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Abstract

The paper discusses the utility of existing governance ratings for the study of executives in Central and Eastern Europe by comparing four different indicators that have been developed to measure the quality of governance and policy-making. This is done by analyzing the methodology of these measurement exercises and comparing the rating results for the region as a whole and for a subset of six countries. It is argued that the existing ratings provide a valid assessment of governance quality in general and reflect major political changes, but that they are not reliable enough to assess policy changes adequately or to allow the identification of distinctive governance patterns.
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Introduction

The simultaneity of transitions from state socialist systems of political rule and the similarity of the aims of political and economic reform have rendered Central and Eastern Europe a region uniquely suited to cross-national comparative evaluation. The monitoring of EU accession preparations and criteria by the EU Commission has so far been the most comprehensive and politically important evaluation in the region. The annual progress reports of the Commission have to be seen as part of a wider trend associated with processes of transnational integration and interpenetration. Benchmarking or rating exercises are increasingly used by international organizations and agencies to support lesson drawing and the transfer of best practices across national settings. Benchmarking is also expected to disclose practices of bad governance and to provide incentives for negatively rated states to improve their performance. For the donor community and the international public, benchmarking increases the transparency of development processes and activities. Moreover, indicator-based country evaluations inform and orient the allocation of development aid, for example when the US Government links access to its Millennium Challenge Account to good performance with respect to “governing justly, investing in people and promoting economic freedom”. Reflecting these trends and expectations from policy-makers and practitioners, scholars have begun to develop systematic evaluations of the policy performance of governments (eg. Lijphart 1999; Roller 2002; Schmidt 2002). 

Such assessments rely on quantitative or qualitative data, surveys or polls and they are frequently expressed in numerical ratings, allowing for positioning or ranking of countries in the respective monitoring dimensions. Some ratings assess the quality of democracy or human development, others focus on particular aspects of governance such as the perception of corruption or the economic competitiveness. Some indicators seek to monitor input or process aspects of the political system (eg. accountability, citizen participation), others relate to the quality of public administration and management or to more specific policy outcomes. Thus there is a variety of concepts and measuring techniques that are covered by the summary terms “governance indicators” or “governance ratings” in this paper. 

While most governance indicators do not focus on executives and the institutional arrangements observable in central government, many of them provide information on the governance effects one might expect from a change of government or from major reforms of public administration and policy-making. Moreover, governments themselves usually explain particular executive arrangements or institutional reforms with their expected policy effects. If an executive configuration matters for how a country is governed, one can assume that its effects are reflected in governance indicators.

The paper will assess the utility of existing governance ratings for the study of executives by comparing four different indicators that have been developed to measure the quality of governance and policy-making. These are the “Governance Indicators” developed by the World Bank Institute, the “Nations in Transit” study by Freedom House, the “Progress in Transition” rating by the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development and a newly created rating of governance performance, the “Bertelsmann Transformation Index”. All four studies use some quantitative data but qualitative assessments constitute the main basis of the numerical ratings and their aggregation to indices. In this respect, they differ from rankings based exclusively on objective, quantified data, such as the UNDP’s Human Development Index. It is argued that these ratings provide a valid assessment of governance quality in general and reflect major political changes, but that they are not reliable enough to distinguish patterns of executive governance.

First, the methodology of these studies will be analyzed and compared. Second, the numerical assessments of the country ratings are compared for 27 Central and Eastern European countries (CEEC), including the new member states of the European Union, the South-East European states and the countries belonging to the Community of Independent States. Third, the paper will study whether and how the ratings reflect cross-temporal variation in the configuration of executives and policy changes for a small subset of CEEC: Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Serbia and Montenegro and Slovakia. 

1. The methodology of governance ratings

Among the existing ratings, three well-known studies are selected that assess governance in relatively broad terms and are based upon qualitative judgements of experts: Freedom House’s study “Nations in Transit”; the World Bank Institute’s governance indicators; and the progress in transition ratings by the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. In addition, a new governance index, published by the Bertelsmann Foundation for the first time in 2004, is included.

(1) The US-based NGO Freedom House (FH) rates progress and setbacks in political reforms in 27 East European countries with its expert poll “Nations in Transit” (Karatnycky, Motyl, and Schnetzer 2003). The study has been done annually since 1995 and covers events in the respective preceding year. Until 2003, “Nations in Transit” also comprised assessments of economic reforms. Freedom House evaluates the progress made by countries with respect to democratization and the rule of law. “Democratization” consists of four subcategories rated separately: electoral process; civil society; independent media; and governance. “Rule of Law” is measured by two subcategories: constitutional, legislative and judicial framework; and corruption. In the context of the present paper, the governance subcategory is the most relevant. Under this category, the study “considers the stability of the governmental system; the authority of legislative bodies; decentralization of power; the responsibilities, election, and management of local governmental bodies; and legislative and executive transparency.” (xi) The study provides individual country analyses organized according to the six subcategories which are further detailed in checklists of 6-10 questions per subcategory. The numerical ratings are based on a scale of 1 (highest level of democratic progress) to 7 (lowest level). They are determined by Freedom House after consultation with the involved experts. The rating is developed in four steps. First, the country authors of the country reports suggest scores for all six subcategories. Second, a board of academic advisors reviews the ratings, compares them across countries and establishes a consensus. Third, report authors may criticize a score if the advisors increased the author’s proposal by more than 0.50 points. Fourth, Freedom House staff approves the final ratings of the subcategories and calculates the two category ratings by averaging the subcategory ratings.

(2) The World Bank Institute (WBI) measures the quality of governance in 199 countries by constructing aggregate indicators from information on governance performance provided by 18 different organizations in 25 separate data sources (Kaufmann, Kraay, and Mastruzzi 2003). The study has been done four times since 1996 and covers two-year periods. The authors of the study define governance broadly as “the traditions and institutions by which authority in a country is exercised. This includes (1) the process by which governments are selected, monitored and replaced, (2) the capacity of the government to effectively formulate and implement sound policies, and (3) the respect of citizens and the state for the institutions that govern economic and social interactions among them.” (2). Six dimensions are distinguished: voice and accountability; political stability and absence of violence; government effectiveness; regulatory quality; rule of law; control of corruption. 

For the purposes of this paper, the dimension of “government effectiveness” is most relevant since it comprises data on the “quality of public service provision, the quality of the bureaucracy, the competence of civil servants, the independence of the civil service from political pressures, and the credibility of the government’s commitment to policies.” (3) This dimension is constructed from responses provided by 13 separate surveys and polls, including, inter alia, a State Capacity Survey conducted by a State Failure Task Force at Columbia University New York and four evaluations by commercial risk-rating agencies: the Country Risk Review developed by Global Insights DRI McGraw-Hill, the Economist Intelligence Unit’s Country Risk Service, the Political Risk Services Group’s International Country Risk Guide and the World Markets Research Center’s World Markets Online. From these surveys, items associated with government effectiveness are selected, standardized and weighted according to their representativity and precision. This procedure allows to estimate governance as “the mean of the distribution of unobserved governance conditional on the […] observed data points” for a country (9). The estimates range between –2.5 (worst governance) and +2.5 (best governance), and a margin of error is given for each estimate. In the following calculations, the point estimate is used.

(3) The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) rates progress in transition to a market economy for 27 countries of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union (European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 2003). The ratings have been published since 1994 and cover reform developments on an annual basis since the beginning of the transition. EBRD staff assesses the extent to which transition countries have reached the standards of industrialized market eonomies in nine areas covering four main elements of a market economy: markets and trade (3 areas), enterprises (3 areas), infrastructure (1 area) and financial institutions (2 areas). The ratings range between 1 (little or no change from a centrally planned economy) and 4+ (standards equal to an industrialized market economy). While the EBRD aggregates its indicators on the level of the four elements of market economy, it does not provide a summary index for progress in transition to a market economy. For the purposes of this paper, we construct such a summary index from the unweighted average of the nine area indicators.

(4) The Germany-based Bertelsmann Foundation publishes a Transformation Index (BTI) that measures the progress made by 116 developing and transition countries on the way to democracy and market economy (Bertelsmann Foundation 2004). The ranking is an expert poll and was published for the first time in 2004. It consists of two indices that reflect the state of democracy and market economy in a country (status index) and the political management of the transformation towards democracy and market economy (governance index). An additional indicator depicts the trend of the transformation process. Each index is based on five to seven criteria that are analyzed and rated. For the status index, the point scores range from 1 (criterion not met) to 5 (criterion fully met); the governance index is based on scores ranging from 1 (criterion not met) to 10 (criterion fully met). The ratings are determined in four steps. First, country experts analyze and rate the extent to which a country fulfills the 23 criteria. Second, each country report is reviewed by another country expert who suggests a second rating. Third, regional experts review the reports and establish a rating on the basis of the two proposals, thereby considering differences among countries of the same World region. Fourth, a board of academic advisors reviews, recalibrates and decides the ratings by comparing across regions. In the perspective of the present paper, the governance index is most relevant as it provides ratings for the following five criteria: commitment; effectiveness; management; consensus-building; international cooperation.

The main features of these four studies are compared in the table below. A key difference between the studies is that the World Bank Institute creates its governance indicators by selecting and synthesizing data from other polls, while the three other studies are based on data generated by the monitoring organizations themselves. The WBI Governance Indicators and the Bertelsmann Transformation Index rank the countries, based on their ratings. In contrast, FH’s Nation in Transit and the EBRD indicators on progress in transition rate countries but are not summarized in rankings. The EBRD study measures the results and the quality of economic policy-making. All other studies seek to assess “governance”, a concept that is understood in a broader sense insofar as it includes other, non-economic policy areas and in a more specific sense related to the practice of governing as such and not to particular policy outcomes. 

The three studies differ with respect to how the notion of governance is specified, reflecting the lack of convincing conceptualizations in the literature on governance. None of the studies devotes much attention to deriving and developing concepts from the theoretical debate about governance that exists, for example, among scholars of public administration (Pierre 2000; Pierre and Peters 2000). Freedom House includes aspects of the “input” dimension of the political system such as the election of local self-government and the accountability of executives to parliament. The World Bank Institute and the Bertelsmann Foundation focus more on policy-making and the government machinery. Their governance concepts highlight practices or activities, while the Freedom House concept is more concerned with rules and institutions of governance. Notably, the broad understanding of governance formulated by the World Bank Institute does not apply the criteria of good governance proposed by the World Bank: “Good governance is epitomized by predictable, open and enlightened policy-making; a bureaucracy imbued with a professional ethos; an executive arm of government accountable for its actions; a strong civil society participating in public affairs; and all behaving under the rule of law.” (World Bank 1994)

Contrary to the other two institutions, the Bertelsmann Foundation emphasizes that its governance concept does not measure qualities of the politico-administrative system but is centred on the performance, responsibility and capacity of leading political actors. This is reflected by the fact that its governance index is calculated by weighing the governance ratings with a “level of difficulty”. This variable is envisaged to capture the difficulty of structural conditions (poverty, legacies of civil war, absence of civil society traditions, weak state capacity, weak human capital) governing elites are faced with in a transformation process. 

Table 1: Overview of governance indicators

	
	FH: Nations in Transit
	WBI: Governance Indicators
	EBRD: Progress in Transition
	Bertelsmann Transformation Index

	Institution
	NGO
	international agency
	international agency
	NGO

	mode of comparison
	rating
	rating & ranking
	rating
	rating & ranking

	country coverage
	27
	199
	27
	116

	period measured
	1 year
	2 years
	1 year
	5 years

	frequency
	1995- annual – 6x
	1996- biannual – 4x
	1994- annual – 9x
	2004- biannual –1x

	empirical phenomena measured
	progress in democratization and rule of law
	quality of governance
	progress in economic reform
	status of democracy and market economy, governance performance, trend

	governance concept specification
	governance
	government effectiveness
	-
	governance performance

	governance concept criteria
	stability of the governmental system; authority of legislative bodies; decentralization of power; responsibilities, election, and management of local governmental bodies; legislative and executive transparency
	efficiency, proficiency of civil service, administrative and management capacity, government stability, policy consistency, infrastructure provision (total items: 40)
	-
	commitment to democracy and market economy, effective use of resources, reform management, consensus-building, international cooperation

	concept dimensions 
	2
	6
	4
	4

	categories of measurement
	6
	250
	9
	23

	measurement level
	ordinal
	ordinal /nominal
	ordinal
	ordinal

	scale differentiation
	1-7 (24 steps)
	-2.5 - +2.5 (continuous); initial scales not specified
	1-4.3 (11 steps)
	1-10 (10 steps)

	data basis
	qualitative
	qualitative
	qualitative
	qualitative

	data generation
	expert poll
	secondary analysis of existing data sources
	expert poll
	expert poll

	index construction
	unweighted mean
	mean, weighted according to representativity and precision
	no aggregation
	mean, weighted by level of difficulty


2. Comparing the results of governance ratings

How do the four studies differ with respect to their assessment of governance? To investigate this question, a first step is to compute the bivariate correlations among the ratings for the subsequent periods of time that are covered by the studies. These periods overlap but are not identical. The 2003 edition of “Nations in Transit” refers to the period from 1 January to 31 December 2002 and the WBI ratings published in 2003 relate to the years 2001 and 2002, depending on the data source (these periods are not specified in the summary paper by Kaufmann et al.). The 2003 EBRD ratings largely comprise the period from Summer 2002 until Summer 2003 (this is not exactly specified in the Transition Report) and the Bertelsmann index claims to monitor the period from 1998 to early 2003. Thus, table 2 below is based on the latest editions of the four studies, mainly referring to the year 2002. Table 3 contains the correlation coefficients from the previous WBI study and the FH and EBRD ratings published in 2001. To reflect the longer period covered by the BTI governance index, the 2004 edition of this index is included in table 3 and also in table 4 that refers to the year 1998. In table 5, the correlations among the earliest available WBI governance indicators and the FH and EBRD ratings published in 1997 are shown. The calculation uses the unweighted BTI governance index that is centered on the performance of political actors and does not relate the rating of transformation management to structural conditions.

The tables reveal very high and highly significant correlations among the studies, despite the different concept specifications discussed in the previous section. The correlations do not indicate that the FH governance ratings, including aspects of democratic accountability, would differ from the WBI and BTI ratings which are focused on the efficiency and management dimension of governance. Rather, the results support the assumption that all studies measure aspects of the same empirical phenomenon. Even the EBRD ratings, designed to assess economic policy making and economic reforms, are strongly correlated with the other ratings. Their high correlation with the other ratings also indicates the close relationship of governance and economic performance. The negative correlations between the FH ratings and the other ratings are due to the fact that FH assigns lower scores to better performing countries, whereas the other studies associate better performance with higher scores. For the reference years 2000 and 1998, the BTI governance ratings are less similar to the other ratings, indicating that the external validity of the BTI rating is lower for these years. Within the period measured by the BTI, the most recent year appears to have been most decisive for establishing the scores. The EBRD rating and the WBI rating appear to have become more similar in the course of the years, whereas no clear trend is visible for the FH rating and the other two ratings.

Table 2-5 Pearson correlations among governance indicators, subsequent periods of measurement, 27 Central and East European countries

	2002
	WBI, Government Effectiveness
	FH, Nations in Transit, Governance
	BTI, Governance Index

	FH, Nations in Transit, Governance 
	-.962(**)
	
	

	BTI, Governance Index
	.911(**)
	-.944(**)
	

	EBRD, Transition Progress
	.913(**)
	-.872(**)
	.857(**)


**  The correlation is significant on the level of 0.01 (2-tailed). 

	2000
	WBI, Government Effectiveness
	FH, Nations in Transit, Governance
	BTI, Governance Index

	FH, Nations in Transit, Governance 
	-.867(**)
	
	

	BTI, Governance Index
	.745(**)
	-.881(**)
	

	EBRD, Transition Progress
	.873(**)
	-.909(**)
	.789(**)


**  The correlation is significant on the level of 0.01 (2-tailed). 

	1998
	WBI, Government Effectiveness
	FH, Nations in Transit, Governance
	BTI, Governance Index

	FH, Nations in Transit, Governance 
	-.939(**)
	
	

	BTI, Governance Index
	.834(**)
	-.854(**)
	

	EBRD, Transition Progress
	.874(**)
	-.903(**)
	.731(**)


**  The correlation is significant on the level of 0.01 (2-tailed). 

	1996
	WBI, Government Effectiveness
	FH, Nations in Transit, Governance

	FH, Nations in Transit, Governance
	-.921(**)
	

	EBRD, Transition Progress
	.860(**)
	-.889(**)


**  The correlation is significant on the level of 0.01 (2-tailed). 

A principal component analysis of the ratings provides further support for the unidimensionality of the governance concept underlying the four studies. The analysis was performed for the four subsequent reference years for which comparable ratings exist. All four sets of ratings could be reduced to a single component that explains between 88.4 and 93.3 per cent of the total variance. Table 6 shows the degree to which each of the three studies of which time series exist have changed their ratings over time. It measures the bivariate correlations of the ratings given in four periods between 1995 and 2003, each consisting of a reference year and the period two years earlier. As the table illustrates, there has been little change from one period to another. This may be taken as indicating a lower degree of change in governance performance compared to the early nineties (though this can be assumed only on the basis of intuitive evidence). The results may also be read as an indication of the time demands of governance reforms, whose results materialize only in a midterm perspective.

Table 6: Bivariate correlations of governance indicators, subsequent periods of measurement

	
	WBI Government effectiveness
	FH Governance
	EBRD Transition Progress

	2003/2001
	.911**
	.949**
	.982**

	2001/1999
	.931**
	.982**
	.988**

	1999/1997
	.916**
	.957**
	.965**

	1997/1995
	-
	-
	.951**


WBI data refer to 2002, 2000, 1998 and 1996. ** The correlation is significant on the level of 0.01 (2-tailed).

In a second step, this section asks how many and which countries are assessed equally by the studies. To compare the ratings, it is necessary to standardize the rating scales. For this purpose, each indicator is rescaled by subtracting the mean (across countries) and dividing by the standard deviation (across countries), so that each indicator has a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. In addition, the FH ratings are inverted to make them comparable with the other three ratings. The comparison is confined to the most recent ratings, primarily referring to the year 2002.
Of the 27 Central and East European countries, nine are rated equally by two of the four studies (Albania, Belarus, Bulgaria, Bosnia and Herzegowina, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Tajikistan), and three countries were rated equally by three of the four studies (Azerbaijan, Croatia, Macedonia). The standard deviations of the four ratings were highest in the cases of Georgia, Serbia and Montenegro and Turkmenistan. In the case of Serbia and Montenegro, the BTI governance rating is the most positive, while the EBRD and WBI ratings are the most negative. For Turkmenistan and Georgia, the EBRD rating is much more negative than the other three ratings. In 70 per cent of the cases (19 countries) the standard deviation of the ratings was less than 0.25 which confirms the high correlations among the ratings. In six cases, BTI and FH ratings coincide (Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegowina and Slovakia). FH and WBI ratings are identical in four cases (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Lavia and Lithuania). Three identical ratings are given by the BTI and WBI as well as by the WBI and EBRD. As one could expect from the correlations, EBRD ratings are less similar to the other three ratings. The varying degrees of identical ratings do not correspond to the similarities in concept specification identified above, between the more policy- and management-oriented concepts of BTI and WBI on the one hand, the more input-oriented concept of FH on the other.

3. Executive changes and governance ratings

This section investigates how the ratings reflect the changes of executives in selected countries. To compare the ratings over time, diagrams are plotted from the governance ratings discussed in the previous sections. Since the Bertelsmann index has so far been published only once, the three other studies are used, including ratings that cover the period between 1995 and 2003. All points of time for which data exist are marked. Squares denote FH ratings, triangles represent EBRD ratings, and rhombusses stand for WBI ratings. The rating scales are not standardized in order to avoid distortions resulting from the change of means and standard deviations between years. Only the FH ratings are inverted so that higher scores represent improvements in governance. Since the rating scales thus continue to have different ranges, the degree of change is not directly comparable. Due to their wider range of 4.75 and more, the FH ratings show changes more visibly in the diagram, while the EBRD and WBI ratings (with minimum ranges of 2.2 and 1.9) swing less widely. But the tendencies and direction of change can be traced from the diagrams. The following countries were selected for the comparison: Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Serbia and Montenegro and Slovakia. They represent both advanced transition countries where only minor changes of executive configuration occurred in the period from 1995 and 2003 (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland) and countries that experienced major political changes in that period (Bulgaria, Serbia and Montenegro, Slovakia). This allows to check the sensitivity of the ratings with respect to small-scale and large-scale changes in governance.

In most cases, the curves shown in the diagrams are roughly parallel. For Bulgaria, the FH ratings improve from 1997 until 2002, reflecting the initiative mainly taken by the government of Ivan Kostov to reform public administration. The FH country reports positively note the adoption of laws on the state administration, the civil service and the public access to information. The 2003 FH rating is slightly worse, criticizing that governments failed “to meet the expectations of Bulgarian society, particularly in the economic arena.” (185) The EBRD ratings show a constant upward trend. The WBI ratings improve from 2000 onward in accordance with the EBRD ratings, but are surprisingly high for the first period of measurement and appear to be lowest for the period around 2000, not for 1996/97 when Bulgaria experienced a deep political and economic crisis. In 1996 the WBI estimated Bulgaria’s government effectiveness to be even higher than the effectiveness of Poland’s government.

In the case of Serbia and Montenegro or Yugoslavia, all three ratings show a clear upward trend between 2000 and 2003, depicting the reforms launched after the fall of Milosevic in October 2000. In the case of the FH and EBRD ratings, the increase is particularly steep between 2000 and 2001, but slows down from 2002 to 2003. The FH report explains this with the unresolved power struggle between the late Serbian prime minister Zoran Djindjic and the federal president Vojislav Kostunica. The EBRD assessment from 2001 reflects the liberalisation of prices and of foreign trade, and the following year’s increase is mainly due to the progress in privatising and restructuring large enterprises.

For the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia, the EBRD ratings are fairly constant and at a high level, indicating the advanced stage of economic transformation in the four countries. However, the fact that all four countries are approaching the top of the scale (4.3) also implies that the EBRD scale is becoming a less appropriate instrument to differentiate among these countries. For these four countries, the WBI ratings appear to be largely in line with the other two ratings. The synthetical approach of the WBI rating does not allow to substantiate the year-to-year changes with verbal explications referring to the factual changes behind the alteration of the figures, a restriction that renders the WBI indicator less useful for in-depth comparisons of small groups of countries.

The FH ratings for Hungary fall in parallel with the government of Viktor Orbán entering office. The 2000 report criticizes the government’s attempts to shift power from the parliament to the executive. In the following report, Hungary’s governance rating is downgraded further, arguing that the Orbán government reduced the time for parliamentary deliberation, adopted a two-year budget, rejected opposition attempts to set up investigative committees and sought to partially replace the parliament’s legislative functions with government decrees. The pattern of prime ministerial governance that evolved in Hungary is thus primarily conceived as a change in executive-legislative relations that jeopardizes the democratic accountability of the executive. Contrary to FH, the WBI ratings for Hungary increase from 1998 to 2000, suggesting that the effectiveness of the government has increased.

In the Czech Republic, FH ratings decrease by 0.25 points in 2002, apparently because the report notes that parliamentary investigative committees have “not yet proven very effective” (159), illustrating this with the failure of a parliamentary committee to investigate the causes of the collapse of the largest Czech bank (IPB). The adoption of a civil service law in 2002 did not lead to an improvement in the rating. FH retained its 2001 governance rating for the Czech Republic although the government began a significant reform of public administration by adopting laws on regional self-governments. Similarly, the FH rating for Poland does not note the reforms initiated by the government of Jerzy Buzek in the education, health care and pension systems, the restructuring of regional government and the adoption of a new civil service law in 1999. These changes are mentioned but the governance rating of (a fairly positive) 1.75 points was retained from 1997 until 2001. Neither are improvements in the efficiency of law-making and the transposition of EU legislation reflected in the rating (Zubek 2003). In 2002, the rating was downgraded by 0.25, while the reason for this does not emerge from the respective section in the 2002 report which contains largely the same formulations as the report for the previous year. In the case of Slovakia, the improvement of the FH rating between 1999 and 2002 expresses the reforms launched by the government of Mikulas Dzurinda, including, inter alia, the preparation of legislation to decentralize public administration and to create regional self-government.

Figures 1-6: Trajectories of governance in selected CEE countries
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Conclusion

In sum, the comparison of the four different governance indicators has shown that they are of limited use for studying the policy effects of executive configurations and executive changes. The high correlation among the different ratings and the results of the principal component analysis show that the four indicators measure aspects of a single empirical object. This implies that, on the one hand, each of the ratings can be used as an instrument to assess the overall quality of governance with a high degree of validity. 

On the other hand, the ratings are not differentiated enough to assess policy changes with sufficient reliability or to allow the identification of distinctive governance patterns. The in-depth analysis of the ratings for six CEE countries has indicated that the ratings capture major political changes fairly well. But the analysis has also noted divergences among the ratings in some countries and at some points of time, while it is difficult or impossible to trace a convincing rationale for this divergence in the conceptualization, operationalization or empirical data selection of the studies. Moreover, the comparison of the Freedom House rating with important empirical events affecting the executive and public administration in the six countries has revealed that the rating did not always reflect the intuitive significance and impact one would attribute to these events. 

The limited degree of precision and sensitivity of the indicators studied in this paper may be caused by the vagueness of governance as a theoretical concept. But it may also be due to the fact that empirical patterns of governance are more mixed than typologies that are or could be deduced from theoretic considerations. Although some conceptualizing efforts are made, mainly by the World Bank Institute and the Bertelsmann Foundation studies, the components used to operationalize and measure the indicators reflect inductive approaches and lack conceptual integration. To clarify the relationship between executive configurations, their effects on governance and the operational indicators facilitating the comparative assessment of governance is thus a challenge not only for raters, but also for scholars of comparative government.
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Tabelle1

				WBI gov eff		BTI gov		EBRD progtr		FH NIT gov		gleiche Bewertungen		SDEV		BTI - FH		BTI - WBI		BTI - EBRD		FH - WBI		FH - EBRD		WBI - EBRD

		Serbia-Monteneg		-0.6		0.6		-0.8		0				0.5477

		Turkmenistan		-1.6		-1.9		-2.7		-1.5				0.4710

		Georgia		-0.7		-1.3		0		-0.7				0.4603

		Kazakhstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.1		-1.2				0.3937

		Kyrgyzstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.2		-1.1				0.3240

		Latvia		1.3		0.6		0.9		1.3		2		0.2947								1

		Slovenia		1.5		1.2		0.7		1.3				0.2947

		Belarus		-1		-1.4		-1.8		-1.4		2		0.2828		1

		Lithuania		1.2		1.5		0.9		1.2		2		0.2121								1

		Poland		1.2		0.9		1.2		1.5		2		0.2121												1

		Hungary		1.5		1		1.5		1.2		2		0.2121												1

		Russian Federat		-0.2		0.1		0		-0.4				0.1920

		Moldova		-0.5		-0.9		-0.4		-0.6				0.1871

		Romania		-0.1		0.3		0.2		0.4				0.1871

		Uzbekistan		-1.1		-1.6		-1.3		-1.2				0.1871

		Ukraine		-0.6		-0.1		-0.3		-0.4				0.1803

		Slovakia		1		1.3		0.9		1.3		2		0.1785		1

		Albania		-0.3		0		-0.4		0		2		0.1785		1

		Azerbaijan		-0.9		-0.9		-0.5		-0.9		3		0.1732		1		1				1

		Czech Republic		1.4		1		1.2		1.3				0.1479

		Tajikistan		-1.3		-0.9		-1.1		-1.1		2		0.1414										1

		Croatia		0.7		0.7		0.7		0.4		3		0.1299				1		1						1

		Bulgaria		0.3		0.6		0.6		0.4		2		0.1299						1

		Bosnia and Herz		-0.9		-0.6		-0.7		-0.6		2		0.1225		1

		Estonia		1.5		1.4		1.2		1.3				0.1118

		Armenia		-0.2		-0.1		0		-0.3				0.1118

		Macedonia, FYR		-0.1		-0.1		0		-0.1		3		0.0433		1		1				1

												29		0.7037		6		3		2		4		1		3





Tabelle2

		

		Bulgaria		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.62				-0.44				-0.97				-0.06

		FH						3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.3		2.4		2.7		2.8		2.9		3.1		3.1		3.2		3.3

		Croatia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.19				-0.22				0.29				0.19

		FH						4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.70		2.90		3.00		3.00		3.10		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30

		Czech Republic		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.12				0.60				0.72				0.70

		FH						6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.70		3.70		3.70

		Hungary		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.21				0.45				0.78				0.78

		FH						6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		EBRD		3.50		3.50		3.70		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80

		Poland		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.67				0.47				0.86				0.61

		FH						6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		EBRD		3.20		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.60		3.60		3.60

		Serbia and Montenegro		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				-0.60				-0.57				-1.02				-0.73

		FH								3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		EBRD		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.90		2.40		2.40

		Slovakia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.76				0.18				0.07				0.40

		FH						4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.20		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30		3.30		3.40		3.40		3.50
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				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		4.75		5		4.75				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Armenia		4.5		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.5		4.75

		Azerbaijan		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		5.75

		Belarus		6		6.25		6.25				6.25		6.5		6.5

		Bosnia and Herz		6		6		6				6		5.5		5.25

		Bulgaria		4.25		4		3.75				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Croatia		4		4		4				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Czech Republic		2		2		2				2		2.25		2.25

		Estonia		2.25		2.25		2.25				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Georgia		4.5		5		4.5				4.75		5		5.5

		Hungary		1.75		1.75		2.5				3		3		2.5

		Kazakhstan		5.5		5.5		5				5		5.75		6.25

		Kyrgyzstan		4.25		4.5		5				5.25		5.5		6

		Latvia		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Lithuania		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.5		2.5		2.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		3				3.75		4.25		4.5

		Moldova		4.25		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.75		5.25

		Poland		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2

		Romania		4.25		4		3.5				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Russian Federat		4		4.5		4.5				5		5.25		5

		Serbia-Monteneg				5		5.5				5.25		4.25		4.25

		Slovakia		3.75		3.75		3				2.75		2.25		2.25

		Slovenia		2.5		2.5		2.25				2.5		2.25		2.25

		Tajikistan		7		6.75		6.25				6		6		6

		Turkmenistan		6.75		6.75		6.75				6.75		6.75		6.75

		Ukraine		4.5		4.75		4.75				4.75		5		5

		Uzbekistan		6		6.25		6.25				6		6		6.25

				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		3.25		3		3.25				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Armenia		3.5		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.5		3.25

		Azerbaijan		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2.25

		Belarus		2		1.75		1.75				1.75		1.5		1.5

		Bosnia and Herz		2		2		2				2		2.5		2.75

		Bulgaria		3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Croatia		4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Czech Republic		6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		Estonia		5.75		5.75		5.75				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Georgia		3.5		3		3.5				3.25		3		2.5

		Hungary		6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		Kazakhstan		2.5		2.5		3				3		2.25		1.75

		Kyrgyzstan		3.75		3.5		3				2.75		2.5		2

		Latvia		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Lithuania		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.5		5.5		5.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		5				4.25		3.75		3.5

		Moldova		3.75		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.25		2.75

		Poland		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		Romania		3.75		4		4.5				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Russian Federat		4		3.5		3.5				3		2.75		3

		Serbia-Monteneg		.		3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		Slovakia		4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		Slovenia		5.5		5.5		5.75				5.5		5.75		5.75

		Tajikistan		1		1.25		1.75				2		2		2

		Turkmenistan		1.25		1.25		1.25				1.25		1.25		1.25

		Ukraine		3.5		3.25		3.25				3.25		3		3

		Uzbekistan		2		1.75		1.75				2		2		1.75
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Tabelle1

				WBI gov eff		BTI gov		EBRD progtr		FH NIT gov		gleiche Bewertungen		SDEV		BTI - FH		BTI - WBI		BTI - EBRD		FH - WBI		FH - EBRD		WBI - EBRD

		Serbia-Monteneg		-0.6		0.6		-0.8		0				0.5477

		Turkmenistan		-1.6		-1.9		-2.7		-1.5				0.4710

		Georgia		-0.7		-1.3		0		-0.7				0.4603

		Kazakhstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.1		-1.2				0.3937

		Kyrgyzstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.2		-1.1				0.3240

		Latvia		1.3		0.6		0.9		1.3		2		0.2947								1

		Slovenia		1.5		1.2		0.7		1.3				0.2947

		Belarus		-1		-1.4		-1.8		-1.4		2		0.2828		1

		Lithuania		1.2		1.5		0.9		1.2		2		0.2121								1

		Poland		1.2		0.9		1.2		1.5		2		0.2121												1

		Hungary		1.5		1		1.5		1.2		2		0.2121												1

		Russian Federat		-0.2		0.1		0		-0.4				0.1920

		Moldova		-0.5		-0.9		-0.4		-0.6				0.1871

		Romania		-0.1		0.3		0.2		0.4				0.1871

		Uzbekistan		-1.1		-1.6		-1.3		-1.2				0.1871

		Ukraine		-0.6		-0.1		-0.3		-0.4				0.1803

		Slovakia		1		1.3		0.9		1.3		2		0.1785		1

		Albania		-0.3		0		-0.4		0		2		0.1785		1

		Azerbaijan		-0.9		-0.9		-0.5		-0.9		3		0.1732		1		1				1

		Czech Republic		1.4		1		1.2		1.3				0.1479

		Tajikistan		-1.3		-0.9		-1.1		-1.1		2		0.1414										1

		Croatia		0.7		0.7		0.7		0.4		3		0.1299				1		1						1

		Bulgaria		0.3		0.6		0.6		0.4		2		0.1299						1

		Bosnia and Herz		-0.9		-0.6		-0.7		-0.6		2		0.1225		1

		Estonia		1.5		1.4		1.2		1.3				0.1118

		Armenia		-0.2		-0.1		0		-0.3				0.1118

		Macedonia, FYR		-0.1		-0.1		0		-0.1		3		0.0433		1		1				1

												29		0.7037		6		3		2		4		1		3





Tabelle2

		

		Bulgaria		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.62				-0.44				-0.97				-0.06

		FH						3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.3		2.4		2.7		2.8		2.9		3.1		3.1		3.2		3.3

		Croatia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.19				-0.22				0.29				0.19

		FH						4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.70		2.90		3.00		3.00		3.10		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30

		Czech Republic		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.12				0.60				0.72				0.70

		FH						6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.70		3.70		3.70

		Hungary		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.21				0.45				0.78				0.78

		FH						6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		EBRD		3.50		3.50		3.70		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80

		Poland		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.67				0.47				0.86				0.61

		FH						6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		EBRD		3.20		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.60		3.60		3.60

		Serbia and Montenegro		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				-0.60				-0.57				-1.02				-0.73

		FH								3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		EBRD		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.90		2.40		2.40

		Slovakia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.76				0.18				0.07				0.40

		FH						4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.20		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30		3.30		3.40		3.40		3.50
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				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		4.75		5		4.75				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Armenia		4.5		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.5		4.75

		Azerbaijan		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		5.75

		Belarus		6		6.25		6.25				6.25		6.5		6.5

		Bosnia and Herz		6		6		6				6		5.5		5.25

		Bulgaria		4.25		4		3.75				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Croatia		4		4		4				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Czech Republic		2		2		2				2		2.25		2.25

		Estonia		2.25		2.25		2.25				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Georgia		4.5		5		4.5				4.75		5		5.5

		Hungary		1.75		1.75		2.5				3		3		2.5

		Kazakhstan		5.5		5.5		5				5		5.75		6.25

		Kyrgyzstan		4.25		4.5		5				5.25		5.5		6

		Latvia		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Lithuania		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.5		2.5		2.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		3				3.75		4.25		4.5

		Moldova		4.25		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.75		5.25

		Poland		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2

		Romania		4.25		4		3.5				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Russian Federat		4		4.5		4.5				5		5.25		5

		Serbia-Monteneg				5		5.5				5.25		4.25		4.25

		Slovakia		3.75		3.75		3				2.75		2.25		2.25

		Slovenia		2.5		2.5		2.25				2.5		2.25		2.25

		Tajikistan		7		6.75		6.25				6		6		6

		Turkmenistan		6.75		6.75		6.75				6.75		6.75		6.75

		Ukraine		4.5		4.75		4.75				4.75		5		5

		Uzbekistan		6		6.25		6.25				6		6		6.25

				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		3.25		3		3.25				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Armenia		3.5		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.5		3.25

		Azerbaijan		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2.25

		Belarus		2		1.75		1.75				1.75		1.5		1.5

		Bosnia and Herz		2		2		2				2		2.5		2.75

		Bulgaria		3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Croatia		4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Czech Republic		6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		Estonia		5.75		5.75		5.75				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Georgia		3.5		3		3.5				3.25		3		2.5

		Hungary		6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		Kazakhstan		2.5		2.5		3				3		2.25		1.75

		Kyrgyzstan		3.75		3.5		3				2.75		2.5		2

		Latvia		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Lithuania		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.5		5.5		5.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		5				4.25		3.75		3.5

		Moldova		3.75		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.25		2.75

		Poland		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		Romania		3.75		4		4.5				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Russian Federat		4		3.5		3.5				3		2.75		3

		Serbia-Monteneg		.		3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		Slovakia		4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		Slovenia		5.5		5.5		5.75				5.5		5.75		5.75

		Tajikistan		1		1.25		1.75				2		2		2

		Turkmenistan		1.25		1.25		1.25				1.25		1.25		1.25

		Ukraine		3.5		3.25		3.25				3.25		3		3

		Uzbekistan		2		1.75		1.75				2		2		1.75
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Tabelle1

				WBI gov eff		BTI gov		EBRD progtr		FH NIT gov		gleiche Bewertungen		SDEV		BTI - FH		BTI - WBI		BTI - EBRD		FH - WBI		FH - EBRD		WBI - EBRD

		Serbia-Monteneg		-0.6		0.6		-0.8		0				0.5477

		Turkmenistan		-1.6		-1.9		-2.7		-1.5				0.4710

		Georgia		-0.7		-1.3		0		-0.7				0.4603

		Kazakhstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.1		-1.2				0.3937

		Kyrgyzstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.2		-1.1				0.3240

		Latvia		1.3		0.6		0.9		1.3		2		0.2947								1

		Slovenia		1.5		1.2		0.7		1.3				0.2947

		Belarus		-1		-1.4		-1.8		-1.4		2		0.2828		1

		Lithuania		1.2		1.5		0.9		1.2		2		0.2121								1

		Poland		1.2		0.9		1.2		1.5		2		0.2121												1

		Hungary		1.5		1		1.5		1.2		2		0.2121												1

		Russian Federat		-0.2		0.1		0		-0.4				0.1920

		Moldova		-0.5		-0.9		-0.4		-0.6				0.1871

		Romania		-0.1		0.3		0.2		0.4				0.1871

		Uzbekistan		-1.1		-1.6		-1.3		-1.2				0.1871

		Ukraine		-0.6		-0.1		-0.3		-0.4				0.1803

		Slovakia		1		1.3		0.9		1.3		2		0.1785		1

		Albania		-0.3		0		-0.4		0		2		0.1785		1

		Azerbaijan		-0.9		-0.9		-0.5		-0.9		3		0.1732		1		1				1

		Czech Republic		1.4		1		1.2		1.3				0.1479

		Tajikistan		-1.3		-0.9		-1.1		-1.1		2		0.1414										1

		Croatia		0.7		0.7		0.7		0.4		3		0.1299				1		1						1

		Bulgaria		0.3		0.6		0.6		0.4		2		0.1299						1

		Bosnia and Herz		-0.9		-0.6		-0.7		-0.6		2		0.1225		1

		Estonia		1.5		1.4		1.2		1.3				0.1118

		Armenia		-0.2		-0.1		0		-0.3				0.1118

		Macedonia, FYR		-0.1		-0.1		0		-0.1		3		0.0433		1		1				1

												29		0.7037		6		3		2		4		1		3





Tabelle2

		

		Bulgaria		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.62				-0.44				-0.97				-0.06

		FH						3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.3		2.4		2.7		2.8		2.9		3.1		3.1		3.2		3.3

		Croatia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.19				-0.22				0.29				0.19

		FH						4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.70		2.90		3.00		3.00		3.10		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30

		Czech Republic		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.12				0.60				0.72				0.70

		FH						6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.70		3.70		3.70

		Hungary		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.21				0.45				0.78				0.78

		FH						6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		EBRD		3.50		3.50		3.70		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80

		Poland		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.67				0.47				0.86				0.61

		FH						6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		EBRD		3.20		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.60		3.60		3.60

		Serbia and Montenegro		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				-0.60				-0.57				-1.02				-0.73

		FH								3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		EBRD		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.90		2.40		2.40

		Slovakia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.76				0.18				0.07				0.40

		FH						4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.20		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30		3.30		3.40		3.40		3.50
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				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		4.75		5		4.75				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Armenia		4.5		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.5		4.75

		Azerbaijan		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		5.75

		Belarus		6		6.25		6.25				6.25		6.5		6.5

		Bosnia and Herz		6		6		6				6		5.5		5.25

		Bulgaria		4.25		4		3.75				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Croatia		4		4		4				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Czech Republic		2		2		2				2		2.25		2.25

		Estonia		2.25		2.25		2.25				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Georgia		4.5		5		4.5				4.75		5		5.5

		Hungary		1.75		1.75		2.5				3		3		2.5

		Kazakhstan		5.5		5.5		5				5		5.75		6.25

		Kyrgyzstan		4.25		4.5		5				5.25		5.5		6

		Latvia		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Lithuania		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.5		2.5		2.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		3				3.75		4.25		4.5

		Moldova		4.25		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.75		5.25

		Poland		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2

		Romania		4.25		4		3.5				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Russian Federat		4		4.5		4.5				5		5.25		5

		Serbia-Monteneg				5		5.5				5.25		4.25		4.25

		Slovakia		3.75		3.75		3				2.75		2.25		2.25

		Slovenia		2.5		2.5		2.25				2.5		2.25		2.25

		Tajikistan		7		6.75		6.25				6		6		6

		Turkmenistan		6.75		6.75		6.75				6.75		6.75		6.75

		Ukraine		4.5		4.75		4.75				4.75		5		5

		Uzbekistan		6		6.25		6.25				6		6		6.25

				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		3.25		3		3.25				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Armenia		3.5		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.5		3.25

		Azerbaijan		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2.25

		Belarus		2		1.75		1.75				1.75		1.5		1.5

		Bosnia and Herz		2		2		2				2		2.5		2.75

		Bulgaria		3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Croatia		4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Czech Republic		6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		Estonia		5.75		5.75		5.75				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Georgia		3.5		3		3.5				3.25		3		2.5

		Hungary		6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		Kazakhstan		2.5		2.5		3				3		2.25		1.75

		Kyrgyzstan		3.75		3.5		3				2.75		2.5		2

		Latvia		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Lithuania		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.5		5.5		5.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		5				4.25		3.75		3.5

		Moldova		3.75		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.25		2.75

		Poland		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		Romania		3.75		4		4.5				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Russian Federat		4		3.5		3.5				3		2.75		3

		Serbia-Monteneg		.		3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		Slovakia		4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		Slovenia		5.5		5.5		5.75				5.5		5.75		5.75

		Tajikistan		1		1.25		1.75				2		2		2

		Turkmenistan		1.25		1.25		1.25				1.25		1.25		1.25

		Ukraine		3.5		3.25		3.25				3.25		3		3

		Uzbekistan		2		1.75		1.75				2		2		1.75
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Tabelle1

				WBI gov eff		BTI gov		EBRD progtr		FH NIT gov		gleiche Bewertungen		SDEV		BTI - FH		BTI - WBI		BTI - EBRD		FH - WBI		FH - EBRD		WBI - EBRD

		Serbia-Monteneg		-0.6		0.6		-0.8		0				0.5477

		Turkmenistan		-1.6		-1.9		-2.7		-1.5				0.4710

		Georgia		-0.7		-1.3		0		-0.7				0.4603

		Kazakhstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.1		-1.2				0.3937

		Kyrgyzstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.2		-1.1				0.3240

		Latvia		1.3		0.6		0.9		1.3		2		0.2947								1

		Slovenia		1.5		1.2		0.7		1.3				0.2947

		Belarus		-1		-1.4		-1.8		-1.4		2		0.2828		1

		Lithuania		1.2		1.5		0.9		1.2		2		0.2121								1

		Poland		1.2		0.9		1.2		1.5		2		0.2121												1

		Hungary		1.5		1		1.5		1.2		2		0.2121												1

		Russian Federat		-0.2		0.1		0		-0.4				0.1920

		Moldova		-0.5		-0.9		-0.4		-0.6				0.1871

		Romania		-0.1		0.3		0.2		0.4				0.1871

		Uzbekistan		-1.1		-1.6		-1.3		-1.2				0.1871

		Ukraine		-0.6		-0.1		-0.3		-0.4				0.1803

		Slovakia		1		1.3		0.9		1.3		2		0.1785		1

		Albania		-0.3		0		-0.4		0		2		0.1785		1

		Azerbaijan		-0.9		-0.9		-0.5		-0.9		3		0.1732		1		1				1

		Czech Republic		1.4		1		1.2		1.3				0.1479

		Tajikistan		-1.3		-0.9		-1.1		-1.1		2		0.1414										1

		Croatia		0.7		0.7		0.7		0.4		3		0.1299				1		1						1

		Bulgaria		0.3		0.6		0.6		0.4		2		0.1299						1

		Bosnia and Herz		-0.9		-0.6		-0.7		-0.6		2		0.1225		1

		Estonia		1.5		1.4		1.2		1.3				0.1118

		Armenia		-0.2		-0.1		0		-0.3				0.1118

		Macedonia, FYR		-0.1		-0.1		0		-0.1		3		0.0433		1		1				1

												29		0.7037		6		3		2		4		1		3





Tabelle2

		

		Bulgaria		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.62				-0.44				-0.97				-0.06

		FH						3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.3		2.4		2.7		2.8		2.9		3.1		3.1		3.2		3.3

		Croatia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.19				-0.22				0.29				0.19

		FH						4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.70		2.90		3.00		3.00		3.10		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30

		Czech Republic		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.12				0.60				0.72				0.70

		FH						6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.70		3.70		3.70

		Hungary		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.21				0.45				0.78				0.78

		FH						6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		EBRD		3.50		3.50		3.70		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80

		Poland		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.67				0.47				0.86				0.61

		FH						6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		EBRD		3.20		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.60		3.60		3.60

		Serbia and Montenegro		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				-0.60				-0.57				-1.02				-0.73

		FH								3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		EBRD		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.90		2.40		2.40

		Slovakia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.76				0.18				0.07				0.40

		FH						4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.20		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30		3.30		3.40		3.40		3.50
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				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		4.75		5		4.75				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Armenia		4.5		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.5		4.75

		Azerbaijan		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		5.75

		Belarus		6		6.25		6.25				6.25		6.5		6.5

		Bosnia and Herz		6		6		6				6		5.5		5.25

		Bulgaria		4.25		4		3.75				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Croatia		4		4		4				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Czech Republic		2		2		2				2		2.25		2.25

		Estonia		2.25		2.25		2.25				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Georgia		4.5		5		4.5				4.75		5		5.5

		Hungary		1.75		1.75		2.5				3		3		2.5

		Kazakhstan		5.5		5.5		5				5		5.75		6.25

		Kyrgyzstan		4.25		4.5		5				5.25		5.5		6

		Latvia		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Lithuania		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.5		2.5		2.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		3				3.75		4.25		4.5

		Moldova		4.25		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.75		5.25

		Poland		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2

		Romania		4.25		4		3.5				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Russian Federat		4		4.5		4.5				5		5.25		5

		Serbia-Monteneg				5		5.5				5.25		4.25		4.25

		Slovakia		3.75		3.75		3				2.75		2.25		2.25

		Slovenia		2.5		2.5		2.25				2.5		2.25		2.25

		Tajikistan		7		6.75		6.25				6		6		6

		Turkmenistan		6.75		6.75		6.75				6.75		6.75		6.75

		Ukraine		4.5		4.75		4.75				4.75		5		5

		Uzbekistan		6		6.25		6.25				6		6		6.25

				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		3.25		3		3.25				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Armenia		3.5		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.5		3.25

		Azerbaijan		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2.25

		Belarus		2		1.75		1.75				1.75		1.5		1.5

		Bosnia and Herz		2		2		2				2		2.5		2.75

		Bulgaria		3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Croatia		4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Czech Republic		6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		Estonia		5.75		5.75		5.75				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Georgia		3.5		3		3.5				3.25		3		2.5

		Hungary		6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		Kazakhstan		2.5		2.5		3				3		2.25		1.75

		Kyrgyzstan		3.75		3.5		3				2.75		2.5		2

		Latvia		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Lithuania		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.5		5.5		5.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		5				4.25		3.75		3.5

		Moldova		3.75		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.25		2.75

		Poland		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		Romania		3.75		4		4.5				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Russian Federat		4		3.5		3.5				3		2.75		3

		Serbia-Monteneg		.		3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		Slovakia		4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		Slovenia		5.5		5.5		5.75				5.5		5.75		5.75

		Tajikistan		1		1.25		1.75				2		2		2

		Turkmenistan		1.25		1.25		1.25				1.25		1.25		1.25

		Ukraine		3.5		3.25		3.25				3.25		3		3

		Uzbekistan		2		1.75		1.75				2		2		1.75
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Tabelle1

				WBI gov eff		BTI gov		EBRD progtr		FH NIT gov		gleiche Bewertungen		SDEV		BTI - FH		BTI - WBI		BTI - EBRD		FH - WBI		FH - EBRD		WBI - EBRD

		Serbia-Monteneg		-0.6		0.6		-0.8		0				0.5477

		Turkmenistan		-1.6		-1.9		-2.7		-1.5				0.4710

		Georgia		-0.7		-1.3		0		-0.7				0.4603

		Kazakhstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.1		-1.2				0.3937

		Kyrgyzstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.2		-1.1				0.3240

		Latvia		1.3		0.6		0.9		1.3		2		0.2947								1

		Slovenia		1.5		1.2		0.7		1.3				0.2947

		Belarus		-1		-1.4		-1.8		-1.4		2		0.2828		1

		Lithuania		1.2		1.5		0.9		1.2		2		0.2121								1

		Poland		1.2		0.9		1.2		1.5		2		0.2121												1

		Hungary		1.5		1		1.5		1.2		2		0.2121												1

		Russian Federat		-0.2		0.1		0		-0.4				0.1920

		Moldova		-0.5		-0.9		-0.4		-0.6				0.1871

		Romania		-0.1		0.3		0.2		0.4				0.1871

		Uzbekistan		-1.1		-1.6		-1.3		-1.2				0.1871

		Ukraine		-0.6		-0.1		-0.3		-0.4				0.1803

		Slovakia		1		1.3		0.9		1.3		2		0.1785		1

		Albania		-0.3		0		-0.4		0		2		0.1785		1

		Azerbaijan		-0.9		-0.9		-0.5		-0.9		3		0.1732		1		1				1

		Czech Republic		1.4		1		1.2		1.3				0.1479

		Tajikistan		-1.3		-0.9		-1.1		-1.1		2		0.1414										1

		Croatia		0.7		0.7		0.7		0.4		3		0.1299				1		1						1

		Bulgaria		0.3		0.6		0.6		0.4		2		0.1299						1

		Bosnia and Herz		-0.9		-0.6		-0.7		-0.6		2		0.1225		1

		Estonia		1.5		1.4		1.2		1.3				0.1118

		Armenia		-0.2		-0.1		0		-0.3				0.1118

		Macedonia, FYR		-0.1		-0.1		0		-0.1		3		0.0433		1		1				1

												29		0.7037		6		3		2		4		1		3





Tabelle2

		

		Bulgaria		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.62				-0.44				-0.97				-0.06

		FH						3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.3		2.4		2.7		2.8		2.9		3.1		3.1		3.2		3.3

		Croatia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.19				-0.22				0.29				0.19

		FH						4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.70		2.90		3.00		3.00		3.10		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30

		Czech Republic		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.12				0.60				0.72				0.70

		FH						6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.70		3.70		3.70

		Hungary		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.21				0.45				0.78				0.78

		FH						6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		EBRD		3.50		3.50		3.70		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80

		Poland		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.67				0.47				0.86				0.61

		FH						6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		EBRD		3.20		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.60		3.60		3.60

		Serbia and Montenegro		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				-0.60				-0.57				-1.02				-0.73

		FH								3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		EBRD		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.90		2.40		2.40

		Slovakia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.76				0.18				0.07				0.40

		FH						4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.20		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30		3.30		3.40		3.40		3.50
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				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		4.75		5		4.75				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Armenia		4.5		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.5		4.75

		Azerbaijan		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		5.75

		Belarus		6		6.25		6.25				6.25		6.5		6.5

		Bosnia and Herz		6		6		6				6		5.5		5.25

		Bulgaria		4.25		4		3.75				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Croatia		4		4		4				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Czech Republic		2		2		2				2		2.25		2.25

		Estonia		2.25		2.25		2.25				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Georgia		4.5		5		4.5				4.75		5		5.5

		Hungary		1.75		1.75		2.5				3		3		2.5

		Kazakhstan		5.5		5.5		5				5		5.75		6.25

		Kyrgyzstan		4.25		4.5		5				5.25		5.5		6

		Latvia		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Lithuania		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.5		2.5		2.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		3				3.75		4.25		4.5

		Moldova		4.25		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.75		5.25

		Poland		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2

		Romania		4.25		4		3.5				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Russian Federat		4		4.5		4.5				5		5.25		5

		Serbia-Monteneg				5		5.5				5.25		4.25		4.25

		Slovakia		3.75		3.75		3				2.75		2.25		2.25

		Slovenia		2.5		2.5		2.25				2.5		2.25		2.25

		Tajikistan		7		6.75		6.25				6		6		6

		Turkmenistan		6.75		6.75		6.75				6.75		6.75		6.75

		Ukraine		4.5		4.75		4.75				4.75		5		5

		Uzbekistan		6		6.25		6.25				6		6		6.25

				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		3.25		3		3.25				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Armenia		3.5		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.5		3.25

		Azerbaijan		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2.25

		Belarus		2		1.75		1.75				1.75		1.5		1.5

		Bosnia and Herz		2		2		2				2		2.5		2.75

		Bulgaria		3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Croatia		4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Czech Republic		6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		Estonia		5.75		5.75		5.75				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Georgia		3.5		3		3.5				3.25		3		2.5

		Hungary		6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		Kazakhstan		2.5		2.5		3				3		2.25		1.75

		Kyrgyzstan		3.75		3.5		3				2.75		2.5		2

		Latvia		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Lithuania		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.5		5.5		5.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		5				4.25		3.75		3.5

		Moldova		3.75		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.25		2.75

		Poland		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		Romania		3.75		4		4.5				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Russian Federat		4		3.5		3.5				3		2.75		3

		Serbia-Monteneg		.		3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		Slovakia		4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		Slovenia		5.5		5.5		5.75				5.5		5.75		5.75

		Tajikistan		1		1.25		1.75				2		2		2

		Turkmenistan		1.25		1.25		1.25				1.25		1.25		1.25

		Ukraine		3.5		3.25		3.25				3.25		3		3

		Uzbekistan		2		1.75		1.75				2		2		1.75
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Tabelle1

				WBI gov eff		BTI gov		EBRD progtr		FH NIT gov		gleiche Bewertungen		SDEV		BTI - FH		BTI - WBI		BTI - EBRD		FH - WBI		FH - EBRD		WBI - EBRD

		Serbia-Monteneg		-0.6		0.6		-0.8		0				0.5477

		Turkmenistan		-1.6		-1.9		-2.7		-1.5				0.4710

		Georgia		-0.7		-1.3		0		-0.7				0.4603

		Kazakhstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.1		-1.2				0.3937

		Kyrgyzstan		-0.7		-0.8		-0.2		-1.1				0.3240

		Latvia		1.3		0.6		0.9		1.3		2		0.2947								1

		Slovenia		1.5		1.2		0.7		1.3				0.2947

		Belarus		-1		-1.4		-1.8		-1.4		2		0.2828		1

		Lithuania		1.2		1.5		0.9		1.2		2		0.2121								1

		Poland		1.2		0.9		1.2		1.5		2		0.2121												1

		Hungary		1.5		1		1.5		1.2		2		0.2121												1

		Russian Federat		-0.2		0.1		0		-0.4				0.1920

		Moldova		-0.5		-0.9		-0.4		-0.6				0.1871

		Romania		-0.1		0.3		0.2		0.4				0.1871

		Uzbekistan		-1.1		-1.6		-1.3		-1.2				0.1871

		Ukraine		-0.6		-0.1		-0.3		-0.4				0.1803

		Slovakia		1		1.3		0.9		1.3		2		0.1785		1

		Albania		-0.3		0		-0.4		0		2		0.1785		1

		Azerbaijan		-0.9		-0.9		-0.5		-0.9		3		0.1732		1		1				1

		Czech Republic		1.4		1		1.2		1.3				0.1479

		Tajikistan		-1.3		-0.9		-1.1		-1.1		2		0.1414										1

		Croatia		0.7		0.7		0.7		0.4		3		0.1299				1		1						1

		Bulgaria		0.3		0.6		0.6		0.4		2		0.1299						1

		Bosnia and Herz		-0.9		-0.6		-0.7		-0.6		2		0.1225		1

		Estonia		1.5		1.4		1.2		1.3				0.1118

		Armenia		-0.2		-0.1		0		-0.3				0.1118

		Macedonia, FYR		-0.1		-0.1		0		-0.1		3		0.0433		1		1				1

												29		0.7037		6		3		2		4		1		3





Tabelle2

		

		Bulgaria		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.62				-0.44				-0.97				-0.06

		FH						3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.3		2.4		2.7		2.8		2.9		3.1		3.1		3.2		3.3

		Croatia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.19				-0.22				0.29				0.19

		FH						4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		EBRD		2.70		2.90		3.00		3.00		3.10		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30

		Czech Republic		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.12				0.60				0.72				0.70

		FH						6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.70		3.70		3.70

		Hungary		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				1.21				0.45				0.78				0.78

		FH						6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		EBRD		3.50		3.50		3.70		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80		3.80

		Poland		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.67				0.47				0.86				0.61

		FH						6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		EBRD		3.20		3.30		3.40		3.50		3.50		3.60		3.60		3.60		3.60

		Serbia and Montenegro		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				-0.60				-0.57				-1.02				-0.73

		FH								3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		EBRD		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.40		1.40		1.50		1.90		2.40		2.40

		Slovakia		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		WBI				0.76				0.18				0.07				0.40

		FH						4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		EBRD		3.20		3.20		3.20		3.30		3.30		3.30		3.40		3.40		3.50
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				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		4.75		5		4.75				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Armenia		4.5		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.5		4.75

		Azerbaijan		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		5.75

		Belarus		6		6.25		6.25				6.25		6.5		6.5

		Bosnia and Herz		6		6		6				6		5.5		5.25

		Bulgaria		4.25		4		3.75				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Croatia		4		4		4				3.5		3.5		3.75

		Czech Republic		2		2		2				2		2.25		2.25

		Estonia		2.25		2.25		2.25				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Georgia		4.5		5		4.5				4.75		5		5.5

		Hungary		1.75		1.75		2.5				3		3		2.5

		Kazakhstan		5.5		5.5		5				5		5.75		6.25

		Kyrgyzstan		4.25		4.5		5				5.25		5.5		6

		Latvia		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.25		2.25		2.25

		Lithuania		2.5		2.5		2.5				2.5		2.5		2.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		3				3.75		4.25		4.5

		Moldova		4.25		4.5		4.5				4.5		4.75		5.25

		Poland		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2

		Romania		4.25		4		3.5				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Russian Federat		4		4.5		4.5				5		5.25		5

		Serbia-Monteneg				5		5.5				5.25		4.25		4.25

		Slovakia		3.75		3.75		3				2.75		2.25		2.25

		Slovenia		2.5		2.5		2.25				2.5		2.25		2.25

		Tajikistan		7		6.75		6.25				6		6		6

		Turkmenistan		6.75		6.75		6.75				6.75		6.75		6.75

		Ukraine		4.5		4.75		4.75				4.75		5		5

		Uzbekistan		6		6.25		6.25				6		6		6.25

				1997		1998		1999				2001		2002		2003

		Albania		3.25		3		3.25				3.75		3.75		3.75

		Armenia		3.5		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.5		3.25

		Azerbaijan		1.75		1.75		1.75				1.75		2		2.25

		Belarus		2		1.75		1.75				1.75		1.5		1.5

		Bosnia and Herz		2		2		2				2		2.5		2.75

		Bulgaria		3.75		4		4.25				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Croatia		4		4		4				4.5		4.5		4.25

		Czech Republic		6		6		6				6		5.75		5.75

		Estonia		5.75		5.75		5.75				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Georgia		3.5		3		3.5				3.25		3		2.5

		Hungary		6.25		6.25		5.5				5		5		5.5

		Kazakhstan		2.5		2.5		3				3		2.25		1.75

		Kyrgyzstan		3.75		3.5		3				2.75		2.5		2

		Latvia		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.75		5.75		5.75

		Lithuania		5.5		5.5		5.5				5.5		5.5		5.5

		Macedonia, FYR		4		4		5				4.25		3.75		3.5

		Moldova		3.75		3.5		3.5				3.5		3.25		2.75

		Poland		6.25		6.25		6.25				6.25		6		6

		Romania		3.75		4		4.5				4.25		4.25		4.25

		Russian Federat		4		3.5		3.5				3		2.75		3

		Serbia-Monteneg		.		3		2.5				2.75		3.75		3.75

		Slovakia		4.25		4.25		5				5.25		5.75		5.75

		Slovenia		5.5		5.5		5.75				5.5		5.75		5.75

		Tajikistan		1		1.25		1.75				2		2		2

		Turkmenistan		1.25		1.25		1.25				1.25		1.25		1.25

		Ukraine		3.5		3.25		3.25				3.25		3		3

		Uzbekistan		2		1.75		1.75				2		2		1.75






