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Methodology

Nations in Transit 2010 measures progress and setbacks in democratization in 29 countries and administrative areas from Central Europe to the Eurasian region of the Former Soviet Union. This volume, which covers events from January 1 through December 31, 2008, is an updated edition of surveys published in 2009, 2008, 2007, 2006, 2005, 2004, 2003, 2002, 2001, 2000, 1998, 1997, and 1995.

Country Reports

The country reports in Nations in Transit 2010 follow an essay format that allowed the report authors to provide a broad analysis of the progress of democratic change in their country of expertise. Freedom House provided them with guidelines for ratings and a checklist of questions covering seven categories: electoral process; civil society; independent media; national democratic governance; local democratic governance; judicial framework and independence; and corruption. Starting with the 2005 edition Freedom House introduced separate analysis and ratings for national democratic governance and local democratic governance to provide readers with more detailed and nuanced analysis of these two important subjects. Previous editions included only one governance category. The ratings for all categories reflect the consensus of Freedom House, the Nations in Transit advisers, and the report authors.

Each country report is organized according to the following outline:


[image: Image] National Democratic Governance. Considers the democratic character and stability of the governmental system; the independence, effectiveness, and accountability of legislative and executive branches; and the democratic oversight of military and security services.

[image: Image] Electoral Process. Examines national executive and legislative elections, electoral processes, the development of multiparty systems, and popular participation in the political process.

[image: Image] Civil Society. Assesses the growth of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), their organizational capacity and financial sustainability, and the legal and political environment in which they function; the development of free trade unions; and interest group participation in the policy process.

[image: Image] Independent Media. Addresses the current state of press freedom, including libel laws, harassment of journalists, editorial independence, the emergence of a financially viable private press, and Internet access for private citizens.

[image: Image] Local Democratic Governance. Considers the decentralization of power; the responsibilities, election, and capacity of local governmental bodies; and the transparency and accountability of local authorities.

[image: Image] Judicial Framework and Independence. Highlights constitutional reform, human rights protections, criminal code reform, judicial independence, the status of ethnic minority rights, guarantees of equality before the law, treatment of suspects and prisoners, and compliance with judicial decisions.

[image: Image] Corruption. Looks at public perceptions of corruption, the business interests of top policy makers, laws on financial disclosure and conflict of interest, and the efficacy of anticorruption initiatives.



Ratings and Scores

For all 29 countries and administrative areas in Nations in Transit 2010, Freedom House, in consultation with the report authors and a panel of academic advisers, has provided numerical ratings in the seven categories listed above. The ratings are based on a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 representing the highest and 7 the lowest level of democratic progress.

The ratings follow a quarter-point scale. Minor to moderate developments typically warrant a positive or negative change of a quarter (0.25) to a half (0.50) point. Significant developments typically warrant a positive or negative change of three-quarters (0.75) to a full (1.00) point. It is rare that the rating in any category will fluctuate by more than a full point (1.00) in a single year.

As with Freedom in the World, Freedom House’s global annual survey of political rights and civil liberties, Nations in Transit does not rate governments per se. Nor does it rate countries based on governmental intentions or legislation alone. Rather, a country’s ratings are determined by considering the practical effect of the state and nongovernmental actors on an individual’s rights and freedoms.

The Nations in Transit ratings, which should not be taken as absolute indicators of the situation in a given country, are valuable for making general assessments of how democratic or authoritarian a country is. They also allow for comparative analysis of reforms among the countries surveyed and for analysis of long-term developments in a particular country.

The ratings process for Nations in Transit 2010 involved four steps:

1. Authors of individual country reports suggested preliminary ratings in all seven categories covered by the study.

2. The U.S. and Central Europe & Eurasia academic advisers evaluated the ratings and made revisions.

3. Report authors were given the opportunity to dispute any revised rating that differed from the original by more than 0.50 point.

4. Freedom House refereed any disputed ratings and, if the evidence warranted, considered further adjustments. Final editorial authority for the ratings rested with Freedom House.

Nations in Transit 2010 Checklist of Questions

National Democratic Governance

1. Is the country’s governmental system democratic?

[image: Image] Does the Constitution or other national legislation enshrine the principles of democratic government?

[image: Image] Is the government open to meaningful citizen participation in political processes and decision-making in practice?

[image: Image] Is there an effective system of checks and balances among legislative, executive, and judicial authority?

[image: Image] Does a freedom of information act or similar legislation ensure access to government information by citizens and the media?

[image: Image] Is the economy free of government domination?

2. Is the country’s governmental system stable?

[image: Image] Is there consensus among political groups and citizens on democracy as the basis of the country’s political system?

[image: Image] Is stability of the governmental system achieved without coercion, violence, or other abuses of basic rights and civil liberties by state or non-state actors?

[image: Image] Do citizens recognize the legitimacy of national authorities and the laws and policies that govern them?

[image: Image] Does the government’s authority extend over the full territory of the country?

[image: Image] Is the governmental system free of threats to stability such as war, insurgencies, and domination by the military, foreign powers, or other powerful groups?

3. Is the legislature independent, effective, and accountable to the public?

[image: Image] Does the legislature have autonomy from the executive branch?

[image: Image] Does the legislature have the resources and capacity it needs to fulfill its law-making and investigative responsibilities? (consider financial resources, professional staffs, democratic management structures, etc)

[image: Image] Do citizens and the media have regular access to legislators and the legislative process through public hearings, town meetings, published congressional records, etc?

[image: Image] Do legislative bodies operate under effective audit and investigative rules that are free of political influence?

[image: Image] Does the legislature provide leadership and reflect societal preferences by providing a forum for the peaceful and democratic resolution of differences?

4. Is the executive branch independent, effective, and accountable to the public?

[image: Image] Is the executive branch’s role in policy making clearly defined vis-a-vis other branches of government?

[image: Image] Does the executive branch have the resources and capacity it needs to formulate and implement policies?

[image: Image] Do citizens and the media have regular access to the executive branch to comment on the formulation and implementation of policies?

[image: Image] Does a competent and professional civil service function according to democratic standards and practices?

[image: Image] Do executive bodies operate under effective audit and investigative rules that are free of political influence?

[image: Image] Does the executive branch provide leadership and reflect societal preferences in resolving conflicts and supporting democratic development?

5. Are the military and security services subject to democratic oversight?

[image: Image] Does the Constitution or other legislation provide for democratic oversight and civilian authority over the military and security services?

[image: Image] Is there sufficient judicial oversight of the military and security services to prevent impunity?

[image: Image] Does the legislature have transparent oversight of military and security budgets and spending?

[image: Image] Do legislators, the media, and civil society groups have sufficient information on military and security matters to provide oversight of the military and security services?

[image: Image] Does the government provide the public with accurate and timely information about the military, the security services, and their roles?

Electoral Process

1. Is the authority of government based upon universal and equal suffrage and the will of the people as expressed by regular, free, and fair elections conducted by secret ballot?

2. Are there fair electoral laws, equal campaigning opportunities, fair polling, and honest tabulation of ballots?

3. Is the electoral system free of significant barriers to political organization and registration?

4. Is the electoral system multiparty based, with viable political parties, including an opposition party, functioning at all levels of government?

5. Is the public engaged in the political life of the country, as evidenced by membership in political parties, voter turnout for elections, or other factors?

6. Do ethnic and other minority groups have sufficient openings to participate in the political process?

7. Is there opportunity for the effective rotation of power among a range of different political parties representing competing interests and policy options?

8. Are the people’s choices free from domination by the specific interests of power groups (the military, foreign powers, totalitarian parties, regional hierarchies, and/or economic oligarchies)?

9. Were the most recent national legislative elections judged free and fair by domestic and international election-monitoring organizations?

10. Were the most recent presidential elections judged free and fair by domestic and international election-monitoring organizations?

Civil Society

1. Does the state protect the rights of the independent civic sector?

2. Is the civil society vibrant? (Consider growth in the number of charitable, nonprofit, and nongovernmental organizations; improvements in the quality of performance of civil society groups; locally led efforts to increase philanthropy and volunteerism; the public’s active participation in private voluntary activity; the presence of effective civic and cultural organizations for women and ethnic groups; the participation of religious groups in charitable activity; or other factors.)

3. Is society free of excessive influence from extremist and intolerant nongovernmental institutions and organizations? (Consider racists, groups advocating violence or terrorism, xenophobes, private militias and vigilante groups, or other groups whose actions threaten political and social stability and the transition to democracy.)

4. Is the legal and regulatory environment for civil society groups free of excessive state pressures and bureaucracy? (Consider ease of registration, legal rights, government regulation, fund-raising, taxation, procurement, and access-to-information issues.)

5. Do civil society groups have sufficient organizational capacity to sustain their work? (Consider management structures with clearly delineated authority and responsibility; a core of experienced practitioners, trainers, and the like; access to information on NGO management issues in the native language; and so forth.)

6. Are civil society groups financially viable, with adequate conditions and opportunities for raising funds that sustain their work? (Consider sufficient organizational capacity to raise funds; option of nonprofit tax status; freedom to raise funds from domestic or foreign sources; legal or tax environment that encourages private sector support; ability to compete for government procurement opportunities; ability to earn income or collect cost recovery fees.)

7. Is the government receptive to policy advocacy by interest groups, public policy research groups, and other nonprofit organizations? Do government officials engage civil society groups by inviting them to testify, comment on, and influence pending policies or legislation?

8. Are the media receptive to civil society groups as independent and reliable sources of information and commentary? Are they positive contributors to the country’s civic life?

9. Does the state respect the right to form and join free trade unions?

10. Is the education system free of political influence and propaganda?

Independent Media

1. Are there legal protections for press freedom?

2. Are journalists, especially investigative reporters, protected from victimization by powerful state or nonstate actors?

3. Does the state oppose onerous libel laws and other excessive legal penalties for “irresponsible” journalism?

4. Are the media’s editorial independence and news-gathering functions free of interference from the government or private owners?

5. Does the public enjoy a diverse selection of print and electronic sources of information, at both the national and local level, that represent a range of political viewpoints?

6. Are the majority of print and electronic media privately owned and free of excessive ownership concentration?

7. Is the private media’s financial viability subject only to market forces (that is, is it free of political or other influences)?

8. Is the distribution of newspapers privately controlled?

9. Are journalists and media outlets able to form their own viable professional associations?

10. Does society enjoy free access to and use of-; is there diversity of opinions available on-; and does government attempt to control the Internet?

Local Democratic Governance

1. Are the principles of local democratic government enshrined in law and respected in practice?

[image: Image] Does the Constitution or other national legislation provide a framework for democratic local self-government?

[image: Image] Have substantial government powers and responsibilities been decentralized in practice?

[image: Image] Are local authorities free to design and adopt institutions and processes of governance that reflect local needs and conditions?

[image: Image] Do central authorities consult local governments in planning and decision-making processes that directly affect the local level?

2. Are citizens able to choose their local leaders in free and fair elections?

[image: Image] Does the Constitution or other national legislation provide for local elections held on the basis of universal, equal, and direct suffrage by secret ballot?

[image: Image] Do local governments derive their power on the basis of regular, free, and fair local elections (either through direct election or through election by local assemblies or councils)?

[image: Image] Are free and fair local elections held at regular intervals and subject to independent monitoring and oversight?

[image: Image] Do multiple candidates representing a range of views participate in local elections and in local government bodies?

[image: Image] Are voters’ choices in local elections free from domination by power groups such as national political parties, central authorities, economic oligarchies, and the like?

[image: Image] Are citizens engaged in local electoral processes, as evidenced by party membership, voter turnout, or other factors?

3. Are citizens ensured meaningful participation in local government decision making?

[image: Image] Do local governments invite input from civil society, business, trade unions, and other groups on important policy issues before decisions are made and implemented?

[image: Image] Do local governments initiate committees, focus groups, or other partnerships with civil society to address common concerns and needs?

[image: Image] Are individuals and civil society groups free to submit petitions, organize demonstrations, or initiate other activities that influence local decision making?

[image: Image] Do women, ethnic groups, and other minorities participate in local government?

[image: Image] Do the media regularly report the views of local civic groups, the private business sector, and other nongovernmental entities about local government policy and performance?

4. Do democratically elected local authorities exercise their powers freely and autonomously?

[image: Image] Do central authorities respect local decision-making authority and independence?

[image: Image] Are local governments free to pass and enforce laws needed to fulfill their responsibilities?

[image: Image] Do local authorities have the right to judicial remedy to protect their powers?

[image: Image] Do local governments have the right to form associations at domestic and international levels for protecting and promoting their interests?

5. Do democratically elected local authorities have the resources and capacity needed to fulfill their responsibilities?

[image: Image] Are local governments free to collect taxes, fees, and other revenues commensurate with their responsibilities?

[image: Image] Do local governments automatically and regularly receive resources that are due from central authorities?

[image: Image] Do local governments set budgets and allocate resources free of excessive political influences and central controls?

[image: Image] Are local authorities empowered to set staff salaries, staff size, and staffing patterns, and is recruitment based on merit and experience?

[image: Image] Do local governments have the resources (material, financial, and human) to provide quality services, ensure a safe local environment, and implement sound policies in practice?

6. Do democratically elected local authorities operate with transparency and accountability to citizens?

[image: Image] Are local authorities subject to clear and consistent standards of disclosure, oversight, and accountability?

[image: Image] Are local authorities free from domination by power groups (economic oligarchies, organized crime, and so forth) that prevent them from representing the views and needs of the citizens who elected them?

[image: Image] Are public meetings mandated by law and held at regular intervals?

[image: Image] Do citizens and the media have regular access to public records and information?

[image: Image] Are media free to investigate and report on local politics and government without fear of victimization?

Judicial Framework and Independence

1. Does the constitutional or other national legislation provide protections for fundamental political, civil, and human rights? (Includes freedom of expression, freedom of conscience and religion, freedom of association, and business and property rights.)

2. Do the state and nongovernmental actors respect fundamental political, civil, and human rights in practice?

3. Is there independence and impartiality in the interpretation and enforcement of the constitution?

4. Is there equality before the law?

5. Has there been effective reform of the criminal code/criminal law? (Consider presumption of innocence until proven guilty, access to a fair and public hearing, introduction of jury trials, access to independent counsel/public defender, independence of prosecutors, and so forth.)

6. Are suspects and prisoners protected in practice against arbitrary arrest, detention without trial, searches without warrants, torture and abuse, and excessive delays in the criminal justice system?

7. Are judges appointed in a fair and unbiased manner, and do they have adequate legal training before assuming the bench?

8. Do judges rule fairly and impartially, and are courts free of political control and influence?

9. Do legislative, executive, and other governmental authorities comply with judicial decisions, and are judicial decisions effectively enforced?

Corruption

1. Has the government implemented effective anticorruption initiatives?

2. Is the country’s economy free of excessive state involvement?

3. Is the government free from excessive bureaucratic regulations, registration requirements, and other controls that increase opportunities for corruption?

4. Are there significant limitations on the participation of government officials in economic life?

5. Are there adequate laws requiring financial disclosure and disallowing conflict of interest?

6. Does the government advertise jobs and contracts?

7. Does the state enforce an effective legislative or administrative process—particularly one that is free of prejudice against one’s political opponents—to prevent, investigate, and prosecute the corruption of government officials and civil servants?

8. Do whistle-blowers, anticorruption activists, investigators, and journalists enjoy legal protections that make them feel secure about reporting cases of bribery and corruption?

9. Are allegations of corruption given wide and extensive airing in the media?

10. Does the public display a high intolerance for official corruption?

Democracy Score

Freedom House introduced a Democracy Score—a straight average of the ratings for all categories covered by Nations in Transit—beginning with the 2004 edition. Freedom House provided this aggregate for comparative and interpretive purposes of evaluating progress and setbacks in the countries under study.


Background Note: In years before the 2004 edition, Freedom House used two aggregate scores to assist in the analysis of reform in the 27 countries covered by the Nations in Transit study. These were Democratization (average of electoral process, civil society, independent media, and governance) and Rule of Law (average of corruption and constitutional, legislative, and judicial framework). Analysis showed a high level of correlation between the previous scoring categories and the Democracy Score.



For Nations in Transit 2010, Freedom House once again uses the Democracy Score. Based on the Democracy Score and its scale of 1 to 7, Freedom House defined the following regime types:





	Democracy Score

	Resime Type




	1–2

	Consolidated Democracy




	3

	Semiconsolidated Democracy




	4

	Transitional Government or Hybrid Regime




	5

	Semiconsolidated Authoritarian Regime




	6–7

	Consolidated Authoritarian Regime





Ratings and Democracy Score Guidelines

Beginning with the 2006 edition, the following guidelines were used to assist Freedom House staff and consultants in determining the ratings for electoral process; civil society; independent media; governance; constitutional, legislative, and judicial framework; and corruption. Based on the aggregate Democracy Scores, the descriptions are intended to explain generally the conditions of democratic institutions in the different regime classifications.

1.00–2.99 Consolidated Democracies

1.00–1.99 Countries receiving a Democracy Score of 1.00–1.99 closely embody the best policies and practices of liberal democracy.

[image: Image] The authority of government is based on universal and equal suffrage as expressed in regular, free, and fair elections conducted by secret ballot. Elections are competitive, and power rotates among a range of different political parties.

[image: Image] Civil society is independent, vibrant, and sustainable. Rights of assembly and association are protected and free of excessive state pressures and bureaucracy.

[image: Image] Media are independent, diverse, and sustainable. Freedom of expression is protected, and journalists are free from excessive interference by powerful political and economic interests.

[image: Image] National and local governmental systems are stable, democratic, and accountable to the public. Central branches of government are independent, and an effective system of checks and balances exists. Local authorities exercise their powers freely and autonomously of the central government.

[image: Image] The judiciary is independent, impartial, timely, and able to defend fundamental political, civil, and human rights. There is equality before the law, and judicial decisions are enforced.

[image: Image] Government, the economy, and society are free of excessive corruption. Legislative framework, including strong conflict-of-interest protection, is in place so that journalists and other citizens feel secure to investigate, provide media coverage of, and prosecute allegations of corruption.

2.00–2.99 Countries receiving a Democracy Score of 2.00–2.99 closely embody the best policies and practices of liberal democracy. However, challenges largely associated with corruption contribute to a slightly lower score.

[image: Image] The authority of government is based on universal and equal suffrage as expressed in regular, free, and fair elections conducted by secret ballot. Elections are competitive, and power rotates among a range of different political parties.

[image: Image] Civil society is independent, vibrant, and sustainable. Rights of assembly and association are protected and free of excessive state pressures and bureaucracy.

[image: Image] Media are independent, diverse, and sustainable. Freedom of expression is protected, and journalists are free from excessive interference by powerful political or economic interests.

[image: Image] National and local governmental systems are stable, democratic, and accountable to the public. Central branches of government are independent, and an effective system of checks and balances exists. Local authorities exercise their powers freely and autonomously of the central government.

[image: Image] The judiciary is independent, impartial, and able to defend fundamental political, civil, and human rights. There is equality before the law, and judicial decisions are enforced, though timeliness remains an area of concern.

[image: Image] While government, the economy, and society are increasingly free of corruption, implementation of effective anticorruption programs may be slow and revelations of high-level corruption may be frequent.

3.00–3.99 Semi-Consolidated Democracies

Countries receiving a Democracy Score of 3.00–3.99 are electoral democracies that meet relatively high standards for the selection of national leaders but exhibit some weaknesses in their defense of political rights and civil liberties.

[image: Image] The authority of government is based on universal and equal suffrage as expressed in regular elections conducted by secret ballot. While elections are typically free, fair, and competitive, irregularities may occur. Power rotates among a range of different political parties.

[image: Image] Civil society is independent and active. Rights of assembly and association are protected. However, the organizational capacity of groups remains limited and dependence on foreign funding is a barrier to long-term sustainability. Groups may be susceptible to some political or economic pressure.

[image: Image] Media are generally independent and diverse, and freedom of expression is largely protected in legislative framework and in practice. However, special interests—both political and economic—do exert influence on reporting and editorial independence and may lead to self-censorship. While print media are largely free of government influence and control, electronic media are not.

[image: Image] National and local systems of government are stable and democratic. While laws and structures are in place to promote government transparency and accountability, implementation is lacking. The system of checks and balances may be weak, and decentralization of powers and resources to local self-governments incomplete.

[image: Image] The framework for an independent judiciary is in place. However, judicial independence and the protection of basic rights, especially those of ethnic and religious minorities, are weak. Judicial processes are slow, inconsistent, and open to abuse.

[image: Image] Corruption is widespread and state capacities to investigate and prosecute corruption are weak. Efforts to combat the problem produce limited results.

4.00–4.99 Transitional or Hybrid Regimes

Countries receiving a Democracy Score of 4.00–4.99 are typically electoral democracies that meet only minimum standards for the selection of national leaders. Democratic institutions are fragile and substantial challenges to the protection of political rights and civil liberties exist. The potential for sustainable, liberal democracy is unclear.

[image: Image] National elections are regular and competitive, but substantial irregularities may prevent them from being free and fair. Government pressure on opposition parties and candidates may be common.

[image: Image] Civil society is independent and growing, and rights of assembly and association are generally protected. However, philanthropy and volunteerism are weak, and dependence on foreign funding is a barrier to long-term sustainability. Democratically oriented NGOs are the most visible and active groups, especially during election seasons, and may be subject to government pressure.

[image: Image] Media are generally independent and diverse. Legislative framework to protect media may be in place but is not matched by practice. Special interests—both political and economic—exert influence on reporting and editorial independence, and may lead to self-censorship. Harassment of and pressure on journalists may occur.

[image: Image] National and local systems of government are weak and lacking in transparency. While the balance of power is fragile, a vocal yet fractionalized opposition may be present in parliament. Governance may remain highly centralized. Local self-government is not fully in place, with some local or regional authorities owing allegiance to the central authorities who appointed them.

[image: Image] The judiciary struggles to maintain its independence from the government. Respect for basic political, civil, and human rights is selective, and equality before the law is not guaranteed. In addition to the judiciary being slow, abuses occur. Use of torture in prisons may be a problem.

[image: Image] Corruption is widespread and presents a major impediment to political and economic development. Anticorruption efforts are inconsistent.

5.00–5.99 Semi-Consolidated Authoritarian Regimes

Countries receiving a Democracy Score of 5.00–5.99 attempt to mask authoritarianism with limited respect for the institutions and practices of democracy. They typically fail to meet even the minimum standards of electoral democracy.

[image: Image] While national elections may be held at regular intervals and contested by opposition parties and candidates, they are marred by irregularities and deemed undemocratic by international observers. Public resources and state employees are used to guarantee incumbent victories. Political power may change hands, yet turnovers in the executive are well orchestrated and may fail to reflect voter preferences.

[image: Image] Power is highly centralized, and national and local levels of government are neither democratic nor accountable to citizens. Meaningful checks on executive power do not exist, and stability is achieved by undemocratic means.

[image: Image] Space for independent civil society is narrow. While governments encourage nongovernmental organizations that perform important social functions, they are hostile to groups that challenge state policy. Institutional weaknesses and insufficient funding, save international support, also contribute to the limited impact of politically oriented groups.

[image: Image] While independent media exist, they operate under government pressure and risk harassment for reporting that is critical of the regime. Investigative reporting on corruption and organized crime is especially risky. Harsh libel laws sustain a culture of self-censorship. Most media, particularly radio and television, are controlled or co-opted by the state.

[image: Image] The judiciary is restrained in its ability to act independently of the executive, and equality before the law is not guaranteed. The judiciary is frequently co-opted as a tool to silence opposition figures and has limited ability to protect the basic rights and liberties of citizens.

[image: Image] State involvement in the economic sector is sizable and corruption is widespread. Efforts to combat corruption are usually politically motivated.

6.00–7.00 Consolidated Authoritarian Regimes

Countries receiving a Democracy Score of 6.00–7.00 are closed societies in which dictators prevent political competition and pluralism and are responsible for widespread violations of basic political, civil, and human rights.

[image: Image] Elections serve to reinforce the rule of dictators who enjoy unlimited authority for prolonged periods of time. Pro-governmental parties and candidates dominate elections, while an independent opposition is typically barred from seeking office. Rotations of executive power are unlikely absent death or revolution.

[image: Image] Power is highly centralized, and the country’s national and local governmental systems are neither democratic nor accountable to the public.

[image: Image] Civil society faces excessive government restrictions and repression. A formal state ideology, or cult of personality, may dominate society and serve to justify the regime.

[image: Image] Freedom of expression is stifled, and independent media are virtually nonexistent. Media are typically state-owned or controlled by individuals connected to the regime. Censorship is pervasive, and repression for independent reporting or criticism of the government is severe.

[image: Image] The rule of law is subordinate to the regime, and violations of basic political, civil, and human rights are widespread. Courts are used to harass members of the opposition.

[image: Image] Corruption and state involvement in the economy are excessive. Allegations of corruption are usually intended to silence political opponents of the regime.

Research Team and Data Sources

Freedom House developed the initial survey and subsequent editions after consultations with the U.S. Agency for International Development. Freedom House staff members and consultants researched and wrote the country reports. Consultants are regional or country specialists recommended by recognized authorities. The research team used a wide variety of sources in writing the reports, including information from nongovernmental organizations, multilateral lending institutions and other international organizations, local newspapers and magazines, and select government data.

The economic and social data contained in the country header pages of the 2010 edition were taken from the World Bank Indicators 2010 (Washington, D.C.: World Bank, 2010).


Nations in Transit 2010:

Democracy and Dissent

Christopher Walker

Yevgeny Zhovtis, Adnan Hajizade, Emin Milli, Eynulla Fatullayev, and Sergei Magnitsky are not household names. But the plight of these individuals, all of whom have received harsh treatment from arbitrary and opaque criminal justice systems in the former Soviet Union, should be better understood by the outside world.

The persecution of these modern-day dissidents from Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, and Russia reveals the uncomfortable truth about the current condition of the rule of law and democracy in the region. They were peaceful activists and professionals working in the fields of law, journalism, and human rights, but like many other independent thinkers and reformers in former Soviet republics, they drew the attention of a repressive state apparatus designed not to protect the interests of the wider society, but to maintain at all costs the political and economic supremacy of those in power.

Two decades after the collapse of communism, the rulers of these countries are again using brutal security forces, pliant courts, and tightly controlled news media to systematically crush political dissent. While in a few cases the leading personalities have scarcely changed, they are no longer attempting to defend a totalitarian system. Instead, they simply enrich themselves while promising prosperity, and employ naked aggression while promising law and order. Just as the existence of dissidents said something about the Soviet system a generation ago, today’s dissidents tell us something about the political environment in the former Soviet states.

A grim and growing list of activists and legal representatives have paid the ultimate price for seeking basic human rights and the rule of law, including Magnitsky, a 37-year-old Russian lawyer who died in pretrial detention in November 2009 after complaining for weeks that he was being denied adequate medical treatment. He worked for the investment fund Hermitage Capital, which had been caught up in capricious legal proceedings reminiscent of those that destroyed the oil company Yukos and exposed the Kremlin’s disdain for the rule of law.

Many of these deaths have occurred entirely outside the legal system, either on the streets or in the victims’ homes. But the attitude of the authorities is evident in their consistent failure to identify or punish the killers, and this impunity significantly augments their more explicit efforts to intimidate existing or potential opponents.

The 21st-century dissidents are visible, human symbols of the institutionalized repression that is prevalent in today’s post-Soviet regimes. The component parts of these systems, and the degree to which they have been left behind by their more democratic neighbors to the west, are analyzed in detail in Nations in Transit 2010, Freedom House’s latest annual assessment of democratic governance in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, covering the 2009 calendar year.

Main Findings and Notable Trends

The countries studied in Nations in Transit are highly diverse, ranging from full democracies in the eastern portion of the European Union (EU) to consolidated authoritarian states in the former Soviet Union, including two of the world’s most repressive regimes, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. While developments over the past decade have sharpened the distinctions between these two regions, the past year was notable for the fact that countries in both areas experienced declines.

Of the 12 non-Baltic former Soviet republics, eight are consolidated authoritarian regimes in which basic human rights standards, democratic norms, and the rule of law are absent; two, Armenia and Moldova, are semi-consolidated authoritarian systems; and the remaining two, Georgia and Ukraine, are classified as transitional-hybrid systems. In terms of population, nearly 80 percent of residents of the former Soviet Union—some 221 million people—still live in entrenched authoritarian settings where they are deprived of basic political rights. By contrast, all of the new EU member states are consolidated democracies, with the exception of Bulgaria and Romania, which continue to confront deep corruption and other institutional challenges and are therefore classified as semi-consolidated democracies.

Figure 1

Population Breakdown by Regime Type:
Non-Baltic Former Soviet Union
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The following are among the survey’s other notable findings:

• A Year of Widespread Decline. Overall, 14 of the 29 countries examined in Nations in Transit worsened on their democracy scores in 2009 compared with the previous year. Six new EU member states experienced declines, while one improved. Similarly, the former Soviet Union included six countries with score erosions and one with gains. In the Balkans, three countries improved, and two saw their scores regress.

• A Decade of Democratic Regression in the Former Soviet Union. Over the past decade, declines in democratic accountability have been a regular feature of governance across the former Soviet Union. The performance of nearly every country in the non-Baltic former Soviet Union has worsened during this period. The only exception is Ukraine, which now faces new challenges to the democratic progress it has achieved in recent years. No country in the region has undergone a sharper decline than Russia, whose scores on media independence, civil society, the judiciary, and electoral process have all suffered.

• Press Freedom in the Crosshairs. Declines in the independent media category were most numerous in 2009 and appeared in every subregion covered in Nations in Transit. Kyrgyzstan experienced a wave of attacks against independent journalists and a decrease in the ability of news media to criticize government policies. Kazakhstan failed to liberalize its media law in keeping with its commitments to the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and the use of libel suits to punish investigative journalists continued to mar the country’s record on press freedom. Encroachments on media independence were noted in five new EU member states. Overall, 10 countries—Albania, Czech Republic, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, Serbia, and Slovakia—regressed on the media independence indicator in 2009.

• Clouds Gather Over Internet Freedom. A number of countries saw an increase in restrictions on Internet freedom. In both Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan, the government crafted legislation classifying websites as mass media outlets, exposing them to the same restrictions that already applied to traditional media. During protests and police violence that followed Moldova’s contentious election in April 2009, the government blocked a number of websites, with a particular focus on social-networking sites. While Russia’s Internet generally retains a good deal of openness, on several fronts the authorities are insinuating themselves into the medium. The effort includes the acquisition of blogging platforms and popular websites by Kremlin-friendly companies and the emergence of commentators and provocateurs who subvert online discourse.

The Stifling of Dissent in the Former Soviet Union

The grave situation for human rights and democratic accountability that has long been the standard in most of the former Soviet Union grew even worse in 2009. Six of the 12 non-Baltic former Soviet republics suffered declines from already poor ratings, while one, Belarus, slightly improved its overall democracy score. The remaining five countries experienced no overall score change, but two of the better performers in this group, Georgia and Ukraine, faced threats to their future development.

Russia, which has undergone the largest decline over the past decade of any country in the study, lost ground on its corruption score this year due to “a growing prevalence of bribe paying, the failure of the authorities to address police corruption, and the growing use of sophisticated legal and illegal means to pressure business.” The roots of corruption have grown deep in the country, and in many ways graft has become the lifeblood of the current system. Three other indicators have undergone an especially sharp decline over the past 10 years: electoral process, civil society, and independent media. All of these spheres have been focal points for the Russian authorities’ efforts to limit political competition and dissent.

The region’s performance declines have also been particularly severe in two of its other influential states, Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan. Like Russia, these countries have modernizing ambitions and are increasingly integrated into the international economic system and rules-based institutions. In a graphic example of such integration, Kazakhstan holds the rotating OSCE chairmanship for 2010. However, economic development and international ties have not translated so far into greater democratic accountability or adherence to human rights standards at home. In fact, the situation has deteriorated.


The Risks of Speaking Out

In 2009, opposition activist in many parts of the former Soviet Union confronted harsh retaliation for their work. Below is a sample of the dissidents and others who faced threats, abuse, and imprisonment during the year for activities that challenged authoritarian regimes.

Eynulla Fatullayev, a critic of the Azerbaijani government and the editor of the independent Russian-language weekly Realny Azerbaijan as well as the Azeri-language daily Gundalik Azarbaycan, has been held in jail since 2007 on charges including tax evasion, defamation, and terrorism.

Yusuf Jumayev, an Uzbek poet and dissident, was sentenced to five years in a penal colony in 2008 for calling for the resignation of President Islam Karimov. In 2009, authorities placed him in solitary confinement without grounds for eight days; he was denied food and water for two days and the use of a toilet for the entire period.

Albert Pchelintsev, the leader of the Movement Against Corruption, Deceit, and Disgrace, was shot in the face in the Russian city of Khimki in July.

Yevgeny Zhovtis, a human rights activist and director of the Bureau of Human Rights in Kazakhstan, was convicted of manslaughter and sentenced to four years in prison for his role in a deadly automobile accident. Human rights groups in Kazakhstan allege that his trial was flawed and his sentence was meant to intimidate other activists.

Karina Moskalenko, a Russian human rights lawyer who has represented former Yukos chief Mikhail Khodorkovsky at the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) and the family of slain journalist Anna Politkovskaya in Moscow, has been harassed and threatened with disbarment by Russian authorities. She heads the International Protection Center in Moscow, which brings Russian appeals to the ECHR.

Adnan Hajizad and Emin Milli, two young Azerbaijani bloggers, were arrested in Baku in 2009 after posting a satirical video of a donkey holding a news conference. The arrests were on charges of hooliganism, stemming from an incident in which two strangers interrupted their conversation at a restaurant and started a fight with them, but the case is widely viewed as part of a crackdown on free expression on the internet.

Aleksandr Yevgrafav, a reporter for Russian’s BaltInfo news agency, was beaten and forced into a car in Kyrgyzstan in December 2009. His captors, two men in police uniforms, warned him not to write “bad things” about the country.



Azerbaijan’s downward spiral continued in 2009, with score declines on both civil society and judicial independence. In keeping with a growing trend in the region, the country’s Council on State Support to Nongovernmental Organizations increased its funding to civic groups, effectively tying them to the state and compromising their independence. The judiciary, already regarded as an instrument of the executive, was true to form in 2009: the constitutional court endorsed a dubious referendum process that removed presidential term limits.

Azerbaijan’s courts were also instrumental in facilitating the convictions of bloggers Adnan Hajizade and Emin Milli. In what Miklos Haraszti, then head of the OSCE’s media-freedom arm, described as a set up, the two men were arrested for “hooliganism” following an altercation in a restaurant. Hajizade and Milli were sentenced in November 2009 to two and a half and two years in prison, respectively. The case is believed to have been fabricated to punish them for a satirical online video showing a donkey giving a press conference. It was also seen as a sign that the government is expanding its crackdown on freedom of expression to include new media.

A similar perversion of the criminal justice system appeared to be at work in Kazakhstan in 2009, when civil society activist Yevgeny Zhovtis was sentenced to four years in prison for vehicular manslaughter following a legal proceeding that was rife with irregularities. This and other factors led to a decline in the country’s judicial independence score for the year.

Kyrgyzstan had been rated a semi-consolidated authoritarian regime for most of the past decade, and tended to grant more space to civil society and news media than its neighbors. But by the end of 2009 it had fallen further into the ranks of fully consolidated authoritarian systems. While Kyrgyzstan now performs worse on every Nations in Transit indicator than it did a decade ago, the erosions of civil society and media independence have been among the most negative developments. Under President Kurmanbek Bakiyev, systematic political coercion and violence became the standard, and the upheaval and dislocation that have accompanied and followed his ouster in 2010 do not bode well for the country’s democratic ambitions.

The other two countries in the region that experienced declines in 2009 were Moldova, where the effects of a flawed national election and subsequent violence between police and protesters outweighed gains for civil society and the eventual change in government, and Uzbekistan, whose abysmal scores inched lower due to unchecked corruption.

Table 1

Average Democracy Scores
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Though Belarus remains a dictatorship, the country experienced improvements in the civil society and independent media categories, providing a slight lift to its overall score. Harassment and imprisonment of activists eased somewhat amid the country’s talks on closer ties with the European Union, and civil society groups took advantage of the opportunity to improve their level of organization and engage with a wider section of the population. A slight relaxation of media controls were noted as well, and the government, which has been ruthless in dealing with independent outlets, allowed the European Radio for Belarus to operate in Minsk. Despite these modest positive steps, however, the authorities continued to persecute activists, and if new media rules proposed in 2009 come into force, independent journalists will face new setbacks.

In Georgia, whose scores remained flat in 2009, a fragmented opposition sought to rally public opinion against President Mikheil Saakashvili as the country prepared for municipal elections in 2010. The debate was often overshadowed by ongoing tension with Russia in the wake of the military conflict in 2008. Russian troops continued to occupy a considerable portion of Georgia’s internationally recognized territory, casting a pall over the country’s prospects for political development.

Scores also remained unchanged in Ukraine, which has distinguished itself among the countries of the former Soviet Union with its vibrant civil society, independent media, and relatively open political environment. However, the election of Viktor Yanukovych as president in early 2010 and the initial signs of authoritarianism that have accompanied it suggest that the durability of the country’s democratic changes over the past several years will soon be tested.

Quiet Progress in the Balkans, Impediments in the New EU States

While the countries of the non-Baltic former Soviet Union have declined, the Balkans region has improved over the past decade. Countries including Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Macedonia have made steady gains in civil society, electoral process, and other categories.

The year 2009 presented a mixed picture in the Balkans. Three countries—Macedonia, Serbia, and Kosovo—experienced modest improvements. Two, Albania and Bosnia, suffered slight declines on independent media and electoral process, respectively. The remaining two, Croatia and Montenegro, held steady overall. Nevertheless, apart from Slovenia, an EU member, and perhaps Croatia, which is on course to join the bloc, the gradual progress achieved in the region should not be taken for granted. Bosnia, for example, is buffeted by rising nationalism, and Kosovo, which recently graduated from its former status as an international protectorate, faces enormous challenges on its path toward meaningful institutional development.

Table 2

Average Independent Media Scores
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Viewed over a 10-year period, the story is generally positive in the new EU member states, which have built pluralistic political systems and functioning market-based economies. Over the past half-decade, however, eight of the 10 countries have undergone declines; in the past year alone, six suffered overall declines, three held steady, and one, Lithuania, improved slightly. This is due in part to fallout from the recent economic downturn, but in some cases it represents subtle backsliding on democratic norms after the goal of EU membership is achieved.

The declines have been modest in some countries, such as the Czech Republic. In others, including Hungary and Slovakia, the deterioration has been more significant. Both countries are confronting a number of challenges, including rising nationalist tendencies. Slovakia suffered a particularly sharp decline in 2009 compared with 2008—the largest of any country in the region—due to the ruling parties’ concentration of power and a series of major corruption scandals. Over the past five years, Slovakia has slipped from 1.96 to 2.68 on its overall democracy score, falling most steeply on judicial independence.


Dissent Proves Deadly

Many of those who dared to speak out in opposition to authoritarianism in the former Soviet Union have paid the ultimate price for their efforts. For example Elmar Huseynov, a journalist who had received numerous threats for criticizing the Azerbaijani government, was murdered in his Baku apartment building in 2005. Anna Politkovskaya, a Russian journalist who covered Chechnya for Novaya Gazeta, was gunned down in her apartment building in 2006. Alisher Saipov, a 26-year-old independent journalist in Kyrgyzstan, was murdered in 2007 after covering the Uzbek government’s mass killings m Andijan in 2005 and working with Uzbek opposition group. The perpetrators of these crimes have yet to be brought to justice. The following is a list of some of those who died in 2009.

Stanislav Markelov: A human rights lawyer who fought Russian abuses in Chechnya, Markelov was murdered in January less than a half a mile from the Kremlin.

Anastasia Baburova: An investigative journalist for the newspaper Novaya Gazeta, Baburova was killed alongside Markelov while trying to protect him.

Sergey Protazanov: Protzanov was a journalist for Grazhdanskoye Soglasiye, an opposition newspaper in the Russian city of Khimki. He was found dead in his home in March not long after being violently attacked.

Medet Sadyrkulov: A Kyrgyz opposition leader and former presidential aide, Sadyrkulov was killed in March in what the authorities said was a car accident; the country’s opposition called his death an assassination.

Vyacheslav Yaroshenko: The editor in chief of Korrupuiya t Pmíupmst, Yaroshenko died in June from injuries he suffered during an April attack in the staircase of his apartment building in the Russian city of Rostov-on-Don.

Natalya Estemirova: A human rights activist who worked closely with Anna Politkovskaya to fight abuses in Chechnya, Estemirova was abducted from her home in Grozny and murdered in July.

Andrey Kulagin: Kuiagin was the head of Justice, a regional organization seeking better conditions in Russia’s prisons and penal colonies. His body was discovered in a quarry near the northern Russian town of Petrozavodsk in July.

Zarema Sadulayeva: In August, the bodies of Sadulayeva, a Chechen children’s activist, and her husband, Alik Dzhabrailov, were found in the trunk of the couple’s car.

Maksharip Aushev: A businessman who led mass protests in the Russian republic of Ingushetia, Aushev was shot and killed in his car in October.

Sergei Magnitsky: Magnitsky, a lawyer for Hermitage Capital, was arrested in 2008 for alleged tax evasion after accusing Russian officials of fraud. After about a year in pretrial detention, he died in a Moscow jail in November 2009, having been denied adequate medical treatment.

Ivan Khutorskoy: Khutorskoy, a 26-year-old antifascist activist, was shot in the head outside his Moscow apartment building in November,

Olga Kotovskaya: One day after winning a court case to regain control over a regional television station in the Russian exclave of Kaliningrad, Kotovskaya, a prominent journalist, fell from a l4th-floor window in December.

Gennady Pavlyuk: A Kyrgyz reporter, founder of the Kyrgyz edition of Argumenty i Fakty, and member of the country’s opposition, Pavlyuk was pushed from a sixth-floor window in Almaty, Kazakhstan, in December. His hands and feet were bound.



The global financial crisis hit Hungary particularly hard, adding to existing pressures on the country’s institutions. In a highly polemical political environment, its overall democracy score declined from 2.29 for 2008, to 2.39 for 2009. Five years ago, Hungary’s democracy score was 2.00, and the score declines across multiple categories indicate a broad downward trend. Declines in this year’s analysis were registered in media and judicial independence, as well as in corruption. In previous years, Hungary’s scores have also dropped in the spheres of electoral process and civil society.

The Implications of Unchecked Power

Twenty years ago, only two months after becoming president of the newly democratic Czechoslovakia, Vaclav Havel addressed a joint session of the U.S. Congress. Expressing awe at the recent democratic openings in the communist world, he described the rapid pace of positive political change as an “acceleration of history.”

Democratic institutions have largely continued to wax in Central Europe and make gradual headway in the Balkans. But in the former Soviet Union, with its mix of partly and fully consolidated authoritarian systems, such institutions have waned. Indeed it is becoming increasingly clear that “history” has slowed down or reversed course in much of the region.

The regimes in question have used a combination of media manipulation, corrupt patronage, and political coercion to forge a brand of authoritarianism that seems capable of enduring in a 21st-century context. And they are often willing to resist even small political openings with deadly force. Yet despite the grave personal and professional risks, courageous civil society activists continue to defend basic human and political rights.

Why are these individuals important? While it may be easy to view their cases in isolation, their work and their treatment by the powerful have wider implications for the advance of democratic accountability. In these authoritarian settings, their fate is intertwined with citizens’ broader aspirations for change. By silencing them, the regimes are sending a clear message to others who might mobilize in favor of meaningful reform.

That message is not meant for the rest of the world to hear, but policymakers abroad would do well to listen. The overall downturn in democratic development in the former Soviet Union—symbolized and punctuated by the murder and abuse of dissidents—raises a host of questions for the United States and the EU. Both seek reliable partners in the Caucasus, Central Asia, and elsewhere in the region for cooperation on security and economic priorities, and regimes that operate on the basis of coercion and caprice rather than democratic accountability and the rule of law cannot be depended upon to serve as the lynchpins for long-term strategic objectives. While the personalities and rhetoric of authoritarian leaders may grow more or less amenable to such cooperation, lasting and substantive change will come only when independent activists are free to hone the institutions of a modern democratic state.

Overview of Ratings Changes

Electoral Process

[image: Image] 6 declines: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Estonia, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Romania, Slovakia

[image: Image] 3 improvements: Kosovo, Macedonia, Poland

Civil Society

[image: Image] 5 declines: Azerbaijan, Czech Republic, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan

[image: Image] 4 improvement: Belarus, Moldova, Kosovo, Serbia

Independent Media

[image: Image] 10 declines: Albania, Czech Republic, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia

[image: Image] 2 improvements: Belarus, Tajikistan

National Democratic Governance

[image: Image] 8 declines: Albania, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Romania, Slovakia

[image: Image] 1 improvements: Serbia

Local Democratic Governance

[image: Image] 1 declines: Azerbaijan

[image: Image] 3 improvements: Kosovo, Serbia, Poland

Judicial Framework and Independence

[image: Image] 6 declines: Azerbaijan, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Poland, Slovakia

[image: Image] 2 improvements: Czech Republic, Montenegro

Corruption

[image: Image] 6 declines: Hungary, Kyrgyzstan, Poland, Russia, Slovakia, Uzbekistan

[image: Image] 2 improvements: Lithuania, Macedonia

Christopher Walker is director of studies at Freedom House. Sara Rhodin, Lisa Mootz, and Tyler Roylance assisted in the preparation of this report.
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Table 10. Democracy Score

2010 Rankings by Regime Type

Consolidated Democracies (1.00–2.99)





	Slovenia

	1.93




	Estonia

	1.96




	Latvia

	2.18




	Czech Republic

	2.21




	Lithuania

	2.25




	Poland

	2.32




	Hungary

	2.39




	Slovakia

	2.68





Semi-Consolidated Democracies (3.00–3.99)





	Bulgaria

	3.04




	Romania

	3.46




	Croatia

	3.71




	Serbia

	3.71




	Macedonia

	3.79




	Montenegro

	3.79




	Albania

	3.93





Transitional Governments or Hybrid Regimes (4.00–4.99)





	Bosnia

	4.25




	Ukraine

	4.39




	Georgia

	4.93





Semi-Consolidated Authoritarian Regimes (5.00–5.99)





	Kosovo

	5.07




	Moldova

	5.14




	Armenia

	5.39





Consolidated Authoritarian Regimes (6.00–7.00)





	Russia

	6.14




	Tajikistan

	6.14




	Kyrgyzstan

	6.21




	Azerbaijan

	6.39




	Kazakhstan

	6.43




	Belarus

	6.50




	Turkmenistan

	6.93




	Uzbekistan

	6.93





NOTES: The ratings are based on a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 representing the highest level of democratic progress and 7 the lowest. The 2010 ratings reflect the period January 1 through December 31, 2009.

The Democracy Score is an average of ratings for Electoral Process (EP); Civil Society (CS); Independent Media (IM); National Democratic Governance (NGOV); Local Democratic Governance (LGOV); Judicial Framework and Independence (JFI); and Corruption (CO).
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Non-Baltic Former Soviet States

Armenia
Azerbaijan 563
Belarus 638
Georgia 433

Kazakhstan 571
Kyrgyzstan 599
Moldova 499
Russia 488
Tajikistan 558

Turkmenistan  6.83
Ukraine 47
Uzbekistan 642
Average 5.41
Median 5.44
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New EU Members

Bulgaria 342 333 338 395 318 293
Czech Rep. 295 946 233 233 299 295
Estonia 213 200 200 192 196 196
Hungary 213 213 196 196 196 200
Latvia 291 295 9295 217 214 207
Lithuania 291 2921 213 213 221 291
Poland 158 163 175 175 200 214
Romania 367 371 363 358 339 339
Slovakia 9250 217 208 208 200 196
Slovenia 188 183 179 175 168 175
Average 240 237 233 2929 298 297
Median 221 219 210 210 207 211
The Balkans
Albania 442 495 477 413 404 379
Bosnia 517 483 454 499 418 407
Croatia 354 354 379 383 375 371
Macedonia 404 446 429 400 389 382
Yugoslavia 504 400 388 nAd ne na
Serbia Wa na e 383 375 371
Montenegro nfa /e  wa 383 379 389
Kosovo na na na 550 532 536
Average 444 492 413 490 410 405
Median 449 495 417 400 389 382
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OPS/images/f0044-01.jpg
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

New EU Members
Bulgaria 350 350 350 3925 395 300
CzechRep. 250 250 250 250 250 295
Estonia 200 175 175 175 150 150
Hungary 200 200 175 175 175 175
Latvia 200 200 295 200 175 175
Lithuania 175 200 175 175 175 150
Poland 150 150 150 150 200 295
Romania 495 495 495 495 400 400
Slovakia 995 9200 200 200 200 200
Slovenia 150 175 175 175 150 150
Average 233 233 230 295 220 215
Median 200 200 188 1.88 1.88 188
The Balkans
Albania 450 450 495 495 450 495
Bosnia 550 595 500 450 4295
Croatia 375 375 495 450 450 495
Macedonia 495 475 450 400 375 375
Yugoslavia 550 495 495 e na na

Serbia Wa na na 495 495 495

Montenegro n/a  n/a  na 495 495 495

Kosovo Na na na 600 575 575
Average 470 450 445 454 446 436
Median 450 450 495 495 495 495
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Non-Baltic Former Soviet States

Armenia 500
Azetbaijan 595
Belarus 675
Georgia 400

Kazakhstan 575
Kyrgyzstan 595
Moldova 400
Russia 450
Tajikisan 575

Turkmenistan 7.00
Ukraine 450
Usbekistan 650
Average 535
Median 595

NOTES:The ratings e based on sl 1 107, with | prsning e highs oo democrac s
and 7 the lowest. The 2010 ratings relect the period January 1 through December 3
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Non-Baltic Former Soviet States
Armenia 475 475 500 595 550 550
Azerbaijan 575 550 550 575 600 6.00

Belarus 675 675 675 675 675 675
Georgia 350 375 400 400 495 495
Kazakhstan 600 600 625 650 650 675
Kyrgyzstan 500 575 600 600 575 575
Moldova 495 450 475 500 500 500
Russia 595 550 550 575 600 6.00

Tajikistan 550 575 575 575 600 695
Turkmenistan 700 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00

Ukraine 595 550 550 550 475 375

Usbekistan 675 675 675 675 675 7.00

Average 548 563 573 583 585 583 6
Median 538 563 563 575 600 600 695 613 695 |
NOTES: The ratis b

1107, with 1 i
and 7 the lowest. The 2010 ratings reflect the period January 1 through December 31, 2009.
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

New EU Members
Bulgaria 3925 395 350 350 350 3925 350 350
Czech Rep. 200 250 295 295 200 200 295 295

Estonia 175 175 175 150 150 150 150 1.50
Hungary 295 295 295 295 250 250 250 250
Latvia 175 175 175 150 150 150 150 175
Lithuania 175 175 175 175 175 175 175 175
Poland 150 150 175 175 150 175 295 295

Romania 350 350 375 375 400 400 375 375
Slovakia 200 200 200 2925 295 295 295 250

Slovenia 175 175 175 175 150 175 200 295
Average 215 220 295 2923 220 293 233 240
Median 188 188 1.8 200 1.88 188 295 295
The Balkans

Albania 495 400 400 375 400 375 375 375
Bosnia 450 495 495 495 400 400 400 4925
Croatia 350 350 375 375 375 375 400 375

Macedonia 375 375 400 495 495 495 495 495
Yugoslavia 450 350 3925 ne na na ne na
Serbia Wa na na 350 3925 395 350 375
Montenegro Wa na na 395 395 395 350 375
Kosovo Wa na na 550 550 550 550 550
Average 410 380 385 404 400 396 407 414
Median 495 375 400 375 400 375 400 375
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010, Change
New EU Members
Bulgaria 200 200 200 175 175 175 175 175 175 |78
CechRep. 175 200 200 200 200 200 175 175 150 [150

Estonia 175 175 175 150 150 150 150 150 v
Hungary 195 195 195 195 195 195 175 175

Lawvia 175 175 175 175 175 175 200 200

Lithuania 175 175 175 175 175 175 175 175

Poland 125 1925 150 150 175 175 200 200 A
Romania 300 300 275 275 275 275 275 275 v
Slovakia 9295 175 150 150 125 125 150 150 v
Slovenia 175 175 150 150 150 150 150 150

Average 185 183 178 173 173 173 183 183

Median 175 175 175 163 175 175 175 175

The Balkans

Albania 400 375 375 375 375 350 400 400 375 375
Bosnia 475 495 375 350 395 300 300 300 300 gggg v
Croatia 395 395 395 395 300 395 395 395 395 395

Macedonia 375 450 350 350 300 395 395 395 350 A

Yugoslavia 475 375 375 na ne na na ne  na

Serbia na na ne 350 325 395 395 395 395

Montenegro @ na  na 350 325 350 350 395 395 |

Kosovo Na na e 595 475 475 475 450 450 495 A
Average 410 390 360 375 346 350 357 350 3.50 "3}36

Median 400 375 375 350 395 3925 395 395 395 325
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Non-Baltic Former Soviet States

Armenia 5.50
Azetbaijan 575
Belarus 615
Georgia 450

Kazakhstan 695
Kyrgyzstan 575
Moldova 395
Russia 495
Tojikistan 595
Turkmenisan 7.00

Ukraine 400
Uzbekistan 675
Average 549
Median 563
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7.00
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6.00
4.00
6.00
6.00
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350
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6.00

575
6.50
7.00
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6.50
575
375
695
695
7.00
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575
6.50
7.00
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3.00
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6.50

NOTES: The ratings are based on a scale of 1 o 7, with 1 representing the highest levl of democratic progress
and 7 the lowest. The 2010 ratings reflect the period January 1 through December 31, 2009.





OPS/images/copy.jpg





OPS/images/sq.jpg





OPS/images/f0045-01.jpg
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Change
New EU Members )
Bulgaria 475 450 425 425 400 375 375 350 400 400
CaechRep. 375 375 350 350 350 350 350 395 395 385

Estonia 275 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Hungary 300 300 275 275 275 300 300 300
Latvia 350 375 350 350 350 325 300 300
Lithuania 375 375 350 350 375 400 400 375
Poland 295 295 250 250 300 325 300 300

Romania 450 475 450 450 495 4925 400 400
Slovakia 375 395 395 395 300 300 325 395

Slovenia 200 200 200 200 200 295 295 295
Average 340 335 323 3923 393 398 323 315
Median 363 350 338 338 395 3925 313 313
The Balkans

Albania 550 595 500 5925 595 595 500 500
Bosnia 575 550 500 475 450 495 495 495
Croatia 450 450 475 475 475 475 475 450

Macedonia 500 550 550 500 500 475 475 4.50
Yugoslavia ~ 695 595 500 na na ne na na

Serbia Wa na s 500 500 475 450 450
Montenegro na  n/a  n/a 525 5925 595 550 595
Kosovo Wa na na 600 600 600 600 575
Average 540 590 505 514 511 500 496 482

Median 550 5925 500 500 500 475 475 4.50
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200412005

2001 2002 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 fzo Change
GOV GOV GOV_!LGOV LGOV LGOV LGOV LGOV |LGOV.

New EU Members
Bulgaria 350 350 375 375350 300 300 300
CrechRep. 200 295 9295 295i200 200 175 175
Estonia 295 995 995 9295)250 250 250 250
Hungary 300 300 250 250}995 295 295 295
Lawvia 295 995 995 995{950 250 250 295
Lithuania ~ 250 250 9250 250950 250 250 250
Poland 175 200 200 200}200 200 295 295
Romania 375 375 375 375)300 300 300 300
Slovakia 275 295 9295 295!9295 200 200 295
Slovenia 250 9295 995 200{150 150 150 150
Average 263 260 258 255i240 233 233 233
Median 250 295 295 295i238 238 238 295
The Balkans
Albania 495 495 495 4951395 975 975 975
Bosnia 600 550 595 5001475 475 475 475
Croatia 350 350 375 375(375 375 375 375
Macedonia ~ 375 495 450 400400 375 375 375
Yugoslvia 595 495 495 naine na
Serbia nNa na na 4001375 375 375 375
Montenegro Wa  na  na 400350 350 395 395
Kosovo na na na 6001550 550 550 550
Average 455 435 440 4431407 396 393 393
Median 495 495 495 400i375 375 375 375
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Non-Baltic Former Soviet States

Armenia 575 575 575 575 575 575 575
Azerbaijan 695 695 695 695 695 695 695
Belarus 595 595 550 575 600 625 625

Georgia 595 550 575 600 575 550 500
Kazakhsan ~ 695 695 695 650 650 650 650
Kyrgyzstan 600 600 600 600 600 600 600
Moldova 600 695 695 695 695 600 600
Russia 695 600 575 575 575 600 600
Tajikisan 600 600 600 695 695 695 695
Turkmenistan 695 695 695 695 650 675 675

Ukraine 600 600 575 575 575 575 575
Uzbekistan 600 600 600 600 600 650 650
Average 594 596 596 604 606 613 6.08 6.10

Median 600 600 600 600 600 613 613 695
f1107, with

ol s ratings e pu»od]alwary 1 :hmuy. ‘December 31, 2009.
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Non-Baltic Former Soviet States
Armenia 4.50
Azerbaijan 695
Belarus 625
Georgia 475
Kazakhstan 5,00
Kyrgyzstan 595
Moldova 450
Russia 500
Tojikistan 600
Turkmenistan 675

Ukraine 475
Uzbekistan 600
Average 549
Median 513

le of 1 to 7, with
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and7 e o T 2010 raings relctthe perod January 1 through Dmhu 31,2009

ith the 2005 edition, Freedon
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Moldova 4925 350 575 600 575 475 600 514

Montenegro 395 275 400 495 395 400 500 379
Poland 175 150 295 3925 175 250 395 232
Romania 275 250 400 400 300 400 400 346
Russia 675 575 695 650 575 550 650 614
Serbia 395 250 400 375 350 450 450 37
Slovakia 175 175 300 300 250 300 375 268
Slovenia 150 200 2925 200 150 175 250 193
Tajikistan 650 600 575 625 600 625 625 614
Turkmenistan 700 700 700 700 675 700 675 693
Ukraine 350 275 350 500 595 500 575 439
Uzbekistan 700 700 700 700 675 700 675 693
Average 397 353 440 466 4925 431 485 428
Median 395 300 400 450 375 495 500 393

NOTES: i l 7,with 1 i ighest level

and 7 the lowest. The 2010 ratings reflect the period January 1 through December 31, 2009.

The Democracy Score is an average of ratings for Electoral Process (EP); Civil Society (CS); lndqxndgm
Media (M) Naronal Democrate Govemance (NGOVY: Local Democrac Govermanee (LGOV)
Framework and Independence (JFI); and Corruption (CO).






OPS/images/f0040-01.jpg
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

New EU Members
Bulgaria 350 3925 395 300 275 275 250 250
Crech Rep. 150 175 150 150 150 150 150 125
Estonia 9295 200 200 200 200 200 200 175
Hungary 125 195 125 195 125 125 150 150
Latvia 200 200 200 200 175 175 175 175
Lithuania 175 150 150 150 150 150 175 175
Poland 195 195 195 195 195 195 150 195
Romania 300 300 275 250 295 295 295 295
Slovakia 200 175 150 195 125 125 150 150
Slovenia 175 150 150 150 175 175 200 200
Average 203 193 185 178 173 173 183 175
Median 188 1.75 150 150 163 163 175 1.75
The Balkans
Albania 400 375 375 350 3925 300 300 300
Bosnia 450 495 400 375 375 375 350 350
Croatia 275 275 300 300 300 275 275 275
Macedonia 375 400 375 395 395 395 395 395
Yugoslavia 400 300 275 nd ne nk ne ne

Serbia ne na na 275 275 275 275 275

Montenegro Wa  na  na 275 250 300 300 275

Kosovo Na e na 495 400 495 495 400
Average 380 355 345 332 321 395 391 314
Median 400 375 375 325 325 3.00 3.00 3.00
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Non-Baltic Former Soviet States

Armenia 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 350
Azerbaijan 450 450 495 450 475 500 595 595
Belarus 650 6925 650 675 675 675 650 650
Georgia 400 400 400 350 350 350 350 350
Kazakhstan ~ 500 550 550 550 550 575 575 550
Kyrgyzstan 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450
Moldova 375 400 375 400 400 400 375 375
Russia 400 400 495 450 475 500 595 550
Tajikistan 500 500 500 500 475 500 500 550
Turkmenistan 7.00 7.00 700 7.00 700 7.00 7.00 7.00

Ukraine 375 375 350 375 300 275 275 275
Uzbekistan 650 675 650 650 650 700 7.00 7.00
Average 483 490 485 492 488 498 498 502
Median 450 450 438 450 475 500 513 538

F1107, with 1

NOTES: Th I 1 of
a7 el T 3010 ratings reflect the period January 1 through Dc«mb« 31 2009.
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Armenia 450
Azerbaijan 695
Belarus 695

Georgia 475
Kazakhstan ~ 5.00
Kyrgyzstan 595
Moldova 450
Russia 500
Tajikistan 600
Turkmenistan 675

Ukraine 475
Uzbekistan 6,00
Average 5.42
Median 513 588 575!600 600 600 695
ES: The rat Je of 1 10 7, with 1
a7 7 e Iemm i rtings eflect he period Januazy 1 dxmn!)\ Dmmlxr 31,2009,
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NITEdition 2001 2005 2010
New EU Member States 2.15 220 255
Balkan Countries 4.10 4.00 432

Non-Baltic Former Soviet States

6.00
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2001 2002 2003 100452005 2006 2007 2008

Gov Gov Gov Gov iNGov NGov NGov NGov
New EU Members

Bulgaria 350 350 375 375:350 300 300 3.00
CzechRep. 200 295 9295 2951250 250 300 275
Estonia 9295 9295 995 9959295 295 295 9295
Hungary 300 300 250 250;200 200 295 295
Lawvia 9295 295 295 295:295 200 200 200
Lithuania 9250 250 250 250;250 250 250 250
Poland 175 200 200 200;250 275 3925 350
Romania 375 375 375 375350 350 350 375
Slovakia 975 295 295 295;200 200 225 250
Slovenia 250 995 295 200}200 200 200 200
Average 263 260 258 255250 245 260 265
Median 250 295 295 295:9238 238 238 250
The Balkans

Albania 495 495 495 4951495 400 495 495
Bosnia 600 550 595 500475 475

Croatia 350 350 375 375:350 350 350 395

Macedonia 375 495 450 400:400 375 375 400

Yugoslavia 595 495 495 na ine e ne  na
Serbia na e na 400}400 400 375 400
Montenegro na  Wa na 400:450 450 450 495
Kosovo na na na 600575 575 575 550
Average 455 435 440 4431439 432 432 432

Median 495 495 495 400!495 400 495 495
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Country, Territory EP oS IM NGOV LGOV  JFI Cco D§
Albania 375 300 400 450 300 495 500 393
Armenia 575 375 600 575 550 550 550 539
Azerbaijan 675 575 675 650 6925 625 650 639
Belarus 675 600 650 675 675 675 600 650
Bosnia 395 350 450 595 475 400 450 495
Bulgaria 175 250 375 395 300 300 400 304
Croatia 395 275 400 350 375 495 450 37N
Czech Republic 150 175 250 275 175 200 3925 291
Estonia 175 175 150 2925 250 150 250 196
Georgia 595 375 495 600 550 475 500 493
Hungary 175 175 275 250 250 200 350 239
Kazakhstan 675 575 675 675 625 625 650 643
Kosovo 495 375 550 550 500 575 575 507
Kyrgyzstan 695 500 650 675 650 600 650 621
Lawvia 200 175 175 250 295 175 325 218
Lithuania 175 175 175 275 250 175 350 295
Macedonia 395 395 495 400 375 400 400 379
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NIT Ediition 2001 9005 2010
Non-Baltic Former Soviet States 5.41 574 5.96
All Other NIT Countries 3.42 319 3.24
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