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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

This is a report on CRC conducted by EACSOF in Tanzania.  The assignment was urgent and 

needed to be done expediently, carefully and objectively.  The citizen report process generates 

evidence-based reports on the way in which the ACDEG is implemented at national level, to 

provide the basis for coordinated advocacy by CSOs at national, regional and international level. 

Participating CSOs and CSO platforms will develop a participatory monitoring framework, 

structured according to the commitments in the ACDEG to monitor the way in which it is 

implemented at national level. For this project, key focus is on elections, governance and 

democracy AND not social issues 

 

1.1 OBJECTIVE OF THE RESEARCH 

 

  

1.2 GEOGRAPHICAL COVERAGE OF WORK 

The assignment was done in Mainland Tanzania. Geographically the Country has 31 Regions.  

The sampling considered the seven main Zones that conveniently can be representative of the 

Tanzanian population. These are Northern Zone; Coastal Zone; Central Zone; Western Zone; 

Southern Highlands Zone; Lake Zone; Southern Zone:  Each zone was represented by one 

region and each region was represented by two districts one is urban and two are rural districts.  

The following is the scope of coverage: -  

i). Northern Zone - Arusha region  

Urban Rural  

 Arusha District   Arumeru District           

ii). Coastal Zone - Dar es Salaam Region 

Urban Peri-Urban 

 Kinondoni District     Ubungo District   

       iii) Central Zone - Dodoma Region 

Urban Rural  

 Dodoma District   Chamwino District  

iv) Western Zone - Kigoma Region 

Urban Rural  

 Kigoma District      Uvinza District 

       v)  Southern Highlands Zone - Mbeya Region  

Urban Rural  

 Mbeya District  Rungwe District  

       vi)  Lake Zone - Mwanza Region  

Urban Rural  

 Nyamagana/Ilemela District   Sengerema District   

vii) Southern Zone- Mtwara Region 

Urban Rural  

 Mtwara District   Masasi District   
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1.3 DEMOCRACY IN TANZANIA 

 

Democracy may be defined as rule by the people through their representatives who constitute 

the legislature.  There are some specific provisions of the 1977 Constitution that address the 

issue of how Tanzania may have “a legislature composed of elected members and 

representative of the people” through political elections that ought to be free, fair and credible. 

This was the only way   the results of such elections could be said to facilitate the establishment 

of a parliament whose members were true representatives of the people of Tanzania.  

 

These specific provisions of the 1977 Constitution lay out   the practical foundations of Tanzania 

being expected to be a democratic state by sating as does Article 5(1) that “Every citizen of the 

Untied Republic who has attained the age of eighteen years is entitled to vote in any 

election held in Tanzania.  This right shall be exercised in accordance with the sub 

article (2), and of the other provisions of this Constitution and the law for the time being 

in force in Tanzania in relation to public elections.” Although there are some glaring 

restrictions imposed on this exercise of this citizen’s right regarding who can vote and who can 

contest to be elected in parliamentary and local council elections, this constitutional provision 

does represent an important element of support to the proposition that Tanzania is a democracy, 

at least in legal terms.  

 

Furthermore,  the right of every citizen to participate in the governance of his or her affairs is 

well articulated in Article 21.-(1)  of the 1977 Constitution  that states  that  “ Subject to the 

provisions of Article 39, 47 and 67 of this Constitution and of the laws of the land in 

connection with the conditions for electing and being elected or for appointing and 

being appointed to take part in matters related to governance of the country, every 

citizen of the United Republic is entitled to take part in matters pertaining to the 

governance of the country, either directly or through representatives freely elected by the 

people, in conformity with the procedures laid down by, or in accordance with, the law.  

(2)   Every citizen has the right and the freedom to participate fully in the process 

leading to the decision on matters affecting him, his well-being or the nation. “  
 

By virtue of this provision, citizen ought to be able to exercise their sovereign right to govern 

themselves through representatives, including the President and Vice President of the United 

Republic, Parliamentarians, and local councillors, who are supposedly elected in free, fair and 

credible five yearly elections.  

 

The rights granted in the 1977 Tanzania Constitution to the Tanzanian people to govern 

themselves through representatives who assume their roles through free, fair and credible 

elections every after five years are rights that the Tanzanian state is obligated to provide to the 

Tanzanian people by a number of are international, continental or sub-regional instruments.  

 

The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) adopted in 1966 by the United 

Nations, especially in its Article 25 clearly spells out  the rights that public international  law 

expects to be enjoyed by all global citizens, when it states that : “Every citizen shall have the 

right and the opportunity, without any of the distinctions mentioned in article 2 and 
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without unreasonable restrictions: a) To take part in the conduct of public affairs, 

directly or through freely chosen representatives; b) To vote and to be elected at genuine 

periodic elections which shall be by universal and equal suffrage and shall be held by 

secret ballot, guaranteeing the free expression of the will of the voters.”  
 

A similar expectation that Tanzanian citizens ought to enjoy the right to be governed 

democratically through freely and fairly elected representatives is expressed in Art. 21 of the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights by the U.N. General Assembly in 1948 that states that: 

“The will of the people shall form the basis of the authority of government.”   

 

At a continental level a similar expectation is expressed in the African Charter on Human and 

Peoples' Rights1 that was adopted by the Organization for African Unity (OAU) in 1981 as well 

as the Declaration on the Principles Governing Democratic Elections in Africa adopted by the 

African Union in 20022. The Declaration, in its Section II sub-sections (1) to (4), vividly 

articulates what all African states were obligated to treat as the principles of democratic elections 

thus: 

“1. Democratic elections are the basis of the authority of any representative 
government;  

2. Regular elections constitute a key element of the democratization process and 

therefore, are essential ingredients for good governance, the rule of law, the 

maintenance and promotion of peace, security, stability and development;  

3. The holding of democratic elections is an important dimension in conflict 

prevention, management and resolution;  

4. Democratic elections should be conducted:  

a) freely and fairly;  

b) under democratic constitutions and in compliance with supportive legal 

instruments;  

c) under a system of separation of powers that ensures in particular, the 

independence of the judiciary;  

d) at regular intervals, as provided for in National Constitutions;  

e) by impartial, all-inclusive competent accountable electoral institutions staffed 

by well-trained personnel and equipped with adequate logistics.” 

 

These principles of democratic elections were further elaborated upon in the Charter on 

Democratic Elections and Governance adopted by the African Union in 20073. Article 17 of this 

Charter declares that: “State Parties re-affirm their commitment to regularly holding 

                                                 
1 African Union.  African [Banjul] Charter on Human and Peoples' Rights, adopted June 27, 1981, OAU 

Doc. CAB/LEG/67/3 rev. 5, 21 I.L.M. 58 (1982), entered into force October 21, 1986.  http://www.africa-

union.org/root/au/Documents/Treaties/treaties.htm  . 
2 African Union.  African Union Declaration on the Principles Governing Democratic Elections in Africa 

(adopted at the 38th  Ordinary Session of the Organization of African Unity, 8 July 2002, Durban, South Africa) 

AHG/Decl.1 (XXXVIII), 2002. 

 http://www.africaunion.org/root/au/Documents/Decisions/decisions.htm . 
3 African Union.  Charter on Democratic Elections and Governance, Adopted by the 8th Ordinary Session of 

the African Union (AU) Assembly, January 30, 2007, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. http://www.africa-

union.org/root/au/Documents/Treaties/treaties.htm  . 

http://www.africa-union.org/root/au/Documents/Treaties/treaties.htm
http://www.africa-union.org/root/au/Documents/Treaties/treaties.htm
http://www.africaunion.org/root/au/Documents/Decisions/decisions.htm
http://www.africa-union.org/root/au/Documents/Treaties/treaties.htm
http://www.africa-union.org/root/au/Documents/Treaties/treaties.htm
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transparent, free and fair elections in accordance with the Union’s Declaration on the 
Principles Governing Democratic Elections in Africa.”. In this same Article 17, in its 
subsection (1) to (4) the institutions that ought to be in place for the principles of democratic 

elections to be said to have been adhered to are states as:    

“(1) Establish and strengthen independent and impartial national electoral bodies 
responsible for the management of elections.  

(2) Establish and strengthen national mechanisms that redress election-related 

disputes in a timely manner.  

(3) Ensure fair and equitable access by contesting parties and candidates to state 

controlled media during elections.  

(4) Ensure that there is a binding code of conduct governing legally recognized 

political stakeholders, government and other political actors prior, during and 

after elections. The code shall include a commitment by political stakeholders to 

accept the results of the election or challenge them in through exclusively legal 

channels.” 

  

As stated in the above principles articulated in the continent instruments regarding the 

institutions that need to be established for representatives of the people who govern on the 

peoples ‘behalf to be able to be determined through free, fair and credible elections include: an 

independent electoral commission, an independent judiciary, an impartial police force, and a 

non-partisan state media.  

 

These are the key institutions that work either to promote or frustrate the practice of democratic 

elections in countries like Tanzania. One other key institution however is spelled out in Article 

22 of the Charter on Democratic Elections and Governance that demands that “State 

Parties shall create a conducive environment for independent and impartial national 

monitoring or observation mechanisms”.  This is an institution that ought to have permitted 

some level oversight by a group of observes who report to an international body that ought to 

have some sanctions for member states that do not adhere to the principles of democratic 

elections that these states commit to adhering to.  

 

One of the challenges to democracy in Tanzania and elsewhere on the African continent is that 

observer missions are hardly ever able to do their job interfered with or impartially enough.  

Moreover, for Tanzania, many of the key institutions that administer elections are often partial 

and are invariably appointed in a non- transparent manner by the President of the incumbent 

political party in power. To make matters worse, the 1977 Tanzania Constitution illegalizes the 

practice of independent electoral candidacy4  thus forcing independent minded  Tanzanian 

citizens  to be a denied their  basic constitutional right to be voted for in in equal measure to 

their right to vote.  

 

                                                 
4Makulilo, Alexander B.(2011). “Join a Party or I Cannot Elect You': The Independent Candidate Question 

in Tanzania.” CEU Political Science Journal, Vol.6 NNo.1. http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.11810/1919  

 

http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.11810/1919
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CHAPTER TWO: THE CITIZEN REPORT CARD PROCESS AND METHODOLOGY 

2.1 ABOUT CRC 

The CRC methodology was used as required and given the setting and the political constrains 

and administrative bottleneck, the CRC methodology was limited to reach out such respondents 

who were freely willing to air their views. The CSC and CRC was informed by and considered 

the following core indicators. A copy of both Kiswahili and English Questionnaires are 

appended to this report as annexes. The Questionnaire was developed from specific aspects of 

provisions of the ACDEG.   

 

The methodology was very much informed by the Afrobarometer surveys tools that have been 

used elsewhere. The tools were coiled in a manner that allowed collection of  quantitative data on 

citizens’ perceptions of  how Tanzania might be implementing the principles and values 

embedded in the ACDEG. This CRC was informed by the Afrobarometer instrument paralleled 

with articles of  the ACDEG and has thus guided the data analysis. The table below was adopted 

from the existing tools but was modified in order to suit the Tanzanian context.  

 

Table 2: Mapping Exercise Outcome 

Article Questions Identified in Afrobarometer  

Article 4 15A, B, C, 21, 40, 41, 49 and 51A 

Article 6 8A,B,C,D, 15A,B,C, 49, 51A, 55C, G,66G,H, I, J  

Article 8 18, 51B,C, D and 88A 

Article 10 45E, C, 51B, C, D 

Article 12 15A,B,C,47A,B 48A,B,C,D,E,F,49 51A 

Article 15 52B,C, J 

Article 17 48A,B,C,D,E,F and 52C, J 

Article 27 52,53,54,55B,D,F,H,J,L,66K 

Article 33 10A,B,11A,B, 52D, 53, 54, 56, 57, 66B, D, E, F, J, K 

Article 35 52K, 53H, 68D 

 

This CRC ensured that information was captured with brief  background about the 

Afrobarometer and its methodology. The data collectors ensured that there was face to face 

interview and dialogue with the respondents.  The data size limited by the fact that the civic and 

political space in Tanzania is not user-friendly and the outbreak of  Covid 19 also limited the 

scope of  conducting the focal group discussions. The data sample is quite acceptable in social 

science studies.   

 

Indicators  

Indicators are derived from articles of the ACDEG and these indicators are on: 

 Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of expression 

 Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of association 

 Citizens’ perceptions freedom to vote without being pressured  

 Citizens’ perceptions of freedom to engage in civic activities 

 Citizens’ perceptions of equality  
 Citizens’ perceptions of horizontal/vertical accountability 
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 Citizens’ perceptions of institutions that support democracy 

 Citizens’ perceptions of quality of elections  

 Citizens’ perceptions of integrity of national institutions  
 Citizens’ perceptions of decentralization 

 These indicators were formulated from the following Articles of ACDEG. 

Article 4(1) State Parties shall commit themselves to promote democracy, the principle of the rule of law 

and human rights.   

(2) State Parties shall recognize popular participation through universal suffrage as the 

inalienable right of the people.  

 

Article 6 State Parties shall ensure that citizens enjoy fundamental freedoms and human rights taking 

into account their universality, interdependence and indivisibility 

 

Article 8 (1) State Parties shall eliminate all forms of discrimination, especially those based on political 

opinion, gender, ethnic, religious and racial grounds as well as any other form of intolerance.  

(2) State Parties shall adopt legislative and administrative measures to guarantee the rights of 

women, ethnic minorities, migrants, people with disabilities, refugees and displaced persons and 

other marginalized and vulnerable social groups.  

(3) State Parties shall respect ethnic, cultural and religious diversity, which contributes to 

strengthening democracy and citizen participation 

 

Article 10(3) State Parties shall protect the right to equality before the law and equal protection by the 

law as a fundamental precondition for a just and democratic society. 

   

Article 12 State Parties undertake to implement programmes and carry out activities designed to promote 

democratic principles and practices as well as consolidate a culture of democracy and peace.  To this end, 

State Parties shall:  

(1) Promote good governance by ensuring transparent and accountable administration.  

(2) Strengthen political institutions to entrench a culture of democracy and peace.  

(3) Create conducive conditions for civil society organizations to exist and operate within the 

law.   

(4) Integrate civic education in their educational curricula and develop appropriate programmes 

and activities.  

 

Article 15 (1) State Parties shall establish public institutions that promote and support democracy and 

constitutional order.  

(2) State Parties shall ensure that the independence or autonomy of the said institutions is 

guaranteed by the constitution.  

(3) State Parties shall ensure that these institutions are accountable to competent national 

organs.  

(4) State Parties shall provide the above-mentioned institutions with resources to perform their 

assigned missions efficiently and effectively.  
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Article 17 State Parties re-affirm their commitment to regularly holding transparent, free and fair 

elections in accordance with the Union’s Declaration on the Principles Governing Democratic Elections in 

Africa. To this end, State Parties shall:  

(1) Establish and strengthen independent and impartial national electoral bodies responsible for 

the management of elections.   

(2) Establish and strengthen national mechanisms that redress election related disputes in a 

timely manner.  

(3) Ensure fair and equitable access by contesting parties and candidates to state controlled 

media during elections.  

(4) Ensure that there is a binding code of conduct governing legally recognized political 

stakeholders, government and other political actors prior, during and after elections. The 

code shall include a commitment by political stakeholders to accept the results of the election 

or challenge them in through exclusively legal channels. 

 

Article 33 State Parties shall institutionalize good economic and corporate governance through, inter alia:  

(1) Effective and efficient public sector management;  

(2) Promoting transparency in public finance management;  

(3) Preventing and combating corruption and related offences;   

(4) Efficient management of public debt;   

(5) Prudent and sustainable utilization of public resources;   

(6) Equitable allocation of the nation’s wealth and natural resources;  
(7) Poverty alleviation;   

(8) Enabling legislative and regulatory framework for private sector development;   

(9) Providing a conducive environment for foreign capital inflows;  

(10) Developing tax policies that encourage investment;   

(11) Preventing and combating crime;   

(12) Elaborating and implementing economic development strategies including private-public 

sector partnerships;   

(13) An efficient and effective tax system premised upon transparency and accountability. 

 

Article 35 given the enduring and vital role of traditional authorities, particularly in rural communities, 

the State Parties shall strive to find appropriate ways and means to increase their integration and 

effectiveness within the larger democratic system.  

 

a) Indicator 1: Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of expression and association  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would the respondent rate central government’s performance in protecting: 
i. Your freedom to say what you think? 

ii. Your freedom to join any political organisation of your choice? 

iii. Your freedom to vote in elections without being pressured? 

iv. Your freedom to say what you think about politics? 

v. Your freedom to participate in a demonstration or a protest march? 

vi. Your freedom to participate in activities relating to Opposition parties,  

vii. your freedom to participate in activities that can be have viewed as one of the supporters 

of leaders of Opposition parties? 
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viii. Your freedom to participate in activities relating to Ruling party members,  

ix. your freedom to participate in activities that can be have viewed as one of the supporters 

of leaders of the Ruling Party?  

x. Your right to convene public meetings? 

 

b) Indicator 2: Citizens’ perceptions of equality  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would the respondent rate central government’s performance in ensuring that: 
i. People are treated equally under the law? 

ii. Officials who commit crimes get punished? 

iii. Ordinary people who break the law get punished? 

iv. Innocent individuals are not subjected to arbitrary arrests?  

 

c) Indicator 3: Citizens’ perceptions of quality of elections (freeness and fairness of 
elections) 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would the respondent rate central government’s performance in ensuring that: - 

i. Votes are counted fairly 

ii. Opposition candidates are not prevented from running for office 

iii. Voters are offered genuine choice in elections 

iv. Voters are not threatened with violence at the polls 

v. You personally don’t become victims of political intimidation or violence 

vi. Last national elections were held in a free and fair manner  

vii. The elected are those who garner Majority votes through an independent electoral 

system.  

viii. Citizens can offer themselves to be voted into office even if they do not wish to be 

nominated to stand for elections by political parties.  

 

Indicator 4: Citizens’ perceptions of national institutions that support democracy 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would you rate the performance of the following national institutions? 

i. The National Electoral Commission 

ii. Police 

iii. Courts of law 

iv. Traditional leaders  

v. Parliament  

vi. State owned media 

vii. Registrar of Political Parties 

 

Indicator 5: Citizens’ perceptions of horizontal accountability 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would you rate the performance of the President vis-à-vis: 

i. Upholding the courts and laws of this country? 

ii. Respecting decisions of Parliament? 

iii. Respecting principles of checks and balances? 
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iv. Making ad-hoc arbitrary decisions? 

 

Indicator 6: Responsiveness of Leadership 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), rate how the following officials try as much as possible to listen to you for instance: 

i. Your village/Mtaa chairperson 

ii. The Village Executive Officer/ Mtaa Executive Officer 

iii. Your local councillor 

iv. Ward executive Officer 

v. Your Mayor/ District Council Chairperson 

vi. Executive Director of your District/Municipal council 

vii. District Commissioner 

viii. Your Special Seat Member of Parliament 

ix. Your Member of Parliament (MP)  

x. Your Regional Commissioner 

 

Indicator 7: Citizens’ perceptions of integrity of national institutions  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how do you rate central government’s performance terms of fighting corruption in 
government institutions? 

i. Performance terms of fighting corruption in government institutions? 

ii. Measures put in place to curb corruption? 

iii. Prosecution of corruption cases? 

iv. Anti-corruption public education events? 

v. Collaboration and partnership with anti-corruption stakeholders? 

vi. Promotion or toleration of behaviour by public officials that encourages those public 

officials to engage in corruption. 

 

Indicator 8: Citizens’ Perceptions of Decentralization  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how do you rate central government’s: 
i. performance in terms of ensuring that there is full decentralisation and devolution of 

state power to local government authorities 

ii. performance in terms of ensuring that there is full decentralisation and devolution of 

state resources and sources of revenue to local government authorities 

iii. Performance in terms of ensuring that there is effective, accountable functioning power 

structures at local level.   

iv. Measures meant to promote a bottom-up approach to development. 

v. General relationship with Local Government Authorities 

vi. Performance in term of the extent to which officials of the council appointed by the 

head of state are permitted to harass and intimidate elected councillors with impunity  

 

2.2 SAMPLING, SAMPLE SIZE & SAMPLE DETERMINATION/CRITERIA 

It is expected that Seven Regions from seven zones i.e. Northern, Central, Western, Lake, 

Coastal, Southern Highlands, and southern zone. Each zone shall be represented by one region. 
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Each region shall be represented by two districts considering the rural-urban dimension. 

Depending on a population of a district - it is expected to cover a minimum of 50 respondents 

per district to over 150 participants per district. This will provide a minimum of 700 score cards 

and not less than 1400 respondents depending on the population of given districts. Moreover, 

the sampling will be determined by the following variables: 

 

a) Gender  

Women were encouraged to participate in their own groups and the same should was for men. 

Individuals were also encouraged to be independent so that they should score without fear for 

being reported or blamed for their objective responses. This SRC engaged 438 male respondents 

and 262 Female respondents.   

 
Moreover, when assessed further one will also note that gender balance was not homogenous 

mong the sampled regions. The bar graph below indicates the same. Mwanza region is 

represented by more female respondents than males. At least Mtwara, Mbeya, Dar es Salaam and 

Arusha gender balance is not bad. It is interesting to note that Kigoma region got very few 

female respondents. 

 
 

b) Ethnic grouping  

To ensure defensibility of the process, it is strongly recommended that ethnic balance be 

considered in selection of provinces/regions and districts or counties for project 
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implementation. It may be noted that Tanzania is among unique countries in Africa where 

ethnicity and tribal differences are very much suppressed by nationalism. In Tanzania it is not 

possible to find in any given village, 100% of all residents belonging to one ethnic group. 

Moreover, it has become like a taboo not to ask for someone’s’ ethnicity unless there is a 
pressing social-cultural need or there has been committed a serious crime and the police are 

recording all details and particulars of an accused person. In the questionnaires there is nowhere 

one was asked about his/her ethnic group nor his/her religion. Nevertheless, the CRC tried to 

balance the geographical distribution of the country and also consider the rural-urban factor. The 

CRC made the researchers to divide the country into seven zones, i.e. North, South, Central, 

Lake, West, Coast and Southern highlands. Each zone is represented by one region and each 

region by two districts one being an urban and the other being a rural or peri-urban as the Map 

below shows. 

 
A Map of the United Republic of Tanzania showing the 7 Zones and the regions 

thereof that will be reached out in this CRC process. 

 

RESEARCH 

REGIONS 

REGIONS NOT 

COVERED BY CRC 

DAR ES SALAAM 

COASTAL ZONE 
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c) Age group:  

This assignment considered the fact that EC-PANAF project youths consist of people aged 16-

35 years when the CRC process was undertaken. However, considering legal technicalities that 

defines Minor and the Minimum Age Act, it was necessary to interview the youths from 18 year 

of age to avoid the requirement of parental consent. It is known that anyone who turns 16 on 

the day of the CSC was legible to take part in the scorecard process but due the limitations it was 

necessary to interview those from 18 years of age and above. 

 
It became very evident that majority of the respondents are youths aged between 18 

years to 30 years. These constitutes 44% of all respondents. Mbeya region got the 

majority of the respondents that are youths and Dar es Salaam region got the fewest 

youths respondents compared to other regions. The senior youths and young adults aged 

31 to 40 years were the second majority of the respondents who constitutes 32%.  The 

data therefore shows that respondents below 41 years constitutes 76% of all respondents 

therefore painting a picture of future of democracy in Tanzania. It is not easy to explain 

as to why respondents aged 41 to 50 constitutes only 8%. May be is due to their nature 
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of occupation and that fact that these constitutes the most productive workforce 

therefore became unavailable due to time shortage. There is no scientific explanation 

thereof.  The respondents above 50 years of age were 16% of all respondents.   

 
d) Education level  

The Education variable was integral in the CRC participation matrix. The data collection tool 

required the respondents to spell out which education level was theirs. The tool required them to 

indicate those without formal education, those with primary education, those with secondary 

education or those with post-secondary education.  Arusha region has got most respondents 

with college education followed by Dodoma. Mtwara has the fewest respondents with college 

education compared to the rest of the regions. The CRC considered both educated and less 

educated taking part in the process.  
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As the data indicates, respondents with non-formal education constitutes 8% while those 

with college education were 33% jus the same percentage for those with secondary 

education.  

 
e) Political party affiliation  

This variable was defined clearly and was expanded to address the necessary components in that 

regard. The data here indicates a balance in terms of representation of the ruling party and the 

opposition parties in order to avoid bias in the scoring. The respondents were required to state 

whether they belonged to a political party or not. And if they do belong to a political party they 

were requested to show whether they belonged to the ruling party or to the opposition. The 

respondents were also allowed not to state their political affiliation if they did not feel free to do 

so.  When assessing the data, one will find out that with an exception of Mwanza regions, the 

respondents from the rest of the regions belonged to a certain political party. Of all respondents 

51% are members of political party. 33% non-members and 16% did not want to state their 

political party affiliation status. Kigoma Region indicates that the majority of the respondents are 

from a political party while Mwanza the majority do not belong to any political party. 

 

  



18 

 

 
In terms of partisan and membership, 31% of all respondents stated that are members of 

the ruling party while 21% belong to the opposition parties. It can also be noted that 

Majority (48%) did not want to state their status on political parties’ affiliations. In 

Arusha Dodoma and Mwanza regions, the respondents who belong to the ruling party 

were more than those from the opposition parties. In Kigoma and Dar es Salaam the 

respondents who belong to the opposition parties were more than those from the ruling 

party. However, Mtwara seem to have a better balance of the partisan status than the rest 

of the regions.  
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2.3 DATA, DATA COLLECTION TOOLS, DATA CLEANING 

The CRC was commenced by a smart preparation of the data collection tools such as 

questionnaires and the interview guides.  The tools were corded accordingly and fed into a 

google form as well as an SPSS data capturing template. It can be noted that the data from hard 

copy questionnaires was fed into google forms. Then the data from goggle forms was 

downloaded and exported to SPSS for additional analysis. The use of Mobile Data Collector App 

was used in order to simplify and add value to the field work by minimizing the physical 

supervision of data collectors by enabling the supervisors to monitor the real time progress of 

data collection online. 

 

The table below is a summary of the data captured providing a summary of data captured that 

Region District Gender Age Group Residence 

Females Males 18-

30 

31-

40 

41-

50 

51 

+ 

Urban Rural Peri 

Urban 
1. Arusha Arusha 13 37 36 6 15 7 50 0 0 

Meru 23 27 13 14 1 8 50 0 0 

2.Dar es 

Salaam 

Ubungo 20 30 16 28 4 2 49 1 0 

Kinondoni 24 26 8 21 10 11 50 0 0 

3.Dodoma Dodoma 15 35 24 5 7 14 49 1 0 

Chamwino 16 34 12 24 1 13 24 22 4 

4.Kigoma Kigoma 9 41 26 16 1 7 49 1 0 

Uvinza 0 50 18 29 1 2 1 49 0 

5.Mbeya Mbeya 18 32 40 5 3 2 50 0 0 

Rungwe 24 26 23 10 0 17 3 40 7 

6.Mtwara Mtwara 27 23 14 16 5 15 13 15 22 

Masasi 19 31 22 19 0 9 12 21 17 

7.Mwanza Sengerema 28 22 24 17 5 4 39 11 0 

Nyamagana/ 

Ilemela 

26 24 31 15 1 3 38 3 9 

TOTAL 262 438 307 225 54 114 477 164 59 
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defines the profile of the respondents in terms of their gender (males vs Females), age groups 

(18-30 years; 31-40 years; 41-50 years; and above 50 years) and residences (urban, rural or peri-

urban).  

 

Additionally, the respondents were also required to indicate their education status (Non forma 

education,  primary education,  secondary education and  college education); 

partisanship (Non-member, member and not want to explain) ) and membership to a political 

party ( member of ruling party, member of other parties than ruling, and not want to explain).  

The table below is a summary of the findings from the said respondents: 

 

Prior to actual field survey the tools prepared were simulated in order to substantiate their 

usefulness and their relevance in the field with the aim of ensuring quality control as well as cost 

efficiency and effectiveness. The field data was collected in mid-March 2020, in seven regions of 

Tanzania, 700 persons (Male-63% and female-37%) submitted 700 forms. 

Region Fact findings-Forms 

Arusha 100 

Dar es Salaam 100 

Dodoma 100 

Kigoma 100 

Mbeya 100 

Mtwara 100 

Mwanza 100 

 

Region District Education Partisanship Membership 

N

on 

pri

ma

ry 

sec

on

dar

y 

col

leg

e 

N

/A 

c Non 

me

mbe

r 

N

/A 

Ru

lin

g 

Oth

er 

N/

A 

1. Arusha Arusha 0 2 19 28 1 21 22 7 17 1 32 

Meru 0 7 21 18 4 30 14 6 23 7 20 

2.Dar es 

Salaam 

Ubungo 1 1 27 20 1 26 17 7 12 15 23 

Kinondoni 6 10 12 19 3 25 15 10 13 12 25 

3. Dodoma Dodoma 3 4 18 24 1 24 24 2 19 5 26 

Chamwino 1 13 14 21 1 27 12 11 20 8 22 

4. Kigoma Kigoma 0 17 18 14 1 31 7 12 14 17 19 

Uvinza 0 31 16 2 1 40 10 0 19 21 10 

5. Mbeya Mbeya 2 1 14 20 13 16 16 18 10 9 31 

Rungwe 11 8 11 14 6 16 26 8 9 8 33 

6. Mtwara Mtwara 21 13 6 9 1 37 5 8 19 17 14 

Masasi 11 22 10 7 0 32 5 13 17 15 18 

7. Mwanza Sengerema 0 12 27 11 0 23 25 2 15 8 27 

Nyamagan

a/Ilemela 

0 9 16 25 0 13 31 6 10 3 37 

TOTAL 56 150 229 232 33 361 229 110 217 146 337 
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Preliminary Data Validation and Triangulation 

The Methodology as well employed various means of validation and triangulation. One of basic 

assessment in this aspect included measuring the awareness of ACDEG among the respondents. 

The respondents were asked if they had ever read or had had occasion to be familiarized with the 

African Charter on Democracy, Elections and Governance and were required to answer either 

No or Yes or Do not want to explain.  It came out to be that 54% of all respondents are not 

familiar at all with ACDEG. Of all the respondents it is only 22% of the respondents who said 

that somewhat they are familiar with the ACDEG. The figure below makes a brief presentation 

of the same. This to some extent could affect their analytical level of assessing and responding to 

the indicators used in the tools. More explanations were needed to most of the respondents in 

order to provide valid and credible objective responses.  

 

 
The methodology also required validation of the data from certain leaders. In addition to the 700 

respondents that were interviewed, the process also involved 56 additional respondents who 

were interviewed in terms of their roles as state actors in allowing or disallowing a conducive 

environment with regards to the CRC indicators stated herein. The same indicators were used 

for interviews and filling in questionnaires. These included, district commissioners, district 

executive directors, regional commissioners, officials from various ministries including from the 

ministry of Constitutional and Legal Affairs; members of Parliament and selected leaders of 

political parties. The following is a summary of their profile. 

 

Region Respondent Leaders/officials 

Dar es Salaam 10 

Dodoma 10 

Kigoma 10 

Mbeya 6 

Mwanza 20 

Grand Total 56 
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As the analysed data indicates, 29% of these leaders/officials were aged between 31 and 40 years; 

27% of them were between 41 and 50 years.  Young leaders and officials interviewed in this CRC 

constitutes 30% these are the majority. The rest of the respondents above 50 years constituted 

only 14% making them the minority group of the leaders/officials respondents as presented 

below:.  

 
These officials/politicla leaders respondnets were visited and found operating from urban areas. 

Most of them at 77% were from urban places, 20% were from peri-urban and onlyy 3% were 

from rural places. 

 
 

As the statistics shows, not all of this group of respondnets were politicians or belonged to 

political parties as members. 23% said they belonged to the Ruling Party, 22% from the 

opposition parties and the majority of these officials makinf 55% said that they do not belong to 

any or rather they did not state whether they belonged to any.  For them being public officials it 

is justificale to be neutral and not being active in political partirs.  
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The education level of these officials and political leaders by 68% is college graduates. 20% is 

secondary education and 5% primary education. Among the political leasders there are ones who 

did not want to state their level of education and these constitutes 7% of the respondents. 
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CHAPTER THREE: FINDINGS FROM THE CITIZENS REPORT CARDS 

3.1 CITIZENS’ PERCEPTION ON FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION, ASSEMBLY AND EXPRESSION 

 In assessing the perception of citizens with regards to freedom of association, assembly and 

expression there were ten sub indicators where the respondents provided wide range of answers 

with regards to the questions posed to them where they were required to score from 1 (being 

very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being very good).  

a) Freedom to say what they think  

The first part was asking the respondents as to how would they rate central government’s 
performance in protecting their freedom to say what they think? 28% of the score indicates 

that freedom of speech was just fair. Notably, out of 700 respondents 55 females and 136 

stated that protection of freedom of speech was very bad that constituted 27% of all 

respondents.   

 
 

b) Freedom to join any political organisation  

On the indicator that required the respondents to rate central government’s performance in 

protecting their freedom to join any political organisation of their choice  26% of the score 

indicates that freedom of association where one would join any party of his/her choice was 

very good. Besides, 108 out of 700 respondents stated that protection of freedom to join any 

political organisation was very bad that constituted 16% of all respondents if linked with the 

14% that scored bad it is clear that 30% of the respondents are not satisfied by the protection 

availed to right to freedom to join any political organisation of one’s choice.   
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c) Freedom to vote in elections without being pressured  

Thirdly, 53% of all respondents were satisfied by the way the central government was 

performing   in protecting their freedom to vote in elections without being pressured. 

Nevertheless, 25% of the respondents scored in the negative that shows that they were no 

satisfied by the way the central government was performing in protecting their freedom to 

vote in elections without being pressured. Generally, this was among very positive scores 

indicated by the respondents. 

 
d) Freedom to say what one thinks about politics  

The respondents were as well asked to score on how they would have rated the central 

government’s performance in protecting their freedom to say what they thought about 

politics? This indicator was scored very poorly. Majority of the respondents constituting 
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33% stated that it was very bad. 22% stated that it was bad.  In total 55% of the 

respondents scored negatively.  Only 7% scored very well.  14% of the respondents stated 

that it was good generally 21% of the scores indicated that the respondents were satisfied 

with the way the central government was protecting their freedom to say what they think 

about politics.   

 
e) Freedom to participate in a demonstration or protest march  

Another indicator was on how the respondents rated central government’s performance in 
protecting their freedom to participate in a demonstration or a protest march. In this 

indicators 45% of the participants stated scored indicating that protection of freedom to 

participate in a demonstration or marching was very bad. This is the highest negative score 

of all indicators if combined with 21% of those who scored badly it means that 66% of all 

respondents were dissatisfied. 20% scored fairly, 9% good and 5% very good.  

 

Outstandingly, 218 male respondents out of 438 scored to show that freedom to 

participate in a demonstration or protest march was very badly protected and 96 

respondents stated that it was bad. This figure of 258 male respondents out of 438 making 

it 72% of the total count of scores by all male respondents is a very serious negative tone 

from such respondents as compared to female ones. 

 

Even were female of the respondents generally have given more scores on positive side by 

stating that the governments performance is very good or good, still in this indicator there 

is a very serious issues as this becomes the lowest score on positive marked by the female 

respondents counting 12 females out of 262 only 4% of the of the female respondents 

rated it as very good.  
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f) Freedom to participate in activities relating to Opposition parties  

The respondents were also required to rate central government’s performance in protecting 

their freedom to participate in activities relating to Opposition parties.  Again the score was 

on the negative as 38% and 21% scored very bad and bad respectively. This constitutes 59% 

stating that the respondents were not satisfied. 10% scored it as good and 6% scored very 

good indicating that 16% were satisfied by the way central government’s performance in 
protecting their freedom to participate in activities relating to Opposition parties. 
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g) Freedom to participate in activities that can be have viewed as one of the supporters 

of leaders of Opposition parties  

34% of the respondents rated it very bad on the central government’s performance in 

protecting their freedom to participate in activities that can be have viewed as one of the 

supporters of leaders of Opposition parties and only 9% of the respondents scored it as 

very good. This happens to be a continuation of negative score against these basic 

freedoms and liberties.  

 
h) Freedom to participate in activities   relating to Ruling party members 

Again, on how the respondents would rate central government’s performance in protecting 

their freedom to participate in activities relating to Ruling party members. Generally, the 

scores were more positive as compared to the responses on the same indicator when applied 

to opposition parties. 25% of the respondents said that the performance was fair.  However, 

22% stated that the performance was very bad while 19% stated that the performance was 

very good. 22% said it was good but 12% said that the performance was just bad. This still 

shows how diverse the perceptions of the citizens are.  
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i) Freedom to participate in activities that can be have viewed as one of the supporters of 

leaders of the Ruling Party 

On how the respondents would rate their central government’s performance in protecting 

their freedom to participate in activities that can be have viewed as one of the supporters of 

leaders of the Ruling Party, generally the scores were also more positive than elsewhere. 30% 

stated as very good and 25% stating as good in total the level of score in this indicator is 65% 

which is considerably high performance as compared to other parameters. Only 9% of the 

respondents rated it as very bad and 11% said it was just bad.   

 
j) Freedom to convene public meetings 

On protection of respondent’s right to convene public meetings; the scores indicate that the 

39% stated that the government performance is very bad.  21% also stated the performance 

was bad making it a total of 60% showing a negative response to the indicator. 24% said it 

was fair, 10% was good and 6% as very good. 
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3.2 CITIZENS’ PERCEPTIONS OF EQUALITY 

The second indicator was on Citizens’ perceptions of equality. The respondents were requested 
to score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being very 

good).  

 

a) Equal treatment before the law  

The first component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate central 

government’s performance in ensuring that people are treated equally under the law. In 

this regard majority, i.e. 31% of the respondents stared that it was just fair. On the other 

hand, 25% of the respondents stated that the performance was very bad.  It is worthy to 

note that despite the fact that female respondents are the minority (37% of all 

respondents), yet in rating the government’s performance female approval was higher i.e. 

20% than their male counterparts who 12% stated that the performance was good.  

Similarly, approval by rating as very good, 10% of female respondents as opposed to 9% 

of the male respondents approved the performance of the government on protection of 

right to equality under the law. Never the less 44% of all respondents are not satisfied by 

the way the government protects right to equality before the law. 

 
b) Officials who commit crimes get punished 

The second component of this indicator was on how would one rate central government’s 
performance in ensuring that officials who commit crimes get punished. This one is meant 

to assess impunity. A score on government’s performance being fair was done by majority 

of the respondents’ i.e.30%. Besides, the disapproval rate remained high at 44% whereas 
only 26% of the respondents approved the government’s performance.  
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c) Ordinary people who break the law get punished 

The third component of this indicator was on how would one rate central government’s 
performance in ensuring that ordinary people who break the law get punished. This is mean 

to assess how third parties and non-state actors are also addressed as far as impunity of third 

party is concerned. 26% said that the performance was fair and 20% being good and 13% 

being very good.  However, 22% stated that the performance was very bad while 19% stated 

that the performance was bad. This shows a continued diverse of perceptions of the citizens 

 
d) Innocent individuals are not subjected to arbitrary arrests 

The fourth component of this indicator was on how would one rate central government’s 
performance in ensuring that innocent individuals are not subjected to arbitrary arrests. 
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These indicators assist to assess the prevalence of arbitrariness. 31% said that the 

performance was very bad and 25% that the performance was bad.  However, 22% stated 

that the performance was fair, 14% was good and 8% stated that the performance was very 

good.  Again the disapproval of the government’s performance is above 50% which is an 
indication of needed improvement. 

 
 

3.3 CITIZENS’ PERCEPTIONS OF EQUALITY OF ELECTIONS (FREENESS AND FAIRNESS OF 

ELECTIONS) 

The third indicator was measuring the Citizens’ perceptions of quality of elections (freeness and 

fairness of elections). The respondents as well were required to score from 1 (being very bad), 2 

(being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being very good). The following are the 

responses.   

 

a) Votes are counted fairly 

Of all the respondents, 28% as majority rated the central government’s performance as fairly 
in ensuring that votes are counted fairly. However, 22% rated the government’s 
performance on this indicator as very bad and bad hence making a disapproval to 44%. 

Besides, 10% of respondents scored it as very good and 18% as good making a sum of 

respondent’s approval of government’s performance at 28%. 
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b) Opposition candidates are not prevented from running for office 

In this indicator, the respondents were asked to rate central government’s performance in 
ensuring that opposition candidates are not prevented from running for office. 29% of the 

Respondents rated it as fairly; 24% rated it as bad; 20% as very bad. On the other side 19% 

rated it as good and 8% very good.  

  

 
c) Voters are offered genuine choice in elections 

On how the respondents would rate central government’s performance in ensuring that Voters 

are offered genuine choice in elections. The respondents at 30% said that the performance was 
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fair; 19% as good and 11% as very good.  However, 18% stated that the performance was very 

bad while 22% stated that the performance was bad.  

 
e) You personally don’t become victims of political intimidation or violence  
In this indicator, the respondents were required to rate central government’s performance in 
ensuring that they personally don’t become victims of political intimidation or violence.   31% of 

the respondents said that the performance was fair; 19% said it was good and 9% said was very 

good.  However, 19% stated that the performance was very bad and 22% stated that the 

performance was bad.  
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f) Voters are not threatened with violence at the polls 

In this indicator, the respondents were required to rate central government’s performance in 
ensuring that voters are not threatened with violence at the polls.   28% of the respondents 

said that the performance was fair; 20% said it was good and 14% said was very good.  

However, 20% stated that the performance was very bad and 18% stated that the 

performance was bad. The responses show a good balance of the perceptions  

 
g) Last national elections were held in a free and fair manner  

In this Indicator, majority of the Respondents i.e. 24% rated as very badly the government’s 
performance in ensuring that the last elections were held in a free and fair manner. That was a 

very thin margin to those who rated it fairly with 23%.  Generally, the negative scores of very 

bad and bad constitutes 45% which is substantive therefore may be indicating the need for 

improvement in the electoral system in order to match with principles and standards set-forth by 

ACDEG. 
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h) The elected are those who garner Majority votes through an independent electoral 

system.  

The respondents to this indicator were required to answer the question that:  how would you 

rate central government’s performance in ensuring that the elected are those who garner Majority 

votes through an independent electoral system. The responses in this indicator were somehow 

balanced as 25% said it is fair; 14% very good; 21% good, 19% bad and 21% very bad.  

 
i) Citizens can offer themselves to be voted into office even if they do not wish to be 

nominated to stand for elections by political parties. 

When the respondents were required to rate central government’s performance in ensuring that 

Citizens can offer themselves to be voted into office even if they do not wish to be nominated to 

stand for elections by political parties the responses were as follows:  as 27% said it is fair; 14% 

good; 7% very good. On the other side 19% said it is bad and 33% very bad. This again is above 

50% disapproval. 
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3.4 CITIZENS’ PERCEPTIONS OF NATIONAL INSTITUTIONS THAT SUPPORT DEMOCRACY 

Citizens’ perceptions of national institutions that support democracy is a fourth indicator.  The 

Respondents also scored from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) 

and 5 (being very good).  

 

a)  Performance of the National Electoral Commission 

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the National Electoral Commission. 

In this indicator, 27% of the respondents said that the performance was fair; 16% said it was 

good and 11% said was very good.  However, 24% stated that the performance was very bad and 

22% stated that the performance was bad.  

 
b)  Performance of the Police 

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the Police. In this indicator, 29% of 

the respondents said that the performance was fair; 15% said it was good and 7% said was very 

good.  However, 29% stated that the performance of police was very bad and 20% stated that 

the performance was bad. 
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c)  Performance of the Courts of law 

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the Courts of law. In this indicator, 

30% of the respondents said that the performance was fair; 22% said it was good and 12% said 

was very good.  Besides, 18% stated that the performance of Courts of Law was very bad and 

18% stated that the performance was bad.  

 
d)  Performance of the Traditional leaders  

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the Traditional leaders. In this 

indicator, 25% of the respondents said that the performance was fair; 13% said it was good and 

6% said was very good.  However, 38% stated that the performance of traditional leaders was 

very bad and 18% stated that the performance was bad.  It need to be noted that 53% of all 

female respondents strongly responded negatively against traditional leaders.  
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e)  Performance of the Parliament  

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the Parliament. In this indicator, 

42% of the respondents said that the performance was fair; 22% said it was good and 10% said 

was very good.  However, 11% stated that the performance of the parliament was very bad and 

15% stated that the performance was bad. 

 
f)  Performance of the State owned media 

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the State owned media. In this 

indicator, 26% of the respondents said that the performance was fair; 17% said it was good and 

12% said was very good.  However, 25% stated that the performance of the state owned media 

was very bad and 20% stated that the performance was bad. 
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g)  Performance of the Registrar of Political Parties 

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the Registrar of Political Parties.  In 

this indicator, 30% of the respondents said that the performance was fair; 15% said it was good 

and 10% said was very good.  However, 28% stated that the performance of the Registrar of 

Political Parties was very bad and 17% stated that the performance was bad. 

 
3.5 CITIZENS’ PERCEPTIONS OF HORIZONTAL ACCOUNTABILITY 

Citizens’ perceptions of horizontal accountability is a fifth indicator.  The Respondents as usual 
were required to score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 

5 (being very good).  

 

a)  Upholding the courts and laws of this country 

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the executive arm of state vis-à-vis 

upholding the courts and laws of this country.  The respondents in this indicator by 30% said 

that the performance was fair; 18% said it was good and 10% said was very good.  However, 

19% stated that the performance was very bad and 23% stated that the performance was bad.  
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b)  Respecting decisions of Parliament 

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the executive arm of state in 

respecting decisions of Parliament as principles of checks and balances so require.  The 

respondents in this indicator by 34% said that the performance was fair; 16% said it was good 

and 8% said was very good.  However, 23% stated that the respecting decisions of Parliament as 

very bad and 19% stated that the performance of state in that regard was bad.  

 
 

c)  Making ad-hoc arbitrary decisions 

The Respondents were requested to rate the performance of the executive arm of state in 

making ad-hoc arbitrary decisions.  The respondents in this indicator by 28% said that the 

performance was fair; 11% said it was good and 6% said was very good.  However, 29% stated 

that the performance was very bad and 26% stated that the performance was bad.  
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3.6 RESPONSIVENESS OF LEADERSHIP 

The sixth main indicator was on responsiveness of the leadership. The respondents were 

requested to score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 

(being very good).  

 

a) Village/Mtaa chairpersons 

The first component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their village/Mtaa 

chairpersons being local government officials try as much as possible to listen to them, In this 

regard majority, i.e. 31% of the respondents stared that it was just fair; scored good and   scored 

very good. On the other hand 25% of the respondents stated that the responsiveness was very 

bad and also said it was bad. .   

 
b) Village/Mtaa Executive Officers 

The second component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their 

village/Mtaa executive officers being local government officials try as much as possible to listen 

to them, in this regard majority, i.e. 31% of the respondents stared that it was just fair; 28% 

scored good and   14% scored very good. On the other hand, 11% of the respondents stated that 

the responsiveness was very bad and 16% said it was bad.  
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c) Local councillors 

The third component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their local 

councillors of their being local government officials try as much as possible to listen to them, in 

this regard majority, i.e. 29% of the respondents stared that it was just fair; 21% scored good and   

13% scored very good. On the other hand, 17% of the respondents stated that the 

responsiveness was very bad and 20% said it was bad. 

 
.   

d) Ward executive Officers 

The forth component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their Ward 

Executive Officers being local government officials try as much as possible to listen to them, in 

this regard majority, i.e. 31% of the respondents stared that it was just fair; 21% scored good and   

13% scored very good. On the other hand, 16% of the respondents stated that the 

responsiveness was very bad and also 19% said it was bad. 
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e) Mayors/ District Council Chairpersons 

The fifth component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their Mayors or 

District Council Chairpersons being local government officials try as much as possible to listen 

to them, in this regard majority, i.e. 29% of the respondents stared that it was just fair; 21 scored 

good and 11% scored very good. On the other hand, 20% of the respondents stated that the 

responsiveness was very bad and 19% respectively said it was bad.    

 
f) Executive Directors of District/Municipal councils 

The fifth component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their executive 

directors of District/Municipal Councils try as much as possible to listen to them, in this regard 

majority, i.e. 34% of the respondents stared that it was just fair; 20% scored it as good and 10% 

scored it as very good. On the other hand, 20% of the respondents stated that the 

responsiveness was very bad and 16% said it was bad.    
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g) District Commissioners 

The sixth component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their district 

commissioners try as much as possible to listen to them, in this regard majority, i.e. 30% of the 

respondents stared that it was just fair; 22% scored good and 13% scored very good. On the 

other hand 19% of the respondents stated that the responsiveness was very bad and 16% said it 

was bad.   

 
h) Special seat Members of Parliament 

The seventh component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their Special 

Seat Members of Parliament try as much as possible to listen to them, in this regard majority, i.e. 

34% of the respondents stared that it was just fair; 16% scored it as good and   11% scored it as 

very good. On the other hand, 22% of the respondents stated that the responsiveness was very 

bad and 17% said it was just bad.    
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i) Members of Parliament (MP)  

The eighth component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their Members 

of Parliament try as much as possible to listen to them, in this regard majority, i.e. 30% of the 

respondents stared that it was just fair; 25% scored good and 15% scored it as very good. On the 

other hand, 17% of the respondents stated that the MPs responsiveness was very bad and 13% 

also said it was bad.    

 
j) Regional Commissioners 

The ninth component of this indicator was on how the respondents would rate their regional 

commissioners, try as much as possible to listen to them, in this regard majority, i.e. 30% of the 

respondents stared that it was just fair; 20% scored good and 18% scored very good. On the 

other hand, 18% of the respondents stated that the responsiveness was very bad and 14% also 

said it was bad 
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3.7 CITIZENS’ PERCEPTIONS OF INTEGRITY OF NATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

The seventh indicator addresses the Citizens’ perceptions of integrity of national institutions. 

The respondents having read the questionnaires were requested to put a score from 1 (being very 

bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being very good) the following are the 

findings:  

 

a) Fighting corruption in government institutions. 

The respondents were required to rate central government’s performance terms of fighting 

corruption in government institutions. Majority of the respondents constituting 29% stated that 

it was fair. 21% stated that it was good and 15% said it was very good.  In total 36% of the 

respondents scored positively.  On the other hand, 18% said that the performance was very bad 

while 17% said the performance was bad this makes a total 35% of the respondents who scored 

with negative perception. The margin between those who commended and those who criticised 

the government performance is very small with a difference of only 1%. This shows a polarity 

among the responses it is thus difficult to conclude if the respondents are satisfied or not with 

the central government’s performance terms of fighting corruption in government institutions. 

 
 

 

b) Measures put in place to cub corruption. 

Secondly, under the same indicator the respondents were required to rate central government’s 
performance terms of measures put in place to curb corruption. Again, majority of the 

respondents constituting 29% stated that it was fair. 23% stated that it was good and 14% said it 

was very good.  In total 37% of the respondents scored positively.  On the other hand, 16% said 

that the performance was very bad while 18% said the performance was bad this makes a total 

34% of the respondents who scored with negative perception. 
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c) Prosecution of corruption cases 

Thirdly, under the same indicator on integrity of national institutions the respondents were 

required to rate central government’s performance terms of prosecution of corruption cases. Just 
as in the above responses in this indicator, majority of the respondents constituting 29% stated 

that it was fair. 21% stated that it was good and 12% said it was very good.  In total 33% of the 

respondents scored positively.  On the other hand, 20% said that the performance was very bad 

while 18% said the performance was bad this makes a total 38% of the respondents who scored 

with negative response to prosecution of corruption cases. 
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d) Anti-corruption public education events 

Fourthly, under the same indicator on integrity of national institutions the respondents were 

required to rate central government’s performance terms of anti-corruption public education 

events. This time, majority of the respondents constituting 30% stated that it was fair. 18% 

stated that it was good and 11% said it was very good.  In total 29% of the respondents scored 

positively.  On the other hand, 20% said that the performance was very bad while 21% said the 

performance was bad this makes a total 41% of the respondents who scored with negative 

response to the performance of the central government in relation to anti-corruption public 

education events. 

 
e) Collaboration and partnership with anti-corruption stakeholders  

The fifth item under the same indicator on integrity of national institutions required the 

respondents to rate central government’s performance on collaboration and partnership with 
Collaboration and partnership with anti-corruption stakeholders. There is a noted increase of the 

respondents constituting 31% who stated that the performance in that aspect was fair. 18% 

stated that it was good and 10% said it was very good.  In total 18% of the respondents scored 

positively.  On the other hand, 22% said that the performance was very bad while 19% said the 

performance was bad this makes a total 41% of the respondents who scored with negative 

response to the performance of the central government in respect of collaboration and 

partnership with anti-corruption stakeholders. 
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f) Promotion or toleration of behaviour by public officials that encourages those public 

officials to engage in corruption  

The last component under this indicator on integrity of national institutions required the 

respondents to rate central government’s performance in promotion or toleration of behaviour 
by public officials that encourages those public officials to engage in corruption. This time, 

majority of the respondents constituting 33% stated that it was fair. 15% stated that it was good 

and 9% said it was very good.  In total 29% of the respondents scored positively.  On the other 

hand, 27% said that the performance was very bad while 16% said the performance was bad this 

makes a total 43% of the respondents who scored with negative response to promotion or 

toleration of behaviour by public officials that encourages those public officials to engage in 

corruption. 

 

 

 



51 

 

 
 

3.8 CITIZENS’ PERCEPTIONS OF DECENTRALIZATION 

In this Indicator 8 on Citizens’ Perceptions of Decentralization there were variable responses 
from the respondents.  As usual the respondents were required to score from 1 (being very bad), 

2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being very good).   

 

a) Ensuring that there is full decentralisation and devolution of state power to local 

government authorities 

 The respondents were asked as to how they rate central government’s performance in terms 

of ensuring that there is full decentralisation and devolution of state power to local 

government authorities.  40% said that the performance was fair.  However, 16% stated that 

the performance was very bad while 6% stated that the performance was very good. This 

shows a serious polarisation of diverse of perceptions of the citizens. 
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b) Ensuring that there is effective, accountable functioning power structures at local 

level  

The respondents were asked as to how they rate central government’s performance in 
ensuring that there is effective, accountable functioning power structures at local level.  41% 

said that the performance was fair.  However, 12% stated that the performance was very bad 

and 23% said it was bad making it a total of 35% negative scores. On the other hand, 19% 

stated that the performance was good and 5% stated that the performance was very good. 

This diversity of perceptions of the citizens has the majority stating that it is just fair even 

where 35% of the responses it shows negative answers by the respondents when required to 

assess the performance in terms of ensuring that there is effective, accountable functioning 

power structures at local level.   
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c) Ensuring that there is full decentralisation and devolution of state resources and 

sources of revenue to local government authorities  

The respondents were asked as to how they rate central government’s performance in terms 
of ensuring that there is full decentralisation and devolution of state resources and sources of 

revenue to local government authorities.  34% said that the performance was fair.  However, 

13% stated that the performance was very bad and 27% said it was bad. On the other hand, 

20% stated that the performance was good and 6% said was very good. 

 
d) Ensuring that there are measures meant to promote a bottom-up approach  

The respondents were asked as to how they rate central government’s performance in terms 
of ensuring that there are Measures meant to promote a bottom-up approach to 

development.  38% said that the performance was fair.  However, 11% stated that the 

performance was very bad and 23% said it was bad. On the other hand, 19% stated that the 

performance was good and 9% said was very good. 
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e) Ensuring general relationship with Local Government Authorities 

The respondents were asked as to how they rate central government’s performance with 
regards to general relationship with Local Government Authorities. 38% said that the 

performance was fair.  However, 8% stated that the performance was very bad and 14% said 

it was bad. On the other hand, 20% stated that the performance was good and 8% said it 

was very good. 

 
 

f) Performance in terms of the extent to which officials of the council appointed by the 

head of state are permitted to harass and intimidate elected councillors with impunity  

The respondents were asked as to how they rate central government’s performance in terms 

of the extent to which officials of the council appointed by the head of state are permitted 

to harass and intimidate elected councillors with impunity. 36% said that the performance 

was fair.  However, 16% stated that the performance was very bad and 24% said it was bad. 

On the other hand, 17% stated that the performance was good and 7% said it was very 

good. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION 

5.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

From the findings in this study, it is evident that the perceptions of the respondents vary 

considerably. There has not been a study to establish this kind of variations given the setting the 

context of Tanzania.  

 

a) Research on citizenry 

From the CRC process it has become evident that the quantitative data collected need to 

be creatively followed up by a qualitative research which will provide meaning and 

explanations to most of the findings from CRC that cannot be established now. Such 

secondary research will use the same findings and possibly same respondents in 

answering the question ‘why’.  In such a way when a respondent state that he thinks that 

his right to association is impaired he should be requested to state as to why he/she 

thinks so? Provide some few examples as to how such right was impaired, or even 

explain who was involved? How often? When it is most likely that such right will be 

impaired again? And why he/she thinks so. Such kind of qualitative data will be more 

meaningful in informing, designating and executing more realistic and structured 

interventions if any.  

  

b) Civic empowerment of citizens 

From the CRC process it was very clear that most of the respondents were not informed 

of very basic concepts or political processes. When asked about the previous election 

process for instance, most of the respondents were taking time to bring back their 

memories of the 2015 events and sometimes mixing the facts with 2010 election events.  

Fear among some of the respondents was eminent, most were suspicious and in dilemma 

of not knowing the plight of their responses and if they will be ok after giving their 

opinion. All these is an indicator of needed civic empowerment. 

 

c) Constitution Building 

All issues and indicators used or addressed in the CRC process are constitutional issues. 

In Tanzania the agenda for new constitution has kind of being shelved. A meaningful 

intervention would require a citizen/peoples’ based constitution building process.  The 

CRC process has additionally highlighted the need for constitutional building in order to 

re-define the rights addressed by ACDEG and put in place mechanisms and institutions 

capable of protecting the stated rights. Such constitutional process would also put in 

place mechanisms for good governance, devolution and decentralisation and sustainable 

institutions to curb corruption. 

   

d) Enhancement of governance institutions 

The CRC process also highlighted the fact of a considerable dissatisfaction with 

governance institutions in the country including the police, some politically elected 

leaders and some politically appointed leaders.  In future any intervention to promote 

ACDEG and Constitutional principles should go hand in hand with enhancement and 

restructuring of governance and law enforcement institutions including the commission 
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for human rights and good governance; the judiciary; the police; the local government 

authorities and media. 

 

e) Harness Technological advancements 

CRC methodology used both traditional/conventional research methods but supported 

by Morden ICT applications including google forms and SPSS. Future surveys and CRC 

may also be tailored to make most of the available ICT programmes in order to minimise 

costs and reach out more individual’s regardless bureaucratic barriers. Periodic 

monitoring of the promotion of principles embedded in ACDEG may be done through 

online surveys.  

 

f) Role of Civil Society  

The CRC process was supported by the CSOs networks available in different regions of 

Tanzania.  Implementation of ACDEG, monitoring of the enforcement of the principles 

thereof and collecting data for reporting on the implementation of the principles may 

also be done with support of CSOs around the nation. It is therefore important to build 

the capacity of CSOs so that most of them can feed into a data base which can be 

created to monitor the implementation of the ACDEG. 

 

g) Ratification of ACDEG   

The United republic of Tanzania is not a member party to the ACDEG. Advocacy 

efforts and interventions should be designed and implemented towards ratification and 

domestication of ACDEG by the United Republic of Tanzania.                   

 

5.2 CONCLUSION  

Most of what is contained in the ACDEG is also addressed by the Constitution of the United 

Republic of Tanzania dated 1977. It is this 1977 constitution, as amended several times, which 

defines what kind of democratic rights Tanzanians have. Such rights are also the ones protected 

by ACDEG. Several articles of the this constitution spell out the role of Tanzanian citizens in 

the running of their lives and these articles include Article 8(1) which states that “ The United 

Republic of Tanzania is a state which adheres to the principles of democracy and social 

justice and accordingly - (a) sovereignty resides in the people and it is from the people 

that the Government through this Constitution shall derive all its power and authority;  

(b) the primary objective of the Government shall be the welfare of the people;  (c) the 

Government shall be accountable to the people; and   (d) the people shall participate in 

the affairs of their Government in accordance with the provisions of  this Constitution. “    
 

This provision of the 1977 Constitution provided the strongest overall legal basis for citizens 

demanding that they be governed democratically if their political leadership wished to claim legal 

legitimacy for assuming their leadership roles. In this provision democracy would seem to be 

defined as a governance system that acknowledges that “sovereignty resides in the people and 

it is from the people that the Government through this Constitution shall derive all its 

power and authority”  
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Indeed, the Preamble of the same 1977 Constitution states clearly that the Tanzanian state is 

constituted on the basis of three sets of principles, namely that Tanzania seeks to establish: 

a) “a society founded on the principles of freedom, justice, fraternity and concord;” 

b) “a democratic society in which the Executive is accountable to a Legislature 

composed of elected members and representative of the people, and also a 

Judiciary which is independent and dispenses justice without fear or favour, 

thereby ensuring that all human rights are preserved and protected and that the 

duties of every person are faithfully discharged;” and that  

c) “Tanzania is governed by a Government that adheres to the principles of 
democracy and socialism and shall be a secular state.” 

 

This CRC was therefore contributing to the assessment of constitutionalism and protection of 

civil and political rights in Tanzania. Moreover, it has adequately explored the perceptions of 

individuals in respect of good governances, anti-corruption and decentralisation. It is expected 

that the findings from the CRC will be a catalyst for advanced and improved protection of 

citizens’ rights and strengthening of checks and balances institutions for progressive and 
sustainable social economic revolution of the country towards a middle income economy of an 

industrialised state.  
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ANNEX 1 – TOR/ GUIDELINES AND STANDARD METHODOLOGY 

COMMUNITY SCORE CARD FOR CITIZEN REPORT METHODOLOGY 

The EC-PANAF Project will use the CSC methodology to assess the status and extent of uphold 

of democratic principles and the implementation of the ACDEG (against ACDEG articles) at a 

local level. This is meant to increase participation, accountability and transparency between the 

“governors” and the “governed” at the local level. This approach brings together a combination 

of more objective local information (for example did an election at local level take place as 

scheduled or not) with more qualitative/perception information (the satisfactory levels of how 

people view their government). This is meant to ensure that evidence gathered is rooted in the 

realities of people’s day-to-day experience of government and does not get overly focused on 

changes in documents and policies that are completely removed with government behaviour.  

This thus leverages our presence on the ground and its overall theory of change by bringing 

people living in poverty into the process as active citizens evaluating and holding government to 

account. 

This exercise can be viewed as both an empowerment/mobilization process as well as a process 

of generating evidence. 

Steps 

In conducting the Community Score Card, the following steps have to be followed: 

a) Preparation - Collecting information and mobilising support 

b) Community Gathering - Raise awareness about commitments & standards (ACDEG):  

What are community members entitled to in terms of ACDEG?  What do governments 

have to deliver?  

c) INPUT SCORECARD (Based on identified indicators from articles of ACDEG) 

d) Establish focus groups 

e) Align input indicators – from set of already developed indicators 

f) Community members score government performance 

g) Government also self-score own performance 

h) Collect evidence on ACDEG - Record & discuss findings 

i) INTERFACE MEETING -Feedback from public to government - dialogue & 

problem-solving 

 

 

 

  

Indicator  

(Guiding Question) 

Score   

Remarks 

Very 

Bad = 

1 

Bad 

= 2 

Fair 

= 3 

Good 

= 4 

Very 

Good 

= 5 
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1- Citizens’ perceptions 
of freedom of expression 

and association  

(a. Do you feel you are 

free to express your 

political decisions 

without being harassed? 

b. Do you feel you are 

free to associate with any 

political party of your 

choice?)  

   

 

        

2 – Citizens’ perceptions 
of equality  

(Do you feel all citizens 

are treated equally 

according to the laws of 

the country?) 

           

3 - Citizens’ perceptions 
of quality of elections 

(freeness and fairness of 

elections) 

(Do you feel that the 

previous elections were 

free and fair?) 

          

 

  

4 - Citizens’ perceptions 
of national institutions 

that support democracy 

(Do you feel state 

institutions supporting 

democracy: –  

a. courts,  

b. police,  

c. electoral bodies;  

are independent and 

performing their duties 

well?) 

      

5 - Citizens’ perceptions 
of horizontal 

accountability 

(a. Do you feel the 

president respects the laws 

of the country? 

b. Do you feel the 

president respects 

parliamentary decisions?) 
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6 -  Responsiveness of 

leadership 

(a. Do you think your 

local leaders are 

responsive to the 

citizens? 

b. Do you think your 

Members of Parliament 

are responsive to the 

citizens?) 

      

7 - Citizens’ perceptions 
of integrity of national 

institutions 

(Do you think the central 

government is putting 

enough measures to curb 

corruption?) 

 

      

 8 - Citizens’ 
Perceptions of 

Decentralisation 

(Do you think that the 

government is committed 

to full decentralization and 

devolution of power?) 

      

Note: In responding to these, aim to capture items under each respective indicator in the CRM Template 

Interface meetings 

After the collection of information and filling in of the CSC, a similar process has to be done 

also for government representatives. Once that is done, an interface meeting needs to be done, 

where community members and government representatives get together to compare scores, 

identify problems and collectively decide on how to rectify the problems. The interface meeting 

is the main vehicle for advancing accountability in the CSC process. Community-level interface 

meetings can be followed up by a district-level forum, where community representatives and 

government representatives meet with district officials and politicians to discuss higher level 

systemic problems and solutions  

NB** The evidence presented at interface meetings may embarrass officials hence it is 

important to consider the risks and consequences of this beforehand. As such, community 

members need to plan in advance how they will respond if officials become defensive or 

threatening. The aim is not to back down but to focus on achieving the desired change through 

the process 

 

PROPOSED EC- PANAF CITIZEN REPORT TEMPLATE 

 

Introduction 
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The aim of  this document is to serve as a guide to partners on the development of  the citizen 

report. It explains the approaches to be used, steps to take in each approach up to the stage of  

synthesising the report into one document for advocacy by partners. The citizen report process 

generates evidence-based reports on the way in which the ACDEG is implemented at national 

level, to provide the basis for coordinated advocacy by CSOs at national, regional and 

international level. Participating CSOs and CSO platforms will develop a participatory 

monitoring framework, structured according to the commitments in the ACDEG to monitor the 

way in which it is implemented at national level. For this project, key focus is on elections, 

governance and democracy AND not social issues. The action will generate reports in all 8 

focus countries based on three processes (see Figure 1).   

 

 

Figure 1: Citizen Report Methodology 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Desk Research/Literature Review 

 

This is preliminary stage in which EC-PANAF partners are expected to review literature on 

AGA in general and ACDEG in particular to have an appreciation of the charter and issues at 

hand. This will also help partners check basic things e.g. status in terms of signing, 

ratification and domestication of ACDEG within focus countries. Table 1 captures the 

outcome of the mapping exercise conducted by the team tasked with developing the Citizen 

Report Methodology specifically on which of the ACDEG articles can be subjected to desk 

research.  

 

Table 1: Mapping Exercise and Outcome 

Article  Desk Research/ Interviews with Africa Union Commission  

Article 29 Desk Research 

Article 34 Desk Research 

Article 36 Desk Research 

Article 39 Desk Research 

Article 44 Desk Research/ Interviews with Africa Union Commission 

Article 45 Desk Research/ Interviews with Africa Union Commission 

Article 49 Desk Research/ Interviews with Africa Union Commission 

Article 49 Desk Research/ Interviews with Africa Union Commission 

 
 

Public Perceptions Data (Afrobarometer Data)  

Desk research and legal 

analysis  

Public perceptions 

data (Afrobarometer 

surveys) 

Community scorecard  

Citizen Report Card Methodology 
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Afrobarometer surveys in 8 focus countries will give co-applicants quantitative data on citizens’ 
perceptions of  respective governments’ implementation of  ACDEG. Table 2 below captures the 
outcome of  the mapping exercise of  the Afrobarometer instrument versus articles of  the 

Charter and will serve as a guide to MPOI during data analysis. 

 

Table 2: Mapping Exercise Outcome 

Article Questions Identified in Afrobarometer  

Article 4 15A, B, C, 21, 40, 41, 49 and 51A 

Article 6 8A,B,C,D, 15A,B,C, 49, 51A, 55C, G,66G,H, I, J  

Article 8 18, 51B,C, D and 88A 

Article 10 45E, C, 51B, C, D 

Article 12 15A,B,C,47A,B 48A,B,C,D,E,F,49 51A 

Article 15 52B,C, J 

Article 17 48A,B,C,D,E,F and 52C, J 

Article 27 52,53,54,55B,D,F,H,J,L,66K 

Article 33 10A,B,11A,B, 52D, 53, 54, 56, 57, 66B, D, E, F, J, K 

Article 35 52K, 53H, 68D 

 

Citizen reports should capture information with brief  background about the Afrobarometer and 

its methodology.  It should capture that: 

 

Afrobarometer is a Pan-African, non-partisan research network that conducts public attitude 

surveys on democracy, governance, economic conditions, and related issues in African 

countries. The Afrobarometer has so far conducted six rounds of surveys in up to 37 

countries between 1999 and 2016, and Round 7 surveys are being conducted in 2017/2018. 

Afrobarometer conducts face-to-face interviews in the language of the respondent’s choice 
with nationally representative samples.  Afrobarometer sample size varies with interviews 

conducted with either 1,200 or 2,400 adult citizens with the former size yielding country-level 

results with a margin of error of +/-3% at a 95% confidence level and the latter yielding 

results with a margin of error of +/-2% at a 95% confidence level.   

Indicators  

Indicators are derived from articles of the ACDEG and these indicators are on: 

 Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of expression 
 Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of association 
 Citizens’ perceptions freedom to vote without being pressured  
 Citizens’ perceptions of freedom to engage in civic activities 
 Citizens’ perceptions of equality  
 Citizens’ perceptions of horizontal/vertical accountability 
 Citizens’ perceptions of institutions that support democracy 
 Citizens’ perceptions of quality of elections  
 Citizens’ perceptions of integrity of national institutions  
 Citizens’ perceptions of decentralization 

 

Identified Questions from Afrobarometer Round 6 
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Indicator 1: Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of expression, association and voting 
without being pressured  

Q15A. In this country, how free are you: To say what you think?  

Q15B. In this country, how free are you: To join any political organization you want?  

Q15C. In this country, how free are you: To choose who to vote for without feeling 

pressured?  

Q51A. In your opinion, how often, in this country: Do people have to be careful of what they 

say about politics?  

Indicator 2: Citizens’ perceptions of quality of elections  

Q22. On the whole, how would you rate the freeness and fairness of the last national 

election?  

Q48. In your opinion, how often do the following things occur in this country’s elections? A. 
A. Votes are counted fairly.  

B. Opposition candidates are prevented from running for office  

C. The media provides fair coverage of all candidates.  

D. Voters are bribed.  

E. Voters are offered a genuine choice in the elections.  

F. Voters are threatened with violence at the polls.  

Q49. During election campaigns in this country, how much do you personally fear becoming 

a victim of political intimidation or violence?  

 

Indicator 3: Citizens’ perceptions of equality  
Q51B. In your opinion, how often, in this country: Are people treated unequally under the 

law? 

Q51C. In your opinion, how often, in this country: Do officials who commit crimes go 

unpunished? 

Q51D. In your opinion, how often, in this country: Do ordinary people who break the law go 

unpunished? 

 

Indicator 4: Citizens’ perceptions of institutions that support democracy 

Q52C. How much do you trust each of the following, or haven’t you heard enough about 
them to say: The Zimbabwe Electoral Commission? 

Q52H. How much do you trust each of the following, or haven’t you heard enough about 
them to say: The police? 

Q52J. How much do you trust each of the following, or haven’t you heard enough about them 
to say: Courts of law? 

Q52K. How much do you trust each of the following, or haven’t you heard enough about 
them to say: Traditional leaders? 

 

Indicator 5: Citizens’ perceptions of integrity of national institutions  
 

Q53A. How many of the following people do you think are involved in corruption, or haven’t 
you heard enough about them to say: The president and officials in his office? 

Q53B. How many of the following people do you think are involved in corruption, or haven’t 
you heard enough about them to say: Members of Parliament? 

Q53C. How many of the following people do you think are involved in corruption, or haven’t 
you heard enough about them to say: Government officials? 
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Q53D. How many of the following people do you think are involved in corruption, or haven’t 
you heard enough about them to say: Local government councillors? 

Q53E. How many of the following people do you think are involved in corruption, or haven’t 
you heard enough about them to say: Police? 

Q53G. How many of the following people do you think are involved in corruption, or haven’t 
you heard enough about them to say: Judges and magistrates? 

Q54. In your opinion, over the past year, has the level of corruption in this country increased, 

decreased, or stayed the same? 

Q66K. How well or badly would you say the current government is handling the following 

matters, or haven’t you heard enough to say: Fighting corruption in government? 

 

Data Analysis 

 

Analysis will be done on an indicator by indicator basis. Data will be disaggregated/cross 

tabulated by 4 variables:   

 Age – 16-35 (youth), 36-55 and 56+ 
 Gender – Male/Female 
 Education – No formal education, Primary, Secondary and Post-Secondary 
 Urban-Rural location- Urban residents versus Rural residents  

 

Stages of Analysis  

 Within country focus (e.g. Zimbabwe only) on certain aspects (for Action Aid country 

offices launch workshops – in country) 
 Trend analysis within country (from Afrobarometer Round 1 to Afrobarometer 7) (for 

Action Aid country offices) 
 Comparative analysis on countries’ performance on certain indicators by region: 

Southern African Region (Mozambique, Zambia, and Zimbabwe), East African 

Region: (Uganda and Tanzania), West African Region (Ghana, Nigeria and Sierra 

Leone) (for regional level advocacy –EACSOF, SADC-CNGO, and WACSOF) 

 Merging data set and assessing 8 focus countries and see how they fare on certain 

governance indicators vis-à-vis each other (for AU advocacy level) 

NB** Need to note that the countries in their RECs have other commitments which are or 

might be linked to the ACDEG and hence should be noted in analysis. 

 

In-Country and Inter-Country Performance Ranking Criterion 

Ranking them on a 4-point scale based on quartiles, country in the  

 lowest 25% gets a ‘Red’ rating; 
 26-50% get an ‘Orange’;  
 51% to 75% get a ‘Yellow’;  
 and the ones in the highest 25% get a ‘Green’  

 

Community Score Card (CSC) 

 

 The CSC is a participatory, community-based approach often applied for assessing 

government services or facilities by grading them according to a range of scores. 
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 The EC-PANAF Project will use the methodology to assess the status and extent of 

uphold of democratic principles and the implementation of the ACDEG (against 

ACDEG articles) at a local level.  

 The scorecards will be tied into the most relevant commitments in the Charter 

 The CSC will assess election conduct, constitutional behaviour, decentralization, enabling 
environment for civil society organizations, etc. 

 

CSC Mapping outcome 

 

At the Arusha workshop in Tanzania, the team leading the citizen report methodology 

development identified ACDEG articles that can be subjected to the community score card 

process as captured in the Table below: 

 

Table 3: CSC Mapping outcome 

Article Community Score Card  

Article 4   

Article 6   

Article 8   

Article 10   

Article 12   

Article 15   

Article 17   

Article 32   

Article 35   

 

The overarching aim is to come up with an approach that is methodologically sound and 

defensible. In light of this, a number of issues have to be considered in the CSC process.  

 

CSC geographic spread - Partners must decide on which and how many districts/counties and 

provinces they are going to conduct the CSCs in order to ensure that key groups are not 

excluded from the process.  

NB** This should be representative enough and should, in all possible means, be conducted 

country-wide  

 

CSC Participants Demographic Matrix - partners need to think carefully about demographic 

matrix i.e. what the demographic characteristics are for the CSC participants in terms of: 

 

a) Gender – women should participate in their own group and the same should happen for 
men 

 

b) Ethnic grouping – To ensure defensibility of the process, it is strongly recommended 
that partners consider ethnic balance in selection of provinces/regions and districts or 
counties for project implementation. 
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c) Age group: For the purposes of this EC-PANAF project youths consist of people aged 
16-35 years when the CSC process is being undertaken. Anyone who turns 16 on the day 
of the CSC is legible to take part in the scorecard process while anyone turning 36 on the 
day of the process and those older will form part of the control group. 
 

d) Education level:  CSC participation matrix should spell out which education category 
the partners are interested in; is it those without formal education, those with primary 
education, those with secondary education or those with post-secondary education only? 
Is the less educated going to take part in the same group with the better educated? 
 

e) Political party affiliation – This variable should be clear and well defined as well. 
Partners should ensure some balance in terms of representation of the main political 
parties to reduce biased scoring.  Given the unique political contexts within countries, 
partners should decide on what is the most appropriate way to proceed. The idea is to 
avoid scoring that is biased on partisan grounds 
 

f) Ground rules – should be clear, participants not be allowed to come in their political 
party regalia 

 

g) CSC Recruiters - If local authorities are to be used to recruit on behalf of AA, how 
neutral are the authorities in terms of recruiting potential participants in the CSC 
process? Such a consideration should also be made if AA country offices decide to 
recruit on their own. Is the issue of bias not going to play up too?  

 

Table 4: Example of CSC participants’ matrix for Zimbabwe 

Province/District Gender Education  Ethnicity Age  Place of 

Residence  

Bulawayo Female Some tertiary + Ndebele 18-34 Urban  

Matabeleland 

South 

Female Some secondary Ndebele 35+ Rural 

Midlands Male Some tertiary+ Shona 18-34 Urban 

Masvingo Male Some tertiary+ Shona 18-34 Rural 

Harare Female Secondary complete Shona 35+ Urban 

Harare Male Some tertiary+ Shona 18-34 Urban  

Mashonaland East Male Secondary complete Shona 18-34 Rural 

 

CSC Approach 

 Community members are divided into focus groups of  10 to 15 members 
 Groups will be based on the principle of  homogeneity, that is, men shall participate in 

their own groups and women shall participate in their own groups as well 
 Every participant should have a clear idea of  the relevant commitments and standards 

that form the basis of  the social contract between government and the community  
 Participants will make use of  indicators developed by AA to track whether governments 

are meeting these commitments  
 A minimum of  5 and maximum of  8 indicators will go into the community scorecard  
 For each indicator, there should be range of  possible scores, ranging from negative (low 

score) to positive (high score) 
 Once the scorecard has been drawn up, it can be used by community members to grade 

the performance of  government vis-à-vis ACDEG 
The scoring will be done through these steps:  
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a) Every community member allocates scores individually, after which all the figures are 
tallied to arrive at a set of  combined group scores; and 

b) Group discussion is used to reach consensus on an agreed score for every indicator 
c) The findings from all the focus groups in one community are collated to arrive at a 

community average score  
d) All the scores from communities in the same district can also be computed to work out a 

district average score  
e) The same scorecard is used by government representatives to assess their own 

performance  
f) Differences and overlaps in the findings are then discussed at the interface meeting 

 

CSC Indicators 

 

Indicators derive from articles of the ACDEG 

 Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of expression 
 Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of association 
 Citizens’ freedom to vote without being pressured  
 Citizens’ freedom to engage in civic activities 
 Citizens’ perceptions of equality  
 Citizens’ perceptions of institutions that support democracy 
 Citizens’ perceptions of quality of elections (freeness and fairness of elections) 
 Citizens’ perceptions of decentralisation 

 

Table 5: Sample Scorecard  

  

Indicator  

Score   

Remarks 

Very 

Bad = 

1 

Bad = 2 Fair = 3 Good 

= 4 

Very 

Good = 5 

Indicator 1- Citizens’ 
perceptions of freedom to 

say what they think 

   

 2 

        

Indicator 2 – Citizens 

perceptions of freedom to 

join any political 

organization of choice  

      

3 

      

Indicator 3 - Citizens 

perceptions of freedom to 

vote without being 

pressured  

          

5 

  

 

 The main vehicle for advancing accountability in the CSC process is the interface 
meeting 

 This is where community members and government representatives get together to 
compare scores identify problems and decide how to overcome them. 



69 

 

 Community-level interface meetings can be followed up by a district-level forum, where 
community representatives and service providers (government representatives) meet with 
district officials and politicians to discuss higher level systemic problems and solutions  

 The evidence presented at interface meetings may embarrass officials hence it is 
important to consider the risks and consequences of  this beforehand.  

 Community members might plan in advance how they will respond if  officials become 
defensive or threatening 

 The aim is not to back down but to focus on achieving the desired change through the 
process 

 

Proposed/Suggested Questions for the CSC 

 

Indicator 1: Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of expression and association  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would you rate central government’s performance in protecting: 

a) Your freedom to say what you think? 
b) Your freedom to join any political organisation of your choice? 
c) Your freedom to vote in elections without being pressured? 
d) Your freedom to say what you think about politics? 
e) Your freedom to participate in a demonstration or protest march 
f) Opposition parties or supporters  

 

Indicator 2: Citizens’ perceptions of equality  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would you rate central government’s performance in ensuring that: 
v. People are treated equally under the law 
vi. Officials who commit crimes get punished 
vii. Ordinary people who break the law get punished? 

 

Indicator 3: Citizens’ perceptions of quality of elections (freeness and fairness of 
elections) 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would you rate central government’s performance in ensuring that: 
a) Votes are counted fairly 
b) Opposition candidates are not prevented from running for office 
c) Voters are offered genuine choice in elections 
d) Voters are not threatened with violence at the polls 
e) You personally don’t become victims of political intimidation or violence 
f) Last national elections were held in a free and fair manner  

 

Indicator 4: Citizens’ perceptions of national institutions that support democracy 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would you rate the performance of the following national institutions? 

viii. The national electoral commission 
ix. Police 
x. Courts of law 
xi. Traditional leaders  
xii. Parliament  
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Indicator 5: Citizens’ perceptions of horizontal accountability 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how would you rate the performance of the President vis-à-vis: 

v. Upholding the courts and laws of this country? 
vi. Respecting decisions of Parliament 

 

Indicator 6: 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), rate how the following officials try as much as possible to listen to you: 

xi. Your local councilor 
xii. Your Member of Parliament (MP)  

 

 

Indicator 7: Citizens’ perceptions of integrity of national institutions  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how do you rate central government’s performance terms of fighting corruption in 
government institutions? 

 

 

Indicator 8: Citizens’ Perceptions of Decentralisation  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good), how do you rate central government’s performance in terms of ensuring that there is 

full decentralisation and devolution as well as effective, functioning power structures at local 

level.  

 

Legal Analysis  

 

 AA country offices will rely on panels of  experts (knowledgeable and authoritative) 
people to make an informed judgement/rating on country situation 

 The panel of  experts should assess on the basis of  some criteria 
 Panel of  experts should identify any problematic clauses (e.g. in the Constitution, 

legislation, policies, administrative law) and formulate specific recommendations on how 
the problems need to be fixed   

 The constituency can include CSO leaders, union leaders, legal professors, Human Rights 
lawyers, Human Rights advocates, think tanks researchers and leaders, journalists, and 
others relevant in the context.  

 The experts should assess government performance of different areas of the ACDEG 
compliance can and should be spread across more than one person, depending on their 
expertise.  

 Should give a summary of the legal overview of the countries’ legal framework and how 
it is linked to the overall implementation of the ACDEG 

  

Workshop style event where experts including human rights lawyers, human rights defenders, 

judges, parliamentarians, constitutional lawyers, civil society and other identified key stakeholders 

participate, agree on rating on the different indicators/articles and endorse. 
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Table 6: Mapping Exercise Outcome  

Article Legal Analysis/Intergovernmental scorecard 

Article 5   

Article 7   

Article 10   

Article 11   

Article 14   

Article 16   

Article 17   

Article 19   

Article 20   

Article 21   

Article 22   

Article 27   

Article 36   

Article 44   

 

Overall National Citizens’ Report 

The synthesis process of the Citizens’ Report itself should serve three purposes: 
a) Making a technically good presentation of  the data, being faithful to the data as it gets 

summarized so recommendations are evidence based;  
b) A social process of  keeping our constituency together especially around the headline 

recommendations to the Government on the action they should take in the short term;  
c) Creating an effective document from a communications/campaigning perspective that is: 

attractive, sharp and pointed, has some good soundbites, comes across as live and 
topical, and keeps in some good voices from different stakeholders 

 

In addition, the Report: 

 Must be communications-friendly 
 Must be good, accessible, not too long, not too hard to read, lest we lose sense of 

overall recommendations and highlights 

 Limit to maximum of 4/5 key recommendations in the executive summary 

 AA country offices will need a key author for the report who has the overall 
responsibility for the editing/writing part 

 Must include an article by article or a Chapter by Chapter rating of  government 
implementation of  the ACDEG. 

It is suggested that perhaps using a traffic-light (maybe red for bad, orange, yellow, green for 

good) or simplified rating system against each element, along lines of: 

 Government legal framework and behaviour in strong and direct contradiction with 

ACDEG articles 

 Government legal framework and behaviour shows weaknesses and shortcoming in 

implementing ACDEG articles 

 Government legal framework and behaviour shows some strengths and progress in 

implementing ACDEG article 
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 Government legal framework and behaviour shows high alignment and strong 

commitment and progress on ACDEG implementation  

 Analysis should highlight how each source of information should contribute to the 

finding 

 The report should wrap up with some high level and actionable recommendations 
primarily targeting the Government duty bearers  

 It should not aim for a full map of  every reform government should need to do, but we 
should remember this is a document with an advocacy and campaigning purpose, so it 
should zoom in on the 2-5 specific and most important steps the governments should 
take.   

 This should take into account where the government has the biggest shortcomings, but 
also political calculation about where there is some momentum and possibility for 
progress.  
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Figure 2: Citizen Report development stages 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Editor   

Synthesizes report into 

one  

AA Country 

Offices 

Produce community 

score card and legal 

analysis reports 

MPOI  

Produces citizens’ 
perceptions reports for 8 

focus countries  

AA 

Denmark/Project 

Manager  

Approves synthesized 

reports 

AA country offices  

Use report during 

national launch 

workshops 

AA Country offices, EACOSOF, 

WACSOF & SADC-CNGO- 

 

Adapt national reports for advocacy at 

regional and continental levels  



74 

 

Proposed Citizen Report Structure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

1. Introduction and Background - A brief 

background to the project 

2. Methodology – State approaches used to collect data 

and briefly highlight key strengths and weaknesses of the 

methodology 

 

3. Key findings - What are the key findings – start with 

legal analysis/desk research, perceptions data survey (from 

Afrobarometer) and then data from the CSC 

 

4. Conclusions – What are the key conclusions from the 

citizen report?  

 

5. Recommendations – What are the key recommendations 

for government drawn from the evidence generated using 

these approaches?  
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ANNEX 2 QUESTIONNAIRES 

Assessment Tool: 
WHO IS RESPONDING TO THIS QUESTIONNAIRE? 

1. Please tick the sex of the respondent  

Male           Female  
 

2. Please tick the age group the respondent belongs to  

18 -30          31 -40         41-50       51 and above  
 

3. Please tick the Location of the respondent  

Urban        Rural            Peri-urban             Region ................ District .................. 
 

4. Please tick the political orientation the respondent  

Member  Non Member  N/A 
 

5. If a member, where are you affiliated to? 

Ruling   Other   N/A 
 

6. Education level? 

Non Formal        Primary  Secondary       College           N/A 
 

7 Do you know the African Charter on Democracy, Elections and Governance?  

Yes     No  N/A 

 

KEY RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Citizens’ perceptions of freedom of association, assembly and expression  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good),  

Q 1: How would you rate central government’s performance in protecting:- 

a) Your freedom to say what you think? 

b) Your freedom to join any political organisation of your choice? 

c) Your freedom to vote in elections without being pressured? 

d) Your freedom to say what you think about politics? 

e) Your freedom to participate in a demonstration or protest march? 

f) Opposition parties, supporters of leaders? 

g) Ruling party members, supporters of leaders?  

h) Your right to convene public meetings? 

 

Citizens’ perceptions of equality  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good),  

Q 2 : How would you rate central government’s performance in ensuring that: 
i. People are treated equally under the law? 

ii. Officials who commit crimes get punished? 
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iii. Ordinary people who break the law get punished? 

iv. Innocent individuals are not subjected to arbitrary arrests?  
 

Citizens’ perceptions of quality of elections (freeness and fairness of elections) 
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good),  

Q 3: how would you rate central government’s performance in ensuring that:- 

a) Votes are counted fairly 

b) Opposition candidates are not prevented from running for office 

c) Voters are offered genuine choice in elections 

d) Voters are not threatened with violence at the polls 

e) You personally don’t become victims of political intimidation or violence 

f) Last national elections were held in a free and fair manner  

g) Majority’s votes through independent electoral system? 
 

Citizens’ perceptions of national institutions that support democracy 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good),  

Q 4 How would you rate the performance of the following national institutions? 

i. The national electoral commission 

ii. Police 

iii. Courts of law 

iv. Traditional leaders  

v. Parliament  

vi. State owned media 

vii. Registrar of political parties 

 

Citizens’ perceptions of horizontal accountability 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good),  

Q:5 How would you rate the performance of the Executive arm of the  state vis-à-vis: 

i. Upholding the courts and laws of this country? 

ii. Respecting decisions of Parliament? 

iii. Respecting principles of checks and balances? 

iv. Making ad-hoc arbitrary decisions? 

 

Indicator 6: Responsiveness of leadership 

On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good),  

Q:6 Rate how the following officials try as much as possible to listen to you: 

i. Your village/Mtaa chairperson 
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ii. The Village Executive Officer/ Mtaa Executive Officer 

iii. Your local councilor 

iv. Ward executive Officer 

v. Your Mayor/ District Council Chairperson 

vi. Executive Director of your District/Municipal council 

vii. District Commissioner 

viii. Your Special Seat Member of Parliament 

ix. Your Member of Parliament (MP)  

x. Your Regional commissioner 

 

Indicator 7: Citizens’ perceptions of integrity of national institutions  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good),  

Q:7 How do you rate central government’s:  
vii. Performance terms of fighting corruption in government institutions? 

viii. Measures put in place to curb corruption? 

ix. Prosecution of corruption cases? 

x. Anti-corruption public education events? 

xi. Collaboration and partnership with anti-corruption stakeholders? 

 

Indicator 8: Citizens’ Perceptions of Decentralization  
On a score from 1 (being very bad), 2 (being bad), 3, (being fair), 4 (being good) and 5 (being 

very good),  

Q:8 How do you rate central government’s: 
vii.  performance in terms of ensuring that there is full decentralisation and devolution of 

state power to local government authorities 

viii. performance in terms of ensuring that there is full decentralisation and devolution of 

state resources and sources of revenue to local government authorities 

ix. Performance in terms of ensuring that there is effective, accountable functioning power 

structures at local level.   

x. Measures to ensuring the bottom up approach to development. 

xi. General relationship with Local Government Authorities 

 

 

 

 

 

Nyezo ya Uhakiki: 

Ni nani  anajibbu  Hojaji  hii?  

1. Tafadhali  weka alama  kuonyesha   jinsi ya mjibu hoja  
Mume                Mke                
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2. Tafadhali  weka alama  kuonyesha  kudi lipi kiumri  liamhusua mjibu hoja  
18 -30          31 -40         41-50        51-60         61-zaidi 
 

3.Tafadhali weka alama  kuonyesha  mahali alipo  mjibu hoja    
Mjini               kijijini          Nusu mjini Nusu kijini         Mkoa ................      Wilaya .................. 

 

4. Tafadhali  weka alama  kuonyesha  ufuasi wa kisiasa wa  mjibu hoja   
Mwanachama              Simwanachama        Haimhusu 

5. Kama mwanachama tafadhali weka alama  kuonyesha  ufuasi wa vyama vya siasa upi? Tawala                

Kingine        Haimhusu  

 

6. Tafadhali  weka alama  kuonyesha  kiwangochaelimu alichohitimu   mjibu hoja  ? 

Elimu ya Nje ya darasa          Elimu ya Msingi         Sekondari           Vyuo          Haimhusu          

7 Je umewahi kujisomeamweyewe   au kuwezeshwa kupataufahamau  wa  kinnachitwa  the 

African Charter on Democracy, Elections and Governance?  

Ndiyo           Hapana           Haimhusu          

 
Maswali mahususi ya utafiti   

Kiashiria 1: Uelewa wa Raia  wa dhana ya uhuru wa kuunda vyama, uhuru 

wakukusanyika,  na uhuru wa kujieleza Weka alama kuazia 1 (ulinzi wa haki   hafifu sana ), 2 

(ulinzi wa haki    hafifu ), 3 (ulinzi wa haki   wa wastani ), 4 (ulinzi wa haki  mzuri ) hadi 5 (ulinzi 

wa haki    mzuri sana ),  

Q 1: Mjibu hoja unafikiri angetoa alama gani kwa serikali kuhusiana na utendaji wa 

serikali  iliyo madarakani  katika kulinda  haki zake zifuatazo  

i) Uhuru wa kujieleza unachokifikiri? 

j) Uhuru wakujiunga na chama chochote cha siasa unachopenda? 

k) Uhuru wa kupiga kura katika uchanguzi  bila kulazimishwa? 

l) Uhuru wa kusema kufikiri  chachote kuhusu siasa  ? 

m) Uhuru wa kushiriki  kwenye maandamano  au  matembezi ya kupiga jambo fualani? 

n) Uhuru wa kushiriki shughuli zinnazovihusu vyama vya upinzania au ambazo zinaweza 

kupatiwa tafsiri ya uungwaji mkono wa viongozi wa vyama vya upinzani? 

o) Uhuru wa kushiriki shughuli zinnazokihusu chama tawala ambazo zinaweza kupatiwa 

tafsiri ya uungwaji mkono wa viongozi wa chama  tawala   

p) Hakiyakoya kuitisha mkutano wa hadhara? 

 

Kiashiria 2: Uelewa wa Raia kuhusu Usawa  

Weka alama kuazia 1 (ulinzi wa haki hafifu  sana ), 2 (ulinzi wa haki hafifu ), 3 (ulinzi wa haki  wa 

wastani ), 4 (ulinzi mzuri ) hadi  5 (ulinzi mzuri sana ),  

Q 2: Mjibu hoja unafikiri angetoa alama gani kwa serikali kuhusiana na utendaji wa 

serikali  katika kulinda  haki  zifuatazo: 

v. Watu kutenndewa kwa usawa mbele ya sheria?  

vi. Watumishi wa umma watendao kosa kupewa adhabu kwa usawa? 

vii. Watu wa kawaida  wanaovunnja  shria kupewa adhabu kwa usawa ? 
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viii. Watu wasiona hatia kutokukamatwa kiholela?  
 

Kiashiria 3: Uelewa wa Raia kuhusu ubora wa uchanguzi (uhuru na usawana haki 

kuhusiana na uchanguzi ) 

Weka alama kuazia  1 (ubora wa uchanguzi hafifu  sana ), 2 (ubora wa uchanguzi  hafifu  ), 3 ( 

ubora wa uchaguzi  wastani ), 4 (ubora wa uchanguzi  mzuri ) and 5 (ubora wa uchanguzi  mzuri 

sana ),  

Q 3: Utatoa alama hipi  kwa mjibu hoja  kuhusu alama ambayo uanona angeitoa  kwa  

serikali kuhusiana na utendaji wa serikali  iliyo madarakani  katika kulinda  haki  

zifuatazo :- 

h) Kuwa kuhesabiwa  kwa usawa na haki  

i) Wagombea wa upinzania kutozuiwa  kugombea kuchaguliwa  

j) Wapiga kura  kupewa uchanguzi wa kweli wa wagombea katika changuzi  

k) Wagombea kutotishiwa kudhurika  wakijitokeza kwenda kwenye vituo vya kupiga kura  

l) Raia mwenyewe binafsi  kutokuwa mhanga wa vitisho vya kisiasa au kudhurika  

m) Changuzi  za kitaifa zilizopita  kufanyika  katika hali ya uhuru  na haki   

n) Waliochanguliwa  kuwa ni wale tu waliopata kura zaidi ya wenzake  kupitia mifumo ya 

uchanguzi iliyo huru.  .  

o) Raia wanaweza wanaweza kujitokeza  kutaka kupigiwa kura  hata kama hawapendi 

kusimamishawa  na vyama vya siasa 
 

Kiashiria 4: Uelewa wa Raia wa taasisi za  kitaifa  zinazobeba demokrasia  Weka alama 

kuazia  1 ( uelewa hafifu sana ), 2 (uelewa hafifu ), 3 (uelewa wa wastani r), 4 (uelewa mzuri) hadi  

5 (uelewamzuri sana ),  

Q 4 Mjibu hoja utampa alama ipi  kati ya hizo juu kuhusu uelewa wake  wa utedajikazi 

kazi  wa taasisi za kitaifa  zifuatazo ? 

viii. Tume yaTaifa ya Uchanguzi  

ix. Polisi  

x. Mahakama  

xi. Viongozi wa kijadi   

xii. Ubunnge  

xiii. Vyombo vya habari  vinavyomilikiwa na dola  

xiv. Msajili wa Vyama vya Siasa  

 

Kiashiria 5: Uhakiki wa Raia wa uwajiikaji mtambuka   

Weka alama kuazia  1 (( uwajibikaji hafifu sana ), 2 (uwajibikaji hafifu` ), 3, (uwajiikaji wastani ), 4 

(uwajibikaji mzuri ) and 5 (uwajiikaji mzuri sana  ),  

Q:5 Mjibu hoja utampa alama ipi  kati ya hizo juu kuhusu uhakiki wake  wa uwajiikaji  

katika utedaji kazi wa Serikali kulinganisha  na     : 

v. Uhifadhi wa  mahakama  na sheria za nchi ? 

vi. Kuheshimu maamuziya bunge ? 

vii. Kuheshimu msinngi wa kila mkono wa dola kuuchunga mkono mwingine ? 

viii. Kuchuwa maamuzikiholela ? 

 

Kiashiria 6: Uhakiki wa Raia wa Utayari katika kuwajiika kwa uongozi  

Weka alama kuazia  1 ( utayari hafifu sna ), 2 (utayari kuwa hafifu ), 3 (utayari wa wastai ), 4 

(utayari mzuri ) hadi  5 (utayari mzuri sana ),  
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Q:6 Mjibu hoja utampa alama ipi  kati ya hizo juu kuhusu uhakiki wake  wa Utayari 

katika kuwajiika kwa maofisa  wa serikalikatika kujariu  kumsikiliza kadri 

inavyowezekana : 

xi. Mwenyekiti  wa kijiji/mtaa wako  

xii. Afisa mtendaji wa kijiji/mtaa wako  

xiii. Diwani wako   

xiv. Afisa mtendaji wa kata  yako 

xv. Meya/Mwenyekiti wa Halmashauri wa Wilaya yako  

xvi. Mkurugezi Mtendaji wa Wilaya /Halmashauri  ya Mji wako   

xvii. Mkuu waWilaya yako  

xviii. Mbunge  wa Viti Maalum   wako  

xix. Mbunge  wako  (MB)  

xx. Mkuu  wa  Mkoa wako  

 

Kiashiria  7: Uhakiki wa Raia  wa Uadilifu wa taasisi za kitaifa  

Weka alama kuazia 1 (uadilifu hafifu sana ), 2 (uadilifu  hafifu ), 3, (uadilifu wa wastani ), 4 

(uadilifu  mzuri ) hadi 5 (uadilifu  mzuri sana ),  

Q:7 Mjibu hoja utampa alama ipi  kati ya hizo juu kuhusu uhakiki wake  wa Uadilifu wa 

Taasisis za Serikali Kuu kuhusiana  na :  

xii. Utendaji  kazi  katika kupambana dhidi ya rushwa katika taasisi  za serikali? 

xiii. Hatua zilizochukuliwa kupambana na rushwa ? 

xiv. Kuendesha  kesi za rushwa ? 

xv. Matukio ya elimu kuhusu mapambano dhidi ya rushwa ? 

xvi. Kushirikiana   na kutengeneza ushirika mpana wa wadau wa vita dhidi ya rushwa  ? 

Kuhimiza au kufumbia macho vitendo vya maafisa wa utumishi wa umma  vinavyo  endekeza 

maafisa hao kutenda  vitendo  vya rushwa  

Kiashiria 8: Uhakiki wa Raia wa kiwango/mwenendo wa Ugatuzi wa Madaraka  

Weka alama kuazia 1 (ugatuzi hafifu sana ), 2 (ugatuzi  hafifu ), 3, (ugatuzi  wa wastani ), 4 

(ugatuzi  mzuri ) hadi  5 (ugatuzi mzuri sana ),  

Q:8 Mjibu hoja utampa alama ipi  kati ya hizo juu kuhusu uhakiki wake  wa utendaji wa 

serikali kuhusiana na  : 

xii.  Utendaji wake kuhusiana na kuwepo ugatuzi kamilifu wa madaraka  kuyakabidhi 

mamlaka za serikali za mitaa/vijiji na halmashauri za wilaya   

xiii. Utendaji wake kuhusiana na kuwepo ugatuzi kamilifu kwa  maana ya ugatuzi wa mamlaka 

ya kukusanya kodi kuyakabidhi mamlaka za serikali za mitaa/vijiji na halmashauri za 

wilaya   

xiv. Utendaji wake kuhusiana na kuwepo ugatuzi kamilifu kwa  maana ya kuwepo mifumo 

yenye kufanya kazi kwa tija ya madaraka ngazi za chini hususani ngazi za mamlaka za 

serikali za mitaa/vijiji na halmashauri za wilaya.   

xv. Utendaji wake kuhusiana na kuwepo ugatuzi kamilifu kwa  maana ya kuchukuliwa hatua 

zinazo lenga  kuhimiza mwelekeo wa maendeleo yanayopangwa kuazia chini kwenda juu. 

xvi. Utendaji wake kuhusiana na kuwepo ugatuzi kamilifu kwa  maana yakuwepo  mahusiano 

ya yenye tija ya jumla kati yake  na mamlaka za serikali za mitaa na halamashauri za wilaya   

xvii. Utendaji wake kuhusiana na kuwepo ugatuzi kamilifu kwa  maana ya kiwango amabacho 

watendaji wa halamashauri na vijiji/mitaa wakuteuliwa wanavyoonekana kuwa na uwezo 

na utayari  wa kuwadhalilisha  na kuwatisha   watendaji waliochanguliwa kuwawakilisha 

wananchi kwa maana ya wenyeviti wa vijiji/mitaa,  madiwani, na wabunge   
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ANNEX 3 - IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

Major 

Item 

Details 28 Days for the Assignment 

Output/ 

Activity  

Strategy Week 

1 

Week 

2 

Week 

3 

Week   

4 

 

1. 

Inceptio

n and 

Prelimin

ary 

Work 

1. Conclude Contract     

2. Collect core documents & 

literature 

    

3. Mobilize the data 

collectors and make 

contacts with the allies in 

the 7 regions that will be 

covered by the CRC 

    

4. Prepare and submit an 

Inception Report with 

practical implementation 

plan 

    

5. Adopt a practical 

implementation plan 

    

6. Collect all additional 

relevant documents & 

literature 

    

2. 

Desktop 

Research 

7. Conduct a thorough 

literature review of tools 

and conduct orientation of 

the data enumerators 

    

8. Pre-testing the tools, 

perfection and refining the 

tools and making 

preparations for the 

deployment of the data 

collectors  

    

3. Field 

Survey & 

reportin

g 

9. Supervise the field work of 

data collection 

    

10. Prepare initial report 

emanating from the field 

findings 

    

11. Make and secure 

appointments for the 

participants to the 

validations 
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4. 

Secondar

y 

Informat

ion 

Collectio

n 

12. Conduct a validation with 

key stakeholders 

    

13. Compile a first report with 

inputs from all key 

stakeholders  

    

14. Make presentation to the 

clients and carefully 

selected stakeholders  

    

5. 

Complet

ion of 

the Task 

15. Refine the Report with 

inputs from the 

stakeholders 

    

16. Submit the deliverables 

and the activity report 
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ANNEX 4 RAW DATA 

 (these are supplied in to separate Excel Files read together with this one.) 

 

 


