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Economic development & institutions 

Mozambique at a fork in the road: An institutional diagnostic 

Chapter 3: Institutional performance 

International datasets, quantitative survey, and key informants 

 

Antonio S. Cruz, Inês A. Ferreira, Johnny Flentø, and Finn Tarp 

1 Introduction 

Having taken stock of the development performance of Mozambique in a historical and socio-
economic perspective in Chapter 2, we introduce in Section 2 of this chapter a series of institutional 
indicators comparing Mozambique with neighbouring and peer countries using data from existing 
international databases. We then proceed in Sections 3 and 4 to bring together the results of, 
respectively, a quantitative survey and a series of key informant interviews. The aim of these two 
tools was to gather the perceptions of key politicians, business people, academics, and liberal 
professionals in Mozambique with regard to institutional challenges and constraints to 
development. 

2 What do international databases show? 

2.1 Overview 

This section presents selected trends of the performance of Mozambique in different institutional 
indicators in comparison with two groups of selected countries: neighbouring—Tanzania, Malawi, 
and Zambia—and peer—Uganda, Ethiopia, Vietnam, and Lao People’s Democratic Republic 
(PDR). The criteria used in selecting the comparator countries was, on the one hand, geographic 
and, on the other hand, level of income and similarity in terms of historical and economic 
characteristics, either past or present. 

The discussion of the indicators is not exhaustive, and it is important to keep in mind the 
limitations of some of these measures (e.g., see Kaufmann and Kraay 2007; Gisselquist 2014; 
González et al. 2017). However, they were selected based on data availability and relevance for the 
present study. The different indicators were obtained from a variety of well-established data 
sources, namely, Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al. 2020; Pemstein et al. 2020), 
Afrobarometer (2020), World Economic Forum (2020), Worldwide Governance Indicators 
(WGIs; World Bank 2020), and Bertelsmann Stiftung (BTI 2020).1 

                                                 

1 We stress a caveat that has to be kept in mind throughout. Confidence intervals are often quite wide. Thus, statements 

about the ranking of countries, which are close to each other by a given index, must be interpreted with caution. 
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First, we provide an overview of the scores for Mozambique in the six dimensions of governance 
suggested by the WGIs—voice and accountability, political violence, government effectiveness, 
regulatory quality, rule of law, and control of corruption—in comparison to neighbouring and peer 
countries in 2005 and in 2018 (Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Worldwide Governance Indicators, 2005 and 2018 

 

 

Note: centre is at 2.5; lines further away from the centre correspond to better outcomes. The scores range from 

2.5 to 2.5, with higher values representing better outcomes. Key: Voice and account., voice and accountability; 
Pol. violence, political violence; Gov. effect., government effectiveness; Reg. qual., regulatory quality; Rule law, 
rule of law; Control corr., control of corruption. 

Source: authors’ compilation based on Worldwide Governance Indicators (World Bank 2020). 

                                                 

Similarly, when observations are made about the time dimension, it must be recalled that data sources and country 
samples vary from year-to-year. 
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In 2005, Mozambique was the best performer in terms of voice and accountability and control of 
corruption in both groups of countries. The graph for neighbouring countries shows similar 
performances for the countries considered, but there are noticeable differences when comparing 
Mozambique with its peers. While it has higher scores than Ethiopia and Lao PDR in all 
dimensions, Mozambique’s score in regulatory quality, for instance, is lower than those of Uganda 
and Vietnam. 

It is tempting to compare the same indicators over time for 2005 and 2018 to get a sense of the 
institutional dynamics in specific countries. However, the norm of indicators in the WGI database 
changes from year-to-year. Bearing this in mind, the main point emerging from the graphs is that 
while Mozambique was doing better than the other countries in 2005, it did worse in 2018. Even 
though Mozambique remains the best performer in voice and accountability among the peer 
countries, its scores are lower than all the other four countries in terms of government 
effectiveness and rule of law. We return to some of these indicators in the following paragraphs. 

2.2 Rule of law and judicial independence 

The first institutional dimensions we address here relate to confidence in, and abidance by, the 
known rules to government actors and citizens as well as to the independence of the judicial 
system. In Figure 1, we observed that while in 2005 Mozambique’s score in rule of law was already 
low in comparison to its neighbouring countries, this positioning becomes more apparent in 2018 
(even when considering confidence intervals). Compared with its peer countries, Mozambique’s 
score is only lower than that of Vietnam and similar to that of Uganda in 2005, but it is, together 
with Lao PDR, one of the lowest among the five countries in 2018.2 

Figure 2 represents the perception of respondents of how independent the judicial system is from 
influences of the government, individuals, or companies. Both graphs in the figure show that the 
level of independence of the judicial system is perceived as low in Mozambique, the lowest in 
comparison to the selected countries and across the period. It is also noticeable that there was a 
decrease from 2008 and a sharp fall after 2017.3 

  

                                                 

2 The data from Varieties of Democracy (Coppedge et al. 2020; Pemstein et al. 2020) confirm that Mozambique did 

perform worse in terms of rule of law than its neighbouring countries over the 2005–19 period (with the exception of 
Malawi). However, the Varieties of Democracy data suggest that until 2017 the country’s performance was better than 
that of some of the selected peer countries, namely, Ethiopia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic (PDR), and Vietnam, 
and very similar to that of Uganda. 

3 While the indicator ‘independent judiciary’ from Bertelsmann Stiftung (BTI) confirms the position of Mozambique 

as the worst performer among its neighbouring countries in 2020, the data from BTI (2020) suggest that Vietnam and 
Lao PDR scored lower in this dimension across the period. 
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Figure 2: Judicial independence, 2007–19 

 

Note: the scores range from 1 to 7, with 1 being ‘not independent at all’ and 7 ‘entirely independent’. 

Source: authors’ compilation based on the Executive Opinion Survey (World Economic Forum 2020). 

2.3 Voice, participation, and political accountability 

The second group of institutional dimensions recognizes the need for citizens to be able to 
participate politically and hold the executive accountable, as well as the importance of freedom of 
expression and assembly. The scores for voice and accountability from the WGIs represented in 
Figure 1 pointed to the conclusion that the performance of Mozambique in this dimension seems 
to have weakened comparing the situation in 2005 with that in 2018, especially in comparison to 
neighbouring countries. 

Figure 3 represents the overall level of political participation (represented at the top of the 
pentagon), which measures the extent to which the populace decides who rules and has other 
political freedoms. The level of political participation is derived from the BTI scores for the 
remaining four sub-components represented in the pentagon (clockwise), namely, free and fair 
elections, effective power to govern, association/assembly rights, and freedom of expression. The 
graphs for 2006 show that Mozambique was one of the best performers that year among the 
selected countries in all political participation dimensions. In contrast, according to the assessment 
in 2020, Mozambique had the worst performance on the overall indicator of political participation 
among its neighbouring countries, while its peers show worse scores in all sub-components except 
freedom of expression and assembly rights. 
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Figure 3: Political participation and sub-components, 2006 and 2020 

 

 

Note: centre is at 1; lines further away from the centre correspond to better outcomes. The scale ranges from 10 
(best) to 1 (worst). Key: Pol. participation, overall political participation score; Elections, free and fair elections; 
Eff. power, effective power to govern; Ass. rights, association/assembly rights; Free. expression, freedom of 
expression. 

Source: authors’ compilation based on the transformation index of the Bertelsmann Stiftung (BTI 2020). 

2.4 Political instability, violence, and state legitimacy 

The third set of dimensions refers to the degree of recognition of the nation as a state, with 
adequate and differentiated power structures at national and sub-national levels, and the likelihood 
of political instability and of politically motivated violence and terrorism. The scores on political 
stability and absence of violence motivated by political reasons, including terrorism—represented 
in Figure 1 as ‘Pol. violence’—shows that Mozambique’s relative position compared with 
neighbouring and peer countries deteriorated over time. It is interesting to note that while 
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Mozambique’s score was similar to that of Malawi and Zambia in 2005, it was lower in 2018 (with 
more certainty in the case of Zambia). 

Figure 4 represents a measure of political instability, defined as ‘stateness’, as well as the sub-
components used to derive it: monopoly of the use of force, state identity, no interference of 
religious dogmas, and basic administration. In 2006, Mozambique’s performance was similar to 
that of its neighbours, and it was one of the best among its peer countries. Still, Mozambique’s 
score was relatively much weaker in 2020 compared with the comparator countries, especially 
concerning the monopoly of the use of force. 

Figure 4: Stateness and sub-components, 2006 and 2018 

 

 

Note: centre is at 1; lines further away from the centre correspond to better outcomes. The scale ranges from 10 
(best) to 1 (worst). Key: Stateness, overall score; Mon. use force, monopoly on the use of force; No rel. dogmas, 
no interference of religious dogmas; Basic admin., basic administration. 

Source: authors’ compilation based on the transformation index of the Bertelsmann Stiftung (BTI 2020). 
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2.5 State capacity and autonomy from private interests 

The fourth dimensions deal with the capacity of the state to fulfil the social contract and the 
separation of state power from private interests. Figure 1 included the scores for government 
effectiveness, a measure of perceptions about the quality of public services, civil service, and policy 
formulation and implementation, as well as the extent to which there is independence from 
political pressures. The scores for that indicator show that the relative position of Mozambique 
was quite good in 2005, but depreciated in 2018. 

Figure 5 shows the level of pervasiveness of political corruption where a high score reflects a high 
level of corruption. The figure shows that Mozambique’s score remained consistently close to that 
of neighbouring Tanzania (up to 2016), below that of Malawi, and above that of Zambia. 
Compared with its peer countries, the score for Mozambique stayed similar to that of Vietnam 
and Ethiopia (until 2017), and lower than the score for Lao PDR and Uganda. Moreover, the 
hidden debt scandal is reflected in an increase in 2017. 

Figure 5: Political corruption index, 2005–19 

 

Note: the scale ranges between 0 and 1; the index runs from less corrupt to more corrupt. 

Source: authors’ compilation based on Varieties of Democracy data (Coppedge et al. 2020; Pemstein et al. 
2020). 

Figure 6 complements this analysis by asking how much respondents trust one element of the 
public service, the police. We use data from the two most recent rounds of the Afrobarometer 
(2020). In 2016, among the selected African countries, the responses for Mozambique show the 
highest percentage of respondents saying that they do not trust the police at all, and one of the 
lowest percentages of those who say they trust the police a lot. However, in the latest round the 
highest percentage corresponds to trusting the police a lot, whereas the response ‘Not at all’ 
received a lower percentage of responses. 
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Figure 6: Trust in police, Rounds 6 and 7 of the Afrobarometer 

 

Source: authors’ compilation based on Afrobarometer Rounds 6 and 7 (Afrobarometer 2020). 

2.6 Sovereignty and independence 

The final dimension considered relates to external factors and the degree to which Mozambique 
has a sovereign position in an international context and whether the political leadership in 
Mozambique is willing and able to cooperate with external supporters and organizations. Figure 7 
represents BTI data on international cooperation (the top of the diagram) and its different sub-
components, namely, effective use of support, credibility, and regional cooperation (represented 
clockwise). We note that while Mozambique did well in both 2006 and 2020 in terms of regional 
cooperation compared with all other countries considered, it is clear that the credibility and 
effective use of support scores, which were both at the top in 2006, were lower than everywhere 
else in 2020.4 

  

                                                 

4 It is interesting to observe that credibility scores are lower in 2020 than in 2006 for all neighbouring countries and 

Lao PDR. 
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Figure 7: International cooperation, 2006 and 2020 

 

 

Note: centre is at 1; lines further away from the centre correspond to better outcomes. The scale ranges from 10 
(best) to 1 (worst). Key: Int. coop., overall score; Use sup., effective use of support, which represents the extent 
to which the political leadership uses the support of international partners to implement a long-term strategy of 
development; Credibility, represents the extent to which the government acts as a credible and reliable partner in 
its relations with the international community; Reg. coop., regional cooperation, which represents the extent to 
which the political leadership is willing and able to cooperate with neighbouring countries. 

Source: authors’ compilation based on the transformation index of the Bertelsmann Stiftung (BTI 2020). 
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3 What do people say? The quantitative survey 

3.1 Design, implementation, and sample of respondents 

Design and implementation 

The quantitative survey implemented in Mozambique benefited from the implementation 
experience of the quantitative questionnaires in other countries where the economic development 
and institutions (EDI) project was implemented (namely, Tanzania and Bangladesh). The survey 
contained three main parts. The first collected basic demographic questions, including age, 
province of birth, knowledge of languages, education, etc. The second part asked respondents to 
select the five biggest constraints to economic development in Mozambique from the following 
list of 15 possible constraints, and to rank them: 

 functioning of the legal sector; 

 decentralization of public power; 

 political participation; 

 common vision of national strategy; 

 agriculture and access to and use of land; 

 management of public administration; 

 management of macroeconomic and sectoral policy; 

 management of natural resources; 

 business environment; 

 regulatory quality; 

 human capital; 

 poverty and inequality; 

 gender equality; 

 foreign aid; 

 autonomy in relation to the exterior. 

The third and largest section of the survey included a revision of the quantitative survey 
implemented in Bangladesh, where the various questions were organized in seven themes. These 
were carefully revised. Some questions were dropped and others consolidated. This resulted in 136 
statements organized in the following 18 thematic areas: 

 legal and constitutional matters; 

 autonomy and public power; 

 freedom and political participation; 

 state accounts and statistics; 

 politics and national identity; 

 political violence; 

 discrimination and social support network; 

 trade unions and strikes; 

 public protection; 

 land; 

 public goods and services; 

 formulation and implementation of public policies; 
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 business environment; 

 regulatory quality; 

 banking system; 

 recruitment and job promotions; 

 international collaboration and autonomy; 

 foreign aid. 

These 18 thematic areas relate to the overall organizing theoretical framework of the Mozambique 
study that identifies five institutional areas: (i) rule of law and judicial independence; (ii) voice, 
participation, and political accountability; (iii) political instability, violence, and state legitimacy; (iv) 
state capacity and autonomy from private interests; and (v) sovereignty and independence. 

For each of the 136 statements, respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which they agree 
with them, using the following Likert scale: 1=‘Completely disagree’, 2=‘Disagree’, 3=‘Don’t agree 
or disagree’, 4=‘Agree’, and 5=‘Completely agree’, or to select the ‘I don’t know’ option, which 
was also available. Unlike the surveys in previous EDI countries, respondents had to express their 
degree of agreement with every statement before they could proceed with the survey. 

The survey was translated into Portuguese by the Copenhagen research team and the company 
Ipsos was contracted to implement it. Ipsos received the survey in English and Portuguese, as well 
as a list of contacts obtained for the individuals identified in the sample. In the first stage, each 
contact received an individual link to the online survey. In the second stage, Ipsos followed up 
with face-to-face interviews with some of the contacts who had not completed the survey online 
but accepted to do it in person. The content of the questionnaire was exactly the same in both 
stages. 

Sample of respondents 

The survey was targeted towards key opinion leaders and decision makers in different core sectors, 
including, for example, academia, business, diplomats, international non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs), judiciary, media, national NGOs and public administration, and unions. 
We identified a core group of individuals in each of these sectors and a statistical method known 
as snowballing was used to establish the group of individuals who were invited to respond to the 
questionnaire. 

In total, we received 149 individual responses, 114 through the online survey and 35 through face-
to-face interviews. Table 1 provides some basic information about the respondents. National 
NGOs represent about 20 per cent of the respondents, and the same goes for academia, the 
business sector, and public administration, respectively. Thus, civil society, academia, government, 
and business are predominant. In relatively smaller numbers, the sample also included individuals 
affiliated with international NGOs, trade unions, and diplomats. Additionally, 38 respondents 
occupied a position in the government at the level of national director or above (see Table 2). 
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