisation of demonstrations and protest activities, ill-
treatment of detainees, and government expenditure on the social sectors, received a score of zero. Of the
remaining indicators, two scored between 900 and 999 points; two between 800 and 899; five between 700
and 799; and one between 600 and 699 points. Five other indicators scored between 500 and 599 points;
another five between 400 and 499; one between 300 and 399; two between 200 and 299 points; and one
indicator scored between 1 and 99 points.

A comparison of the results of the 2008 and 2009 surveys indicates that there was a significant decline in
government accountability, and a fall in the scores for the performance of public institutions, treatment of
detainees, interference by the security services and arbitrary detention. Conversely, there was an
improvement in impressions of corruption, political reform, the ability to criticise the authorities,
censorship of publications, and personal safety, and an increase in the indicator scores for licensing of
political parties, education, school drop-outs, and the opposition press.

The discrepancy in the scores for women’s participation in the labour force and equality in wages is
unaccounted for, despite the fact that the information in the two surveys was obtained from comparable
sources. It is an issue that calls for future research.

Figure 2-10: Jordan’s Comparative Scores for Individual Indicators for 2008 and 2009
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While the score for the sub-indicator relative to the means is close to the ten countries’ average, as Figure
2-11 shows, the sub-indicator for practices is markedly higher than the average. Sub-indicators relative to
democratic values and principles are above the sector’s average score for all four sub-indicators, while the
score relative to equality and social justice appears markedly higher, as Figure 2-12 shows.

Figure 2-11: Jordan’s Sub-Index According to Type, Compared to the Average Scores of the Arab

Sub-Index

900

m Means
The score for indicators relevant Practices 803 %
to means, as Figure 2-12 shows,
remains higher in Jordan than the
sub-indicators  relative  to
principles (values), as it was for e 570
the general average and the other 333
countries (apart from Saudi 500 56
Arabia), with the exception of
those related to  public **
institutions and equality and
social justice. For the second w [
consecutive year, these are the [
only two cases (except for two
similar cases in Saudi Arabia) in |
which the sub-index for practices
is not higher than the sub-index S
for means or the Arab average. 2008 2009 2008 2009
Jordan Average Arab

This result suggests that there is
need to carry out a detailed study
into the reasons for the relative progress made in the domain of public institution-building in Jordan.

Figure 2-12: Jordan’s Comparative Sub-Index According to Democratic Principles (Values)
Compared to the Average Scores of the Arab Sub-Index
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2- Algeria

Algeria ranked fifth on the Index in this survey with 570 points, compared to a ranking of seventh out of
eight countries in the previous survey. The average score of its indicators increased by 48 points. Six out
of ten indicators relative to means received the highest possible score (1,000 points), as did five indicators
relative to practices. As indicated by Figure 2-13, five indicators received a score of zero.
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