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Executive summary

Most indicators of democratic 
governance in poor countries 

have been developed by exter-
nal stakeholders for the purpose 
of comparing and ranking nation 
states. These stakeholders include 
risk assessment agencies work-
ing in and for the private sector, as 
well as international organisations 
concerned with evaluating the per-
formance of countries receiving 
overseas development assistance. 
These indicators have not been 
designed primarily as tools to assist 
individual countries undertake gov-
ernance reforms.

The aim of this guide is to provide a framework for 
generating pro-poor gender sensitive indicators to 

assist policy-makers monitor and evaluate democratic 
governance at the country level. Pro-poor means that 
indicators should be targeted and focused on those 
living in poverty. Since poverty can be defined in many 
different ways, pro-poor can have many different mean-
ings. This guide is sufficiently flexible to accommodate a 
variety of definitions of poverty. Gender sensitive means 
that monitoring governance must track both changes in 
women’s empowerment and in gender equality.

Democratic governance indicators need to be derived 
directly or indirectly from an underlying set of values. 
This guide uses International IDEA’s Democracy Assess-
ment Framework as the source for the basic principles 
and mediating values required to derive a set of pro-poor 
gender sensitive indicators of democratic governance. 
The framework is extended by distinguishing four senses 
in which a governance indicator might be considered 
pro-poor: (i) disaggregated by poverty status; (ii) specific 
to the poor; (iii) implicitly pro-poor, and (iv) chosen by 
the poor. Gender sensitive may be understood in similar 
fashion: (i) disaggregated by sex; (ii) gender specific; (iii) 
implicitly gendered, and (iv) chosen separately by men 
and women. 

For indicators which are specific to the poor, or specific 
to either men or women, an improvement in the indica-
tor (which may be an increase or decrease in its value) 
is sufficient evidence of a pro-poor and/or gender sensi-
tive result. The same is true for indicators selected by the 
poor and for indicators chosen separately by men and 
women. Interpreting changes in the values of indicators, 
which are disaggregated by poverty status and/or by 
sex, is more controversial. 

This framework is completed by presenting three tools 
for shaping the demand for pro-poor and gender sensi-
tive indicators. These include (i) a set of key questions 
directed to different areas of governance (ii) a process 
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flow chart, which may be used to identify indicators for 
elections, the criminal justice system and the national 
budget, and (iii) an integrated indicator matrix, which 
provides an overview of where gender sensitive and pro-
poor indicators are needed.

Information sources for governance indicators are 
reviewed and two distinctions are made. Firstly, poverty 
data and governance data can be collected from the 
same instrument (single source strategy) or from dif-
ferent instruments (multiple source strategy). Secondly, 
first generation indicators should be distinguished from 
second-generation indicators. First-generation indica-
tors are those for which data currently exist so that 
they can be used now. However, they may suffer from 
methodological weaknesses relating to relevance, defi-
nition, coverage, frequency of data collection, reliability 
and timeliness. Second generation indicators are not 
currently available, but could be produced in the future. 
They promise to be methodologically superior to some 
first generation indicators, which they may replace and/
or complement once they come on stream. Identifying 
second-generation indicators provides a mechanism 
whereby users of data, and policy-makers in particular, 
can articulate their demands for improving the quality 
of statistics to monitor governance.

The guide applies this framework to seven areas of 
democratic governance: parliamentary development, 
electoral systems and processes, human rights, justice, 
access to information and the media, decentralisa-
tion and local governance, and public administration 
reform and anti-corruption. After defining the scope of 
each area of governance, a set of key questions is pre-
sented followed by a pair of indicator matrices. The first 
matrix provides examples of pro-poor indicators, while 
the second matrix suggests possible gender sensitive 
indicators.

In conclusion, this guide argues that indicator selection 
is itself a governance process. A system of indicators can 
only be used to promote pro-poor and gender sensitive 
democratic governance if it is fully understood by, and 
if it commands widespread support among, a broad 
range of national stakeholders. For these reasons, it is 
important to ensure that all key decisions including the 
choice of indicators and the creation of an appropriate 
institutional framework for data collection and monitor-
ing, derive from an inclusive and participatory debate. 

Some guidance is provided on how to engage key 
stakeholders, identify priority governance issues, and link 
this UNDP initiative to the Poverty Reduction Strategy 
process and the African Peer Review Mechanism of the 
New Partnership for Africa. For those countries where no 
poverty monitoring system is yet in place, an illustration 
is provided of a possible sequence of activities (including 
a timetable) leading up to the choice of a set of pro-poor 
and gender sensitive governance indicators. Parliament 
should have a central role in selecting and using gov-
ernance indicators and in exercising effective oversight 
over the entire monitoring system.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Aims and outline of the guide
The aim of this guide is to provide a framework for gen-
erating pro-poor gender sensitive indicators to assist 
policy-makers monitor and evaluate democratic gover-
nance at the country level. It is hoped that this document 
will be useful to UNDP staff engaged in democratic 
governance work as well as to national policy makers 
and Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) for incorporating 
poverty and gender dimensions into the measurement 
of governance.

Measuring democracy, governance and human rights 
is a broad and complex task, which is currently the 
subject of much analysis by the international commu-
nity. The framework outlined here is a contribution to 
this ongoing work as part of UNDP’s pilot project on 
Governance Indicators for Pro-Poor and Gender Sensitive 
Policy Reform.1

The guide consists of four parts. Part I reviews the nor-
mative foundations of pro-poor and gender sensitive 
governance indicators. It outlines different conceptions 
of what is meant by pro-poor and gender sensitive. Part I 
also introduces three tools that can be used to shape the 
demand for pro-poor and gender sensitive indicators: (i) 
a set of key questions that address governance issues 
from a gender and poverty perspective (ii) a process 
flow chart, and (iii) an overview of potential indicators 
using an integrated indicator matrix. The information 
sources for pro-poor, gender sensitive governance indi-
cators are reviewed and a distinction is made between 
objective and subjective indicators, as well as between 
first- and second-generation indicators. The importance 
of second-generation indicators is to highlight how the 
indicator base can be improved over time. 

Part II applies the methodology using the formulation 
of key questions to shape the demand for pro-poor and 
gender sensitive indicators in core areas of democratic 
governance: parliamentary development, electoral sys-
tems and processes, human rights, justice, access to 
information and the media, decentralisation and local 
governance, and public administration reform and anti-

corruption. Illustrative indicators are provided for each of 
these core areas of democratic governance. 

Part III of the guide provides advice on how the process 
of selecting indicators can be made more democratic 
(inclusive and participatory) to ensure national owner-
ship and use. 

Finally, Part IV of the guide contains a list of references 
and links to additional resources.

1.2 Why are pro-poor and gender sensitive 
indicators important? 
An indicator is a measure that helps ‘answer the ques-
tion of how much, or whether, progress is being made 
toward a certain objective’’.2 Indicators can be used at 
the highest policy levels to measure progress towards 
a general goal, such as growth with equity. At a second 
level, indicators are also commonly used to measure 
progress towards organisational objectives, such as 
greater diversity in the work force. At a third level, indi-
cators can be used to measure daily activities through 
which organisations can attain their objectives, such 
as the attendance rate of staff. This guide focuses on 
the first level, specifically the use of indicators to mea-
sure progress in meeting democratic governance goals 
articulated in national development plans. 

Most indicators of democratic governance in poor coun-
tries have been developed by external stakeholders for 
the purpose of comparing and ranking countries. These 
stakeholders include risk assessment agencies working 
in and for the private sector, as well as international 
organisations concerned with evaluating the perfor-
mance of countries receiving overseas development 
assistance. These indicators have not been designed 
primarily as tools to assist individual countries undertake 
governance reforms. The UNDP Governance Indicators: 
A Users’ Guide (2004)3 presents an overview of currently 
available and frequently used indices related to democ-
racy, governance and human rights. Very few of these 
sources were intended to assist national policy makers 
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undertake governance reforms, and even fewer of them 
adopt a pro-poor, gender sensitive approach. 

In many countries, even when governance indicators 
have been developed by national stakeholders, they do 
not explicitly include a focus on poorer groups in society 
or on the different experiences that men and women 
have of government institutions and governance pro-
cesses. Owing to differences in gender roles and to the 
impact of gender stereotypes, women and men are likely 
to have different perspectives and different experiences 
in many areas of governance. The core components of 
governance — transparency in decision-making, access 
to information, accountability of both public and private 
sectors through mechanisms such as a free press and 
freedom of expression, efficiency and effectiveness of 
public administration, popular participation through 
democratic institutions, and the rule of law based on 
universally recognized principles of human rights — are 
important to all. However, they tend to mean different 
things to different individuals and social groups.

Therefore, indicators of governance need to capture and 
reflect the potentially different impacts that the mecha-
nisms and processes of governance have on different 
social groups. To determine the kinds of governance 
indicators that are required, the needs, situation and 
capabilities of users must be taken into consideration. 
This is important because the effective use of indica-
tors by those governed is, in itself, an integral part 
of governance processes, including participation and 
accountability. The role of national or local users is vital 
because democratic governance is essentially demand 
driven. Other things being equal, the governed will 
get the quality of governance that they demand. Gov-

ernance will be honest, transparent, accountable and 
responsive to the needs of the governed, if, and only if, 
citizens from all significant social groups demand that 
it be so. Such demands will be made effective, among 
other means, by the cogent use of indicators in moni-
toring, evaluation, advocacy and lobbying. Therefore, 
governance indicators need to incorporate a strong 
role for the governed in their design and use. This will 
require changes in both the nature of governance indi-
cators and in the capabilities of users. The objectives of 
democratic governance can only be achieved if gover-
nance indicators are gender sensitive and pro-poor, as 
well as user-friendly and designed to meet the needs 
and match the capabilities of a diverse range of users 
among the governed. Equally importantly, the capacity 
of such users, including women and the poor, must be 
developed to enable them to make more effective use 
of such indicators. 

It is only at the national and sub-national levels that it is 
possible to focus on specific mechanisms of governance 
and to develop new indicators that can capture the 
different experiences of women and men in general, 
and poor women and poor men in particular. A gender 
sensitive governance indicator must capture the differ-
ent experiences and/or interests of women and men, 
but some may focus on differences between non-poor 
women and men. Thus, the proportion of Parliamentar-
ians who are women is a valid gender sensitive indicator, 
but it may not be pro-poor in orientation. However, any 
indicator focusing specifically on the needs of the poor 
must be gender sensitive because a majority of the 
poor are women, and because women play particularly 
strategic roles in the eradication of poverty in poor 
households.



The framework 
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2

The articulation of a set of  
values provides the normative 

context for selecting governance 
indicators and for framing key  
questions to focus the demand  
for such indicators. 

2.1 International IDEA’s Democracy 	
Assessment Framework
Two basic principles of democracy drawn from Inter-
national IDEA’s Democracy Assessment Framework (the 
State of Democracy Project) have been used to identify 
the democratic values, which underlie pro-poor and 
gender sensitive indicators.4 These values are: 

1.	 Popular control over public decision making and 
decision makers

2.	 Equality between citizens in the exercise of that 
control 

In order to apply these principles to assessing a country’s 
system of governance from a poverty and gender per-
spective, it is necessary to specify a set of mediating 
values through which they are realised in practice. These 
values include participation, representation, accountabil-
ity, transparency, responsiveness, efficiency and equity.5 

Taken together, these mediating democratic values 
serve as a useful normative base for a set of pro-poor, 
gender sensitive governance indicators by focusing 
attention on selected research questions directed at dif-
ferent areas of governance. Indicators provide evidence 
of the extent to which these values are being realised in 
particular countries at a specific point in time. The link 
between democratic principles and what is required to 
make these principles effective in a pro-poor and gender 
sensitive manner is set out in Table 1. 

For example, to realise the principle of representation 
in a pro-poor and gender sensitive manner requires 
that Parliamentarians at national and sub-national level 
articulate the concerns and priorities of women and 
the poor. One institutional mechanism for realising this 
requirement could be political party quotas for female 
electoral candidates.

The democratic values and 
principles which underlie  
pro-poor and gender sensitive 
governance indicators
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2.2 Defining pro-poor
Since poverty is multidimensional and can be defined 
in many different ways, ‘pro-poor’ can have many differ-
ent meanings. For the purpose of this guide, the use of 
the term ‘pro-poor’ is to make indicators more targeted 
and focused on those living in poverty. Poverty can be 
measured objectively or subjectively. Objective mea-
sures include absolute income poverty (calculated by 
reference to a poverty line) and relative income poverty 
(calculated by reference to mean or median incomes). 
Other approaches to objective poverty measurement 
are based on asset ownership and unfulfilled basic needs. 
Subjective measures are derived from surveys that ask 
respondents how they define poverty and whether they 
themselves feel that they are poor or experience poverty. 
This guide is sufficiently flexible to accommodate any 
one of these definitions of poverty.6 

2.3 Defining gender sensitive: distinguishing 
women’s empowerment from gender equality
Gender sensitive monitoring has two related, but distinct 
dimensions. Firstly, some interventions are designed 
to strengthen women’s capacity to access resources 
and opportunities in order to overcome a historical 
backlog of discrimination and exclusion. Monitoring 
such policies tracks changes in women’s empowerment. 
Indicators of female empowerment might include gov-
ernment spending per head of female population on 
programmes to reduce discrimination against women, 
and the proportion of national Parliamentary seats 
reserved for women.

Secondly, a particular policy or governance practice may 
have a different impact on men as compared to women. 
Measuring such differential impacts is important in order 
to prevent (unintended) discrimination against either 
men or women on grounds of gender. Monitoring such 
policies tracks changes in gender equality. Indicators of 
gender equality might include the ratio of parliamentary 
attendance rates among male and female legislators. 
If this ratio is persistently greater (or less) than unity, it 
may indicate that certain governance practices, such as 
the proportion of time Parliament is in session outside 
normal working hours, are having a disequalising impact 
on men and women. 

The relationship between these two dimensions of 
gender sensitive monitoring and different classes of indi-
cator is described and explained in section 3.2 below.

Box 1. �International IDEA’s State of  
Democracy methodology*

International IDEA with the University of Essex (http://www2.
essex.ac.uk/human_rights_centre/) has developed a framework 
for assessing the condition of democracy and progress towards 
democratization. Its main purpose is to contribute to the process 
of democratisation through: raising public awareness about what 
democracy involves, and public debate about what standards 
of performance people should expect from their government; 
providing systematic evidence to substantiate citizens’ concerns 
about how they are governed, and set these in perspective by 
identifying both strengths and weaknesses; contributing to 
public debate about ongoing reform, and helping to identify 
priorities for a reform programme and providing an instrument 
for assessing how effectively reforms are working in practice. 
The methodology seeks qualitative answers to a set of questions 
complemented by quantitative data where appropriate. Citizens 
of the country being assessed carry out the assessment. The 
methodology is based on two basic democratic principles, i.e. 
popular control of public decision-making and decision makers 
and political equality between citizens. Currently the project 
is promoting the application and use of the methodology by 
different users with the aim of catalyzing national dialogue 
about democracy.  The University of Essex’s Human Rights Centre 
provides the institutional home for continued research and 
methodological refinement.

*For more information on the State of Democracy project see 
www.idea.int/democracy/sod.cfm
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Table 1: Realising democratic values in a pro-poor and gender sensitive manner

Mediating values Requirements to be pro-poor 	
and gender sensitive

Institutional means of realising 	
these requirements

Participation Women/men and poor/non-poor enjoy  
and exercise same rights to participate

Women/men and poor/non-poor possess the 
capacities and resources to participate

An inclusive participatory culture exists which 
encourages women and the poor to be active 
politically

»

»

»

Civil and political rights are enforced  
and safeguarded for all citizens

Electoral quotas for women and groups experi-
encing severe social disadvantage, e.g. Scheduled 
Castes/Tribes in India.

Civic and voter education programmes targeted 
at women and the poor

»

»

»

Representation Parliamentarians at national and sub-national 
level articulate the concerns and priorities of 
women and the poor

Civil service is representative of social composi-
tion of electorate, including women and the poor

»

»

Political party quotas for female electoral 
candidates

Anti-discrimination legislation and equal oppor-
tunity policies in the civil service

Affirmative action policies

»

»

»

Accountability Clear and effective lines of accountability (legal, 
financial, administrative and political) to safe-
guard judicial integrity, and to ensure honest 
and efficient performance by civil servants in the 
delivery of public services to women and low 
income groups

» Speedy and low cost access to law courts, admin-
istrative tribunals and Ombudsmen by the poor

- Existence and enforcement of legislation against 
domestic violence

Anti-corruption programmes

Procedural initiatives to strengthen budgetary 
oversight by National Parliaments with support of 
Auditor-General and Accountant-General

Public Expenditure Tracking of spending on 
health and education

Robust political parties, civil society organisations 
and pressure groups to promote the interests of 
women and the poor

»

»

»

»

»

»

Transparency Government decision-making in areas of particu-
lar concern to women and low income groups 
should be open to legislative and public scrutiny

» Freedom of information legislation

Independent media allowing journalists to report 
on gender and poverty issues

Gender sensitive budgeting (at local level)

Benefit incidence analysis of major items of pub-
lic expenditure

»

»

»

»

Responsiveness Accessibility of government to advocates of 
pro-poor, gender sensitive policy formation, 
implementation and service delivery

» Systematic and open procedures of public 
consultation on issues of particular concern to 
women and the poor

Effective legal redress for women and members 
of low income groups

Local governments’ policy agenda and decisions 
includes local priorities of women and the poor

»

»

»

Efficiency Goods and services provided by the public sec-
tor at least cost and in the quantities/qualities 
desired by citizens

» Procedural initiatives to strengthen budgetary 
oversight by National Parliaments with support of 
Auditor-General and Accountant-General

»

Equity State redistributes entitlements through taxa-
tion and public expenditure in accordance with a 
democratically expressed social welfare function

» Progressive system of taxation and expenditure

Use of targeted welfare programmes

»

»
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3 Identifying pro-poor  
and gender sensitive indicators

3.1 What is a pro-poor indicator? 

Pro-poor requires a focus on those living in poverty. 
For the purposes of selecting indicators, there are four 
senses in which a governance indicator might be con-
sidered pro-poor: (i) Disaggregated by poverty status (ii) 
Specific to the poor (iii) Implicitly pro-poor and (iv) Chosen 
by the poor. 

3.1.1 Disaggregated by poverty status 

The value of the indicator is calculated separately 
for the part of the population or the electorate 
characterised as poor, and for the non-poor. As 
indicated in section 2.2, poverty can be defined in a 
variety of different ways and this guide can be used 
with any definition. Disaggregation is important 
because it allows the value of an indicator for the poor 
to be compared with the value of the same indicator 
for the non-poor. 

Example: Ratio of voter turnout among the electorate 
living in poor households to that of the electorate living 
in non-poor households.

3.1.2 Specific to the poor 

The indicator measures a governance practice, which 
is specifically targeted at the poor, such as low cost law 
courts. 

Example: Coverage of the poor population by People’s 
Courts (Lok Adalats) in India (%). Proportion of cases 
brought to trial at People’s Courts, which were initiated 
by non-poor households (%).7 

3.1.3 Implicitly pro-poor

The indicator makes no explicit reference to the poor. 
However, if it is interpreted within a wider economic, 

social and political context, it is clear that the indicator is 
of particular relevance to low income groups. 

Example: Number of hours per day that polling booths 
are open during election periods. [The higher the num-
ber of hours, the greater the opportunities for casual 
labourers and shift workers to vote without loss of 
earnings.] 

3.1.4 Chosen by the poor
The integration of participatory techniques with survey 
methods provides an opportunity for low-income groups 
to identify and have measured governance indicators 
considered to be of particular interest to the poor.

Example: Acceptance by the authorities of documenta-
tion other than birth certificates in the process of voter 
registration.

3.2 What is a gender sensitive indicator? 
As explained in section 2.3, gender sensitive monitor-
ing needs to track changes in women’s empowerment 
and in gender equality. There are four senses in which 
a governance indicator might be considered gender 
sensitive:8 (i) Disaggregated by sex (ii) Gender specific (iii) 
Implicitly gendered, and (iv) Chosen separately by men 
and women. 

3.2.1 Disaggregated by sex

The value of the indicator is calculated separately for 
men and women, and so allows comparisons to be 
made between the two groups. Such disaggregation is 
important because it may reveal the differential impact 
on men and women of a given policy or governance 
practice that may pose a challenge to achieving gender 
equality. It is important to note that large differences in 
the value of certain governance indicators, such as the 
propensity to vote, may exist between subgroups of 
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both men and women (by age, income or ethnic group). 
In such circumstances, the high variance of the indicator 
across subgroups of the same sex may be as relevant 
to policy as a large difference in the mean value of the 
indicator between the sexes.

Example: Ratio of voter turnout among men to that of 
voter turnout among women.

3.2.2 Gender-specific 

This group of indicators measures governance practices 
which are specifically targeted at women or men. In 
practice, it is likely to be made up largely of the inputs, 
outputs and outcomes of policies designed to increase 
women’s empowerment.

Example: Proportion of seats in National Parliament 
reserved for women (%).

3.2.3 Implicitly gendered 

In this case, the indicator makes no explicit reference to 
gender. However, if it is interpreted within a broader con-
text, it is clear that the indicator is of particular relevance 
to women or men.

Example: Number and proportion (%) of reported rape 
cases prosecuted in courts (victims almost exclusively 
female); Number and proportion (%) of reported cases 
of domestic violence prosecuted in courts (victims pre-
dominantly female).

3.2.4 Chosen by women 

These two groups of indicators need not refer to gender 
at all. They may simply reflect differences in men’s and 
women’s preferences and priorities regarding different 
areas of governance.

Example: Percentage of women who say that they 
receive adequate information from the government on 
policies and laws that affect them.
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4 Tools for shaping the demand 
for pro-poor, gender sensitive 
governance indicators

This section presents three tools for shaping 
the demand for pro-poor and gender sensitive 

indicators: 

1.	� A set of key questions for selecting pro-poor and 
gender sensitive indicators;

2.	� A process flow chart to use as a tool for identifying 
indicators;

3.	� An integrated indicator matrix to provide an 
overview of where gender sensitive and pro-poor 
indicators are needed.

4.1 Formulation of key questions for selecting 
pro-poor and gender sensitive indicators
Once the normative foundations of the methodology 
have been made explicit, it is useful to formulate sets of 

key questions to shape the demand for pro-poor, gen-
der sensitive indicators in different areas of governance. 
Some of these questions will be answered by using 
objective indicators based on survey or administrative 
data. Other questions will be answered by drawing on 
subjective indicators that measure respondents’ percep-
tions and attitudes. (See also section 5.4 on subjective 
and objective indicators). 

As an illustration, Table 2 lists some questions that can 
help in selecting pro-poor, gender sensitive indicators in 
the area of justice.

4.2 Use of a process flow chart as a tool for 
identifying indicators
An additional tool to shape the demand for indicators is 
a process flow chart. This provides a framework for ask-
ing questions about a specific governance process, such 

Table 2: Key questions on justice

Legal protection Are women and the poor effectively protected by the rule of law? Do women enjoy the same property rights 
(particularly to land) as men? 

Legal awareness Are women and the poor aware of (i) their right to seek redress through the justice system; (ii) the officials and 
institutions entrusted to protect their access to justice; and (iii) the steps involved in starting legal procedures? 

Legal access What legal aid and counsel are available to women and the poor to access the justice system? 

Do the poor make significant use of informal mechanisms of dispute resolution?

Adjudication How do women and the poor assess the formal systems of justice as victims, complainants, accused persons, 
witnesses and jury members?

How effective is the justice system in detecting crimes of domestic violence, convicting the perpetrators and 
preventing them from re-offending? 

Are men and women treated as equals by informal mechanisms of dispute resolution? 

How do women and the poor assess and access informal and alternative dispute resolution systems  
at local levels?

Enforcement  Are women’s property rights (particularly to land) enforced as stringently as those of men?

Parliamentary and 	
civil society oversight

What institutional mechanisms exist in Parliament to oversee the justice system? 

How effective are NGOs in improving the treatment of the poor and women by the justice system?
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19 potential indicators Relevant area  
in Table 2

1. �Delay in reporting crime to police  
(in days)

Legal protection/
awareness

2. �% of police stations staffed by 
policewomen trained to interview com-
plainants/victims of rape or domestic 
violence, and having separate rooms for 
interviewing.

Legal awareness/
access

3. �% of reported crimes which lead  
to an arrest:

robbery and theft

domestic violence

rape

»

»

»

Legal protection/
awareness 

Enforcement

4. �Average time from arrest to charge  
(in days) Legal access

5. �Number and % of suspects held (whether 
charged or not) receiving free legal 
advice

Legal access

6. �Number and % of those charged  
who are unemployed Legal access

7. Average time on remand (in days) Legal access

8. �% of reported rape cases prosecuted in 
the courts Adjudication

9. �% of reported cases of domestic violence  
prosecuted in the courts Adjudication

19 potential indicators Relevant area  
in Table 2

10. �% of the poor population covered by 
special courts for low income groups Legal access

11. Average length of trial (in days) Adjudication

12. �Clear-up rate (convictions/reported 
crimes %) Adjudication

13. �Probability of assault by prisoners/ward-
ers  
while in prison

Parliamentary/
civil society  
oversight

14. �Number and % of prisoners receiving  
free legal advice Legal access

15. �Number and % of prisoners in rehabili-
tation (training, education)

Parliamentary/
civil society  
oversight

16. �Facilities for female prisoners who are 
pregnant or give birth in prison

Parliamentary/
civil society  
oversight

17. �Extent and nature of support received  
by prisoners after release

Parliamentary/
civil society  
oversight

18. �Unemployment rate (%) among  
ex-prisoners one year after

Parliamentary/
civil society  
oversight

19. Rate of reoffending (%)
Parliamentary/
civil society  
oversight

Figure 1: Process flow chart of the criminal justice system with potential indicators
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as the holding of elections, the operation of the criminal 
justice system or the passage of the budget. The pro-
cess flow chart maps a chronological sequence of steps 
(actions and decisions) in a specific legal, administrative 
or political process and can be a useful entry-point for 
identifying pro-poor, gender sensitive governance indi-
cators, particularly those based on administrative data. 
The charts can be generated by professionally moder-
ated multi-stakeholder group discussions on priority 
governance processes. 

An example of a process flow chart is given in Figure 1 
that has been used to identify potential performance 
indicators of the criminal justice system. The chart identi-
fies 19 indicators of which three are implicitly gendered 
(#2,#8,#9) and one is specific to women (#16). Of the 
remaining 15 indicators, eleven can be disaggregated by 
sex (#4-7,#11,#13-15,#17-19). This leaves only four indica-
tors that are gender-blind (#1,#3,#10 and #12). Most of 
these indicators can be constructed from administrative 
records held by the police, the courts, the prison service 
and the probation service. 

Developing pro-poor indicators of the criminal justice 
system is more challenging because information on 
prisoners’ poverty status is less readily available from 
administrative records. Of the 19 indicators listed in 
Figure 1, three are specific to the poor (#5,#10 and #14), 
while two are implicitly pro-poor (#6,#18). However, as 
is shown in section 10 in Part II which focuses on the 
justice sector, it should be possible in many countries 
to disaggregate the performance of the criminal justice 
system between poor and non-poor districts (rather 
than individuals) using information from spatially disag-
gregated poverty maps (see section 5.2.2). 

4.3 Use of an integrated indicator matrix
When designing a governance indicator system for a 
specific area such as justice or electoral processes, it 
may be useful to classify potential indicators according 
to whether they are pro-poor, gender sensitive, poverty 
blind or gender blind. Figure 2 is an integrated indica-
tor matrix that can be used as a template to provide an 
overview of the range of proposed indicators in order 
to identify any gaps. For example, it can highlight where 
there are too few poverty and gender sensitive indicators, 
and too many gender and poverty blind indicators. Part II 
of the guide provides examples of pro-poor and gender 
sensitive indicators that can be inserted directly into 
the matrix, or can be used to inspire discussion of new 
indicators. 
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