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Chapter 4

World e-government 
rankings

The United Nations E-Government Survey 2010 finds that 
citizens are benefiting from more advanced e-service deliv-
ery, better access to information, more efficient government 
management and improved interactions with governments, 
primarily as a result of increasing use by the public sector of 
information and communications technology. Most coun-
tries have published a tremendous amount of information 
online, many going beyond basic websites to provide national 
portals that serve as a major starting point for users to con-
nect to government services in different ministries. At the 
same time, many developing countries need to devote ad-
ditional energy to transactional services as well as the elec-
tronic means of engaging citizens in public consultation and 
decision-making.

To better reflect the higher expectations of e-govern-
ment development around the world, the United Nations 
Department of Economic and Social Affairs introduced sig-
nificant changes to the survey instrument in this round, fo-
cusing more on how governments are using websites and Web 
portals to deliver public services and expand opportunities 
for citizens to participate in decision-making. The number of 
questions increased from 86 in 2008 to 95 in 2010. More spe-
cifically, twenty-five questions were added and 16 questions 
removed from the questionnaire in the 2010 survey round, 
while 29 questions were modified.
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As a result of these changes, the world aver-
age of the e-government development index regis-
tered a slight decline compared to previous years. 
Nevertheless, the decline should not be interpreted 
as the degeneration of e-government on a global 
scale since the index measures e-government devel-
opment of countries relative to one another within 
a given year. More importantly, a drop in a coun-
try’s ranking may serve as a reminder of the need 
to devote greater resources to improving online 
services and expanding access to telecommunica-
tion infrastructure.

4.1 Global e-government development
High-income countries enjoy the top rankings in 
the e-government development index in 2010 as 
in previous years. Among the top five countries in 
the 2010 United Nations E-Government Survey, 
the Republic of Korea received the highest score 
(0.8785), followed by the United States (0.8510), 
Canada (0.8448), the United Kingdom (0.8147) 
and the Netherlands (0.8097).

Figure 4.1 shows that Europe (0.6227) and 
the Americas (0.4790) score above the world av-
erage (0.4406). Asia (0.4424) is almost the same 
as the world average. Africa (0.2733) and Oceania 
(0.4193) score below the world average.

The majority of positions in the top 20 rank-
ings belong to high-income countries, which is not 
surprising since they have the financial resources 
to develop and rollout advanced e-government 
initiatives, as well as to create a favorable environ-
ment for citizen engagement and empowerment. 
Developed countries have a distinct advantage in 
achieving higher rankings in the survey, as nearly 
two-thirds of the weight of e-government develop-
ment index is allocated to the telecommunication 
infrastructure and human capital components, 
which both require long-term investment. For 
emerging and developing countries, the chal-
lenge is to invest in all three dimensions – online 
services, telecommunication infrastructure and 
education – to narrow the current digital gap. In 
other words, having a great website does little in 
e-service provision if the majority of people in the 
country cannot read or write, nor if they have no 
access to the Internet.

Rank Country
E-government  

development index value

1 Republic	of	Korea 0.8785

2 United	States 0.8510

3 Canada 0.8448

4 United	Kingdom 0.8147

5 Netherlands 0.8097

6 Norway 0.8020

7 Denmark 0.7872

8 Australia 0.7863

9 Spain 0.7516

10 France 0.7510

Rank Country
E-government  

development index value

11 Singapore	 0.7476

12 Sweden 0.7474

13 Bahrain 0.7363

14 New	Zealand 0.7311

15 Germany 0.7309

16 Belgium 0.7225

17 Japan 0.7152

18 Switzerland 0.7136

19 Finland 0.6967

20 Estonia 0.6965

Table 4.1 Top 20 countries in e-government development

.

Box 4.2 Bahrain embraces Web 2.0

Bahrain:	Web	2.0

http://www.bahrain.bh/

Bahrain’s	e-government	programme	has	been	innovative	when	it	comes	

to	customer’s	centricity.	Citizen	involvement	has	been	ensured	right	from	

the	strategy	 formulation	and	continuous	 feedback	has	been	obtained	

during	implementation.	In	continuation	to	this	philosophy,	the	Bahrain	

e-government	program	has	embraced	the	Web	2.0	to	reach	its	custom-

ers.	Ministers	and	senior	government	officials	have	established	an	open-

door	policy	to	interact	with	citizens.	The	e-government	program	has	its	

presence	on	social	networking	sites	such	as	Facebook	and	You	Tube.	In	

addition,	the	national	portal	and	ministry	websites	provide	features	such	

as	open	forums,	blogs,	live	chats,	online	polls,	e-newsletters	and	other	

interactive	services	that	involve	citizens	in	government	decision	making.	

For	 instance,	 two	of	 the	ministers	and	 the	CEO	of	 the	e-Government	

Authority	have	interacted	with	citizens	through	such	blogs.

	 Citizens’	 participation	 and	 constructive	 feedback	 was	 recog-

nized	and	implemented	by	changing	the	national	portal	and	repriori-

tizing	its	objectives,	thereby	achieving	85	%	of	customer	satisfaction	

on	the	e-government	programme	as	per	the	May	2009	Survey.

Box 4.1 United States Social Security Administration leads in customer satisfaction

United	States:	Social	Security	Administration

http://www.ssa.gov

According	 to	 the	American	 Customer	 Satisfaction	 Index	 for	 the	 3rd	

quarter	of	2009,	 the	Social	 Security	Administration	 (SSA)	 is	 the	 top	

government	portal	in	terms	of	citizen	satisfaction.	Citizens	have	rated	

the	SSA’s	Retirement	Estimator	and	the	IClaim	as	the	two	highest	e-

government	services	with	a	score	of	91	and	90	respectively.

	 The	Customer	Satisfaction	Index	looks	at	functionality,	naviga-

tion,	 look	 and	 feel,	 site	 performance	 and	 content	 to	 determine	 the	

level	of	customer	satisfaction.	The	SSA	portal	receives	a	high	number	

of	 repeat	 customers	 and	 has	 become	 one	 of	 the	 primary	 resources	

for	information	on	social	services	in	the	United	States.	The	SSA	portal	

has	continued	to	make	improvements	to	respond	to	customers’	needs,	

which	has	led	to	an	increase	in	loyalty	and	cost	savings.
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What is noteworthy is that some developing 
countries have begun to catch up with higher-income 
countries despite these challenges. Bahrain (0.7363), 
for example, has made significant strides in the two 
years since the previous survey, moving up in the 
rankings to 13th place in 2010 from 42nd place in 
2008. Bahrain’s recent emphasis on citizen engage-
ment and the electronic provision of government 
services has propelled the country into the top 15 
in e-government development, somewhat closer to 
Singapore (0.7476) which is among the global leaders 
in provision of electronic and mobile public services.

Mobile technology will become an affordable 
tool to fill in the digital gap between developed and 
developing countries, given the rapid price decline 
of mobile products. Emerging and least developed 
countries have already demonstrated that they are 
capable of narrowing the digital gap by investing in 
websites and Web portals and by applying tools such 
as telecentres, kiosks, community centres and other 
similar outlets to increase access to the Internet. 
They are adopting the use of mobile technology at a 
fast rate, which will trigger the need to develop more 
mobile e-government services. The private sector in 
these countries has an opportunity to work with 
government to create and distribute mobile services. 
The 2010 survey recorded an increase in the use of 
mobile technology for communication from gov-
ernments to citizens, whether it is simple SMS, alert 
notification or a full-fledged mobile service.

In general, Member States are channelling more 
human and financial resources to fulfill the ever-
increasing digital needs.

The 2010 survey found that some countries are 
increasingly active in seeking customer satisfac-
tion through online polls, blogs, surveys and other 
means. This indicates that a growing number of 
countries have recognized the importance of citi-
zen feedback via Internet and are taking advantage 
of social networking tools to create better websites 
and Web portals.

Though emerging and developing countries 
have yet to fill the digital gap, table 4.1 shows that 
those developing countries that have channeled 
more investment to telecommunications infra-
structure, education and online services could 
compete with developed countries and, in some 
cases, even score higher. 

4.2 Regional comparisons
On a regional basis, Europe receives the highest 
score, followed by the Americas. These are the 
only two regions above the world average. Africa 
continues to lag far below the world average, 
given that most of the world’s least developed 
countries are in this region and they generally 
lack the financial and human resources to fully 
implement e-government. The Asian region is 
slightly above the world average, but the Republic 
of Korea is the exception, as it stands at the top 
of 2010 rankings in the e-government develop-
ment index.

4.2.1 E-government in Africa
Figure 4.2 indicates that all sub-regions in Africa 
fall below the world average. However, there has 
been some improvement in the region, especially 
in Middle, Northern and Western Africa since 
the 2008 survey. Northern Africa leads the re-
gion and is closely followed by the Southern 
Africa. Western Africa lags far behind the other 
sub-regions and is the lowest scoring sub-region 
in the 2010 Survey.

Table 4.3 shows that Tunisia leads Africa in e-
government development, followed by Mauritius 
and Egypt. It also shows that the majority of coun-
tries in the ‘top ten’ rankings are developing coun-
tries from Northern and Southern Africa.

Eastern Africa
Mauritius (0.4645) and the Seychelles (0.4179) 
continue to lead the region, though both coun-
tries register lower rankings in the 2010 Survey. 
Mauritius dropped by 14 positions and the 

Figure 4.1 E-government development index regional averages
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Table 4.2 Regional comparisons

Region

E-government
development index value

2010 2008

Africa 0.2733 0.2739

	 Eastern	Africa 0.2782 0.2879

	 Middle	Africa 0.2603 0.2530

	 Northern	Africa 0.3692 0.3403

	 Southern	Africa 0.3505 0.3893

	 Western	Africa 0.2156 0.2110

Americas 0.4790 0.4936

	 Caribbean 0.4454 0.4480

	 Central	America 0.4295 0.4604

	 Northern	America 0.8479 0.8408

	 South	America 0.4869 0.5072

Asia 0.4424 0.4470

	 Central	Asia 0.4239 0.3881

	 Eastern	Asia 0.6470 0.6443

	 Southern	Asia 0.3248 0.3395

	 	South-	
Eastern	Asia 0.4250 0.4290

	 Western	Asia 0.4732 0.4857

Europe 0.6227 0.6490

	 Eastern	Europe 0.5449 0.5689

	 Northern	Europe 0.7113 0.7721

	 Southern	Europe 0.5566 0.5648

	 Western	Europe 0.7165 0.7329

Oceania 0.4193 0.4338

World	average 0.4406 0.4514
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Seychelles dropped by 35 positions. Seychelles 
has the best infrastructure and education indices, 
which explains its high ranking in the region.

Zambia (0.2810) and Zimbabwe (0.3230) both 
improved in e-government development. Zambia 
jumped 15 positions to stand at 143rd in the 2010 
Survey ranking and Zimbabwe jumped 12 posi-
tions to rank the 129th.

Table 4.4 E-government development in Eastern Africa

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Mauritius 0.4645 0.5086 77 63

Seychelles 0.4179 0.4942 104 69

Kenya 0.3338 0.3474 124 122

Zimbabwe 0.3230 0.3000 129 137

United	Republic	of	
Tanzania 0.2926 0.2929 137 143

Madagascar 0.2890 0.3065 139 135

Uganda 0.2812 0.3133 142 133

Zambia 0.2810 0.2266 143 158

Rwanda 0.2749 0.2941 148 141

Malawi 0.2357 0.2878 159 146

Comoros 0.2327 0.1896 160 170

Mozambique 0.2288 0.2559 161 152

Djibouti 0.2059 0.2279 170 157

Ethiopia 0.2033 0.1857 172 172

Burundi 0.2014 0.1788 174 174

Eritrea 0.1859 0.1965 175 169

Somalia …	 …	 … …

Sub-regional	average 0.2782 0.2879

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Notwithstanding the overall low scores of the 
e-government development index in the region, 
some countries have managed to improve their 
Web presence either in national portals or minis-
try websites.

Kenya’s national portal received the highest 
score in the region, followed by Mauritius and 
Madagascar. Ethiopia registered the third high-
est online service score in the region, whilst its 
infrastructure and education indices hindered it 
from scoring higher in the e-government develop-
ment index.

The websites of most ministries in the region 
provide basic information, but e-services are gen-
erally not available. The Ministry of Education of 
Mauritius scored the highest among ministries in 
the region.

Figure 4.2 E-government development in Africa
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Map 4.1 Sub-regions of Africa

Eastern Africa
Burundi
Comoros
Djibouti
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Kenya
Madagascar
Malawi
Mauritius
Mayotte
Mozambique
Réunion
Rwanda
Seychelles
Somalia
Uganda
United Republic of Tanzania
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Middle Africa
Angola
Cameroon
Central African Republic
Chad
Congo
Democratic Republic 
 of the Congo
Equatorial Guinea
Gabon
São Tomé and Príncipe

Northern Africa
Algeria
Egypt
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
Morocco
Sudan
Tunisia
Western Sahara

Southern Africa
Botswana
Lesotho
Namibia
South Africa
Swaziland

Western Africa
Benin
Burkina Faso
Cape Verde
Côte d’Ivoire
Gambia
Ghana
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Liberia
Mali
Mauritania
Niger
Nigeria
Saint Helena
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Togo

Table 4.3 Top ranked countries in Africa

Rank Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

1 Tunisia 0.4826 0.3458 66 124

2 Mauritius 0.4645 0.5086 77 63

3 Egypt 0.4518 0.4767 86 79

4 South	Africa 0.4306 0.5115 97 61

5 Seychelles 0.4179 0.4942 104 69

6 Cape	Verde 0.4054 0.4158 108 104

7 Libya 0.3799 0.3546 114 120

8 Botswana 0.3637 0.3647 117 118

9 Lesotho 0.3512 0.3805 121 114

10 Gabon 0.3420 0.3228 123 129

World	average 0.4406 0.4514
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Middle Africa
The majority of countries in Middle Africa gener-
ally scored higher in the 2010 Survey and improved 
their respective rankings.

Gabon (0.3420) leads the sub-region in the 
2010 Survey and has moved up six positions com-
pared to the 2008 Survey. This should be attributed 
to Gabon’s edge in infrastructure and education 
indices. São Tomé and Príncipe (0.3258) stands 
at the second position in the ranking, followed by 
Angola (0.3110) and Congo (0.3019).

Table 4.5 E-government development in Middle Africa

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Gabon 0.3420 0.3228 123 129

São	Tomé	and	Príncipe 0.3258 0.3215 128 130

Angola 0.3110 0.3328 132 127

Congo 0.3019 0.2737 135 148

Equatorial	Guinea 0.2902 0.2890 138 145

Cameroon 0.2722 0.2734 149 149

Democratic	Republic		
of	the	Congo 0.2357 0.2177 158 162

Central	African	
Republic 0.1399 0.1412 181 179

Chad 0.1235 0.1047 182 182

Sub-regional	average 0.2603 0.2530

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

In the area of ‘online service assessment’, 
Cameroon’s ministries of health and education 
enjoyed the highest scores among all ministries 
in the region. These ministries were the only ones 
in the region to benefit from some degree of citi-
zen involvement.

Northern Africa
The region as a whole performed better in the 
2010 Survey. Tunisia (0.4826) received the high-
est score in the region, followed by Egypt (0.4518), 
Libya (0.3799) and Morocco (0.3287). Tunisia’s 
Ministry of Finance provides a number of e-services 
and a wealth of information and scored the highest 
among all ministries in the region. In addition, each 
ministry’s websites in Tunisia (health, education, 
labour and social services) all receive the highest 
scores in the region in its respective category.

Egypt stands the second in the regional rank-
ing, but its national portal enjoys the highest rank-
ing in the region. Egypt and Algeria both regressed 

in the 2010 Survey, falling to the 86th and 131st 
positions respectively. Morocco has jumped 14 po-
sitions to a global rank of 126th. Libya and Sudan 
have improved their rankings as well since the 
2008 Survey.

Libya continues to lead in the human capacity 
index, followed by Tunisia and Algeria. The tele-
communication infrastructure in the region re-
mains low compared to other regions, with Tunisia 
having the highest infrastructure index. Morocco 
leads the region with the highest ratio of Internet 
users per 100 inhabitants.

Table 4.6 E-government development in 
Northern Africa

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Tunisia 0.4826 0.3458 66 124

Egypt 0.4518 0.4767 86 79

Libya 0.3799 0.3546 114 120

Morocco 0.3287 0.2944 126 140

Algeria 0.3181 0.3515 131 121

Sudan 0.2542 0.2186 154 161

Sub-regional	average 0.3692 0.3403

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Box 4.3 AfriAfya, Kenya

Kenya:	AfriAfya

http://www.afriafya.org/

AfriAfya,	the	African	Network	for	Health	Knowledge	Management	and	

Communication	is	comprised	of	seven	of	the	largest	health	NGOs	in	

Kenya	with	the	goal	of	harnessing	ICTs	to	improve	community	health	

in	 rural	 and	 other	 marginalized	 Kenyan	 communities.	 The	 network	

provides	 communities	 with	 relevant	 up-to-date	 health	 information	

through	a	two-way	communication	with	health-care	providers.

Box 4.4 Cyber Ethiopia

Ethiopia:	Cyber	Ethiopia

http://www.cyberethiopia.com

The	Amharic	language	has	Africa’s	oldest	script,	which	has	been	used	

for	written	communication	since	100	B.C.	The	CyberEthiopia	initiative	

has	converted	the	Amharic	script	so	that	it	is	Web-friendly,	responding	

to	 the	 challenge	 of	 digital	 multilingualism	 and	 the	 development	 of	

the	 local	 script	 for	digital	use.	The	use	of	 the	Amharic	 script	on	 the	

Internet	facilitates	Ethiopia’s	digital	inclusion	and	full	participation	in	

the	information	society.
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Southern Africa
All the countries in Southern Africa scored lower 
in the 2010 Survey than they did two years ago. 
South Africa (0.4306) continues to lead the re-
gion, but it also witnessed the most dramatic drop 
in rank, to 97th in the 2010 Survey. Botswana, 
Lesotho and Namibia have maintained the similar 
e-government rankings in 2010 Survey as com-
pared to the 2008 Survey. Swaziland did not re-
ceive any scores in the online service index because 
none of its websites could be opened during the 
review period.

The Western Africa region is the lowest rank-
ing region in the 2010 Survey, showing virtually no 
improvement since the 2008 Survey. This should 
be mainly attributed to poor telecommunications 
infrastructure and low human capacity in the re-
gion. Broadband access is practically non-existent 
in the region, and the best case is Cape Verde with 
only 1.48 subscribers per 100 inhabitants.

Table 4.7 E-government development in 
Southern Africa

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

South	Africa 0.4306 0.5115 97 61

Botswana 0.3637 0.3647 117 118

Lesotho 0.3512 0.3805 121 114

Namibia 0.3314 0.3445 125 126

Swaziland 0.2757 0.3454 145 125

Sub-regional	average 0.3505 0.3893

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Cape Verde (0.4054) leads the regions thanks 
to its higher telecommunication infrastructure 
and human capacity components, followed by 
Côte d’Ivoire (0.2805) and Ghana (0.2754).

Côte d’Ivoire enjoys the highest online service 
score followed by Cape Verde, Mali, Senegal and 
Burkina Faso. Côte d’Ivoire also experienced the 
most significant change in rankings as compared to 
the 2008 Survey, gaining 29 positions to rank 144th 
globally. Côte d’Ivoire barely had a Web presence 
in 2008 but the current survey finds that the na-
tional and ministry websites are much more robust 
and offer a wealth of information. Mauritania also 
improved its ranking by 9 positions from the 2008 
Survey to rank 157th globally. Other countries re-
mained essentially unchanged in global rankings.

Western Africa
Table 4.8 E-government development in Western Africa

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Cape	Verde 0.4054 0.4158 108 104

Côte	d'Ivoire 0.2805 0.1853 144 173

Ghana 0.2754 0.2997 147 138

Nigeria 0.2687 0.3063 150 136

Mauritania 0.2359 0.2028 157 168

Senegal 0.2241 0.2531 163 153

Togo 0.2150 0.2191 165 160

Liberia 0.2133 0.2170 166 163

Gambia 0.2117 0.2253 167 159

Benin 0.2017 0.1860 173 171

Mali 0.1815 0.1591 176 175

Sierra	Leone 0.1697 0.1463 177 178

Burkina	Faso 0.1587 0.1542 178 176

Guinea-Bissau 0.1561 0.1521 179 177

Guinea 0.1426 0.1402 180 180

Niger 0.1098 0.1142 183 181

Sub-regional	average 0.2156 0.2110

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Any substantive progress in e-government de-
velopment in the region is likely to be a long way off, 
given its poor telecommunication infrastructure, 
low human resources capacity and the amount of in-
vestment required – which far exceeds the financial 
capacity of the region. Despite limited resources, a 
few countries managed to improve their e-govern-
ment. The national website of Benin features pod-
casting and online forums with a dozen thematic 
areas for its citizen’s participation. Ghana’s national 
website utilizes a ‘social media’ box featuring tools 
such as YouTube and containing direct links to the 
Facebook accounts of government officials in the 
Ministry of Information.

Box 4.5 Algeria alerts citizens to their new national hotline for H1N1

Algeria:	H1N1	National	Hotline

http://www.ands.dz/

On	the	national	portal	of	Algeria	http://www.ands.dz/	there	is	a	link	

titled	“Alerte	Grippe	Porcine”,	for	the	H1N1	flu.	The	feature	takes	the	

user	 to	a	portal	page	with	a	specific	section	 for	health	care	profes-

sionals	along	with	resources	for	citizens	with	links	to	information	and	

medical	resources,	a	new	telephone	hot	line	number,	audios	from	radio	

spots	sharing	information	on	symptoms	to	watch	for	and	hygiene	pro-

tocol,	and	weekly	health	newsletters	have	been	archived.
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4.2.2 E-government in the Americas
Figure 4.3 illustrates that the status of e-government 
development in Northern America, which is far 
ahead of other regions. The region’s two countries, 
the United States and Canada, enjoy the second and 
third global ranking respectively in the 2010 Survey. 
Central America is the only region in the Americas 
that registered a regional average below that of the 
world average, though many developing countries in 
this region scored above the world average.

Among the top 10 countries in the Americas, five 
countries are from South America, three are from 
the Caribbean, and one is from Central America.

Caribbean
In the 2010 Survey, the Caribbean region wit-
nessed some improvement and consequently el-
evated its score above the world average. In the 
2008 Survey, its e-government development index 
was slightly below the world average.

Table 4.10 E-government development in the Caribbean

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Barbados 0.5714 0.5667 40 46

Antigua	and	Barbuda 0.5154 0.4485 55 96

Bahamas 0.4871 0.4911 65 71

Trinidad	and	Tobago 0.4806 0.5307 67 54

Saint	Kitts	and	Nevis 0.4691 0.4814 75 78

Dominican	Republic 0.4557 0.4943 84 68

Saint	Lucia 0.4471 0.4746 88 80

Jamaica 0.4467 0.4679 89 85

Saint	Vincent	and	the	
Grenadines 0.4355 0.4306 94 98

Cuba 0.4321 0.3990 96 111

Grenada 0.4277 0.4545 99 92

Dominica 0.4149 0.3746 105 116

Haiti 0.2074 0.2097 169 165

Sub-regional	average 0.4454 0.4480

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Barbados (0.5714) continues to lead the region 
thanks to its better telecommunication infrastruc-
ture and higher adult literacy and gross enrolment, 
followed by Antigua and Barbuda (0.5154) and the 
Bahamas (0.4871). Barbados leads the Caribbean in 
both Internet users and broadband subscribers per 
100 inhabitants. This advantage allowed Barbados to 
maintain its e-government edge despite the fact that 
other countries scored more highly in online services.

Table 4.9 Top ranked countries in the Americas

Rank Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

1 United	States 0.8510 0.8644 2 4

2 Canada 0.8448 0.8172 3 7

3 Colombia 0.6125 0.5317 31 52

4 Chile 0.6014 0.5819 34 40

5 Uruguay 0.5848 0.5645 36 48

6 Barbados 0.5714 0.5667 40 46

7 Argentina 0.5467 0.5844 48 39

8 Antigua	and	Barbuda 0.5154 0.4485 55 96

9 Mexico 0.5150 0.5893 56 37

10 Brazil 0.5006 0.5679 61 45

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Figure 4.3 E-government development in the Americas
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Barbados is the first country in the region to 
have an integrated single-sign-on service for its na-
tional portal. Single-sign-on services allow citizens 
greater ease and flexibility in performing necessary 
online tasks with the government.

Antigua and Barbuda saw the biggest increase 
in the global ranking by 41 positions to rank 55th 
globally. Cuba and Dominica also had their rank-
ings increase significantly over the 2008 Survey 
by 15 and 11 positions respectively. Cuba is now 
ranked 96th and Dominica 105th globally.

The Dominican Republic, Trinidad and Tobago 
and Cuba led the region in the area of online ser-
vices. Top scores in ministry sites were received by 
Education and Labour in the Dominican Republic 
along with the Ministry of Health in Cuba.

The Dominican Republic’s Ministry of Labour 
offers key user services to citizens, including 
Empleateya.net, an employment seeking portal 
with polls and online form submissions and a re-
lated website, FlujoMigratorio, for tracking emi-
gration and employment in Spain.

The national portal for Grenada integrates great 
design with social media elements that enable its 
citizens, especially youth, to share information on 
social networking platforms with the government.

The Ministry of Finance of Trinidad and Tobago 
has implemented a Web-based procurement tool, 
Finance.gov.tt, that allows suppliers to bid online 
for contracts to supply of goods or services.

Central America 
The region of Central America has regressed in 
relative terms since the 2008 Survey, when it scored 
higher above the world average. In the 2010 Survey, 
its e-government scoring falls below the world av-
erage. The vast majority of countries in the region 
received lower scores in the 2010 Survey as com-
pared to the 2008 Survey. Mexico (0.5150) leads 
the region followed by Costa Rica (0.4749) and El 
Salvador (0.4700).

Mexico experienced the most significant drop 
in global rankings. It fell by 19 positions from the 
2008 Survey to the 2010 Survey and is currently 
ranked 56th globally. The degeneration of Mexico’s 
e-government is mainly attributed to the much 
lower score for online services, which dropped 
from 0.7057 to 0.4413. The following countries 

also saw significant drops, with Costa Rica down 
by 12 positions, Guatemala by 13 positions and 
Belize by 13 positions.

Table 4.11 E-government development in 
Central America

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Mexico 0.5150 0.5893 56 37

Costa	Rica 0.4749 0.5144 71 59

El	Salvador 0.4700 0.4974 73 67

Panama 0.4619 0.4718 79 83

Honduras 0.4065 0.4048 107 110

Guatemala 0.3937 0.4283 112 99

Nicaragua 0.3630 0.3668 118 117

Belize 0.3513 0.4102 120 107

Sub-regional	average 0.4295 0.4604

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Northern America
The United States and Canada continue to score 
high in the 2010 Survey. The United States (0.8510) 
was ranked the second and Canada (0.8448) was 
ranked the third globally. The United States and 
Canada were also ranked the second and the third 
respectively in the online service index. Both 
countries have well-developed portals with a wide 
spectrum of e-services for their citizens. They have 
both created a favorable environment to encourage 
citizens to participate in decision-making around 
political issues and to provide feedback.

Table 4.12 E-government development in 
Northern America

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

United	States 0.8510 0.8644 2 4

Canada 0.8448 0.8172 3 7

Sub-regional	average 0.8479 0.8408

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Canada has a strong online presence with a na-
tional portal that offers quick access to government 
programmes and information on popular services. 
It links to Service Canada, a robust e-services 
portal for citizens, Canada Business for entrepre-
neurs and Canada International for Canadians 
living abroad. The national portal also has a ‘My 
Government Account’ feature that provides a 
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single point of access for a citizen to manage a 
personalized set of links to the information and 
services offered by the Government of Canada. A 
mobile wireless portal is being developed to pro-
vide news, directories and other information.

The national portal of the United States is a 
leader in e-government. The USA.gov homepage 
links to more than 100 online government services 
and transactions. A navigational tool bar organizes 
information in categories for citizens, business and 
non-profit organizations, government employees, 
and visitors to the country. It then breaks these cat-
egories down even further so users can quickly lo-
cate the information and services. In addition, the 
national portal also offers its general information in 
88 languages with extensive online services for for-
eigners wishing to conduct business, work, study and 
travel in the United States. It also includes live per-
sonal assistance via ‘Live Help/Web Chat’. The site 
also makes it very easy to connect and communicate 
with the government via social media tools such as 
YouTube, Twitter, Facebook and the ‘Gov Gab Blog’, 
where bloggers share tips and information from the 
Federal government and where citizens can com-
ment and share their own experiences.

In response to the global economic crisis, the 
national portal also provides a link to Recovery.
gov, which offers information and data on the cur-
rent economic crisis, tracking of the recovery fund-
ing, and how citizens can benefit from it.

South America
Colombia (0.6125) enjoys the highest global rank-
ing in the region in the 2010 Survey, climbing 
by 21 positions from the 2008 Survey. It ranked 
higher than Chile, Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay. 
Chile (0.6014) and Uruguay (0.5848) stand second 
and third in the region.

The national portal of Colombia features a vari-
ety of online services, especially with the procedures 
and services section, which allows citizens to search 
by department or region. The site also provides a link 
to Programa Gobierno en Linea, a comprehensive 
and user-friendly information resource about e-gov-
ernment activities that is easy to navigate. Colombia’s 
national website also features e-Cuidadano, an ini-
tiative on digital literacy through which citizens can 
take courses and become certified.

The website of the Ministry of Labour of Peru 
was the only ministry site in the region to offer a 
page, Revalora Perú, dedicated to unemployment 
in light of the global economic crisis. It explains 
the government’s reponse and features a special 
programme on labour restructuring and govern-
ment stimulus activities.

Table 4.13 E-government development in 
South America

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Colombia 0.6125 0.5317 31 52

Chile 0.6014 0.5819 34 40

Uruguay 0.5848 0.5645 36 48

Argentina 0.5467 0.5844 48 39

Brazil 0.5006 0.5679 61 45

Peru 0.4923 0.5252 63 55

Venezuela 0.4774 0.5095 70 62

Ecuador 0.4322 0.4840 95 75

Bolivia 0.4280 0.4867 98 72

Paraguay 0.4243 0.4654 101 88

Guyana 0.4140 0.4375 106 97

Suriname 0.3283 0.3472 127 123

Sub-regional	average 0.4869 0.5072

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Box 4.6 Panama’s Primera Dama

Panama:	The	First	Lady’s	website	Primera	Dama

http://www.presidencia.gob.pa

The	First	Lady’s	website	Primera	Dama	is	making	a	considerable	effort	

to	support	the	poor	and	women.	Her	site	can	be	browsed	by	a	direct	

link	from	the	national	website	and	has	a	national	campaign	of	‘No	Vio-

lence	Against	Women’.	In	conjunction	with	the	Ministry	of	Agricultural	

Development,	 a	 micro-credit	 initiative	 was	 implemented	 to	 support	

rural	and	indigenous	women.	The	initiative,	which	is	promoted	on	the	

First	Lady’s	website,	 is	geared	to	 improving	the	economic	activity	 in	

the	community	that	is	dedicated	to	domestic	activities	and	production	

for	food	consumption.

Box 4.7 Guatemala e-procurement

Guatemala:	E-procurement	Website

http://www.guatecompras.gt/

Guatemala	 has	 well-organized	 e-procurement	 website	 linked	 di-

rectly	from	the	national	website	as	well	as	from	most	of	the	ministry	

websites.	 It	provides	 information	about	the	contracts	and	procure-

ment	 system	 of	 the	 state,	 with	 comprehensive	 e-government	 fea-

tures	 and	 services	 including	 registration	 with	 authentication	 and	

viewing	of	contracts	awarded.	It	lists	all	opportunities	for	suppliers	

and	products	for	buyers.
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Uruguay offers customized online services 
through Mi Portal, a prominent link on the home 
page of the national website. Mi Portal offers 
strong online features organized by thematic areas 
for citizens, business and government.

Argentina’s Ministry of Health provides an offi-
cial page on the H1N1 flu virus with downloadable 
videos, informational pamphlets and links to virtual 
libraries. Argentina’s Ministry of Labour dedicates 
sections of its homepage to special topics such as child 
labour, women in the workplace and war veterans.

Bolivia’s Ministry of Health and Sports (Social 
Welfare) offers a one-stop portal at Promocion de la 
Salud that covers special topics ranging from gen-
der violence to environmental health to disability.

4.2.3 E-government in Asia
The Asian region presents a mixed picture with 
Eastern Asia far exceeding the world average for e-
government development while Southern Asia lags 
far behind, as illustrated in figure 4.4. This dichot-
omy also mirrors the income disparities between 
the two regions. Central and South-Eastern Asia 
are slightly lower than the world average, while 
Western Asia is above the world average.

Table 4.14 shows that the Republic of Korea, 
Singapore and Bahrain enjoy the top three rank-
ings in the region. Five countries from Western Asia 
made the top 10 in the region. Eastern Asia and 
South-East Asia, each had two countries in the top 
10, while Central Asia had one country in the top 10.

Central Asia
Table 4.15 E-government development in Central Asia

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Kazakhstan 0.5578 0.4743 46 81

Uzbekistan 0.4498 0.4057 87 109

Kyrgyzstan 0.4417 0.4195 91 102

Tajikistan 0.3477 0.3150 122 132

Turkmenistan 0.3226 0.3262 130 128

Sub-regional	average 0.4239 0.3881

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Central Asia has made the most significant 
improvement as a region from the 2008 Survey, 
with Kazakhstan (0.5578) making one of the most 
dramatic leaps in the 2010 Survey to continue 

Figure 4.4 E-government development in Asia
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Map 4.3 Sub-regions of Asia
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Table 4.14 Top ranked countries in Asia

Rank Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

1 Republic	of	Korea 0.8785 0.8317 1 6

2 Singapore	 0.7476 0.7009 11 23

3 Bahrain 0.7363 0.5723 13 42

4 Japan 0.7152 0.7703 17 11

5 Israel 0.6552 0.7393 26 17

6 Malaysia 0.6101 0.6063 32 34

7 Cyprus 0.5705 0.6019 42 35

8 Kazakhstan 0.5578 0.4743 46 81

9 United	Arab	Emirates 0.5349 0.6301 49 32

10 Kuwait 0.5290 0.5202 50 57

World	average 0.4406 0.4514
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to lead the region. Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and 
Tajikistan have all improved their national and 
ministry websites.

Among national portals, Kyrgyzstan received 
the highest ranking in the region. The national 
portal includes transactional aspects and was is 
strong on citizen engagement.

Eastern Asia
The Republic of Korea (0.8785) was the highest 
ranking country in the 2010 Survey and its na-
tional portal also received the highest ranking. 
It scored particularly high in providing e-services 
and tools for citizen engagement. The ministries 
of health, education and social welfare scored the 
highest among ministries.

Table 4.16 E-government development in Eastern Asia

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Republic	of	Korea 0.8785 0.8317 1 6

Japan 0.7152 0.7703 17 11

Mongolia 0.5243 0.4735 53 82

China 0.4700 0.5017 72 65

Democratic	People's	
Republic	of	Korea … … … …

Sub-regional	average 0.6470 0.6443

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Japan (0.7152) ranked second in the region 
in the 2010 Survey, dropping down one place 
from the previous survey. Mongolia (0.5243) 
gained 29 positions to be ranked 53rd globally, 
a dramatic rise due primarily by efforts to en-
hance its national portal and ministry websites 
to offer more e-services available and more on-
line content.

China fell slightly in the 2010 Survey and the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea has a very 
limited Web presence as in the 2008 Survey.

The national portal of Japan was ranked the 
second highest in Asia. The portal is rich in e-infor-
mation and content and provides extensive links to 
ministries and key government resources.

The Ministry of Finance of Mongolia scored 
the highest in the region for its category. Its portal 
provides comprehensive e-services and opportuni-
ties for citizens to provide feedback.

The Ministry of Finance of Mongolia provides 
a portal for e-procurement where users can regis-
ter for online bids, sort through different types of 
tenders, see upcoming tenders, and find out results 
of previous tenders. E-Procurement is available in 
the Mongolian and English languages. There is a 
newsletter and additional information regarding 
legislation, bidding and guidelines.

Southern Asia
Table 4.17 E-government development in Southern Asia

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Maldives 0.4392 0.4491 92 95

Iran	(Islamic	Rep.	of) 0.4234 0.4067 102 108

Sri	Lanka 0.3995 0.4244 111 101

India 0.3567 0.3814 119 113

Bangladesh 0.3028 0.2936 134 142

Pakistan 0.2755 0.3160 146 131

Bhutan 0.2598 0.3074 152 134

Nepal 0.2568 0.2725 153 150

Afghanistan 0.2098 0.2048 168 167

Sub-regional	average 0.3248 0.3395

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

In this region, most portals and websites have 
remained stagnant since the 2008 Survey in terms 
of developing new features. As a result, the region 
as a whole has regressed in the 2010 Survey and 
remains far below the world average. Maldives 
(0.4392) continues to lead the region because it 
gained the highest scores for infrastructure and 
education indices. Nevertheless, its online services 
received very low scores and made very limited 
progress in overall e-government development. 
Iran (0.4234) and Bangladesh (0.3028) are the two 

Box 4.8 Kazakhstan – putting citizens first

Kazakhstan:	User-friendly	site

E-Gov.kz

The	national	website	of	Kazakhstan	is	a	user-friendly	one-stop-shop	that	

allows	a	one	click	access	to	E-Gov.kz,	the	country’s	e-government	portal,	

which	offers	a	comprehensive	selection	of	e-services	for	citizens.	The	por-

tal	also	provides	information	on	the	national	e-government	development	

programme	 with	 17	 different	 projects	 aimed	 at	 improving	 services	 to	

the	citizen	in	a	convenient	(online)	and	cost-effective	manner.	E-services	

include	e-payments,	e-documents,	e-registrations,	e-signatures,	e-forms,	

etc.	The	portal	also	contains	videos	and	educational	programmes	for	chil-

dren,	online	discussions	and	consultations,	and	other	citizen	engagement	

tools.	This	distinctive	approach	is	intended	to	enhance	the	role	of	the	gov-

ernment	and	facilitate	building	citizens’	trust	in	government	authoritiest.
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exceptions, both having significantly improved 
their government development scores and global 
rankings in 2010 Survey.

Among national portals in the region, India 
has the highest ranking portal with the highest 
online services score. It has the most e-services and 
tools for citizen engagement in the region.

South-Eastern Asia
The national portal of Singapore has an organized 
and effective online approach to providing infor-
mation to its users through portals and micro-sites. 
Each main tab directs its site visitors to portals by 
user group. Businesses access EnterpriseOne, a 
portal with e-services and information tailored 
to businesses. Citizens and residents are directed 
to E-Citizen, an e-services portal that features the 
personlized single sign-on site SingPass for pay-
ment services and mobile services.

Table 4.18 E-government development in South-
Eastern Asia

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Singapore	 0.7476 0.7009 11 23

Malaysia 0.6101 0.6063 32 34

Brunei	Darussalam 0.4796 0.4667 68 87

Thailand 0.4653 0.5031 76 64

Philippines 0.4637 0.5001 78 66

Viet	Nam 0.4454 0.4558 90 91

Indonesia 0.4026 0.4107 109 106

Cambodia 0.2878 0.2989 140 139

Myanmar 0.2818 0.2922 141 144

Lao	People’s	
Democratic	Republic 0.2637 0.2383 151 156

Timor-Leste 0.2273 0.2462 162 155

Sub-regional	average 0.4250 0.4290

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Box 4.12 Malaysia – utilizing mobile technology 

Malaysia:	mySMS	system
Malaysia’s	mySMS	system	won	the	2009	APICTA	award	given	to	proj-

ects	of	creativity	and	excellence	in	ICT	in	Malaysia.	The	system	enables	

users	to	receive	information	on	demand,	documents	on	demand,	and	

broadcast	information	from	government	agencies,	including	emergen-

cy	information	to	basic	notifications.	The	system	also	allows	users	to	

provide	complaints	to	government	agencies.

Box 4.9 Japanese portal provides access to statistical information

Japan:	Statistical	information	portals

http://www.e-stat.go.jp/

http://www.e-gov.go.jp/

http://e-stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/mbTopE.do/

Japan’s	E-Stat	portal	is	directly	accessible	and	prominently	featured	

on	the	extensive	national	e-government	portal.	A	user-friendly	 in-

terface	provides	users	with	options	 to	gain	easy	access	 to	official	

Japanese	 statistics,	 learn	 about	 meta	 data,	 understand	 statistical	

systems	and	 study	 statistics.	There	 is	also	a	 search	option	 to	find	

further	statistics	by	ministries	and	government	agencies.	Users	can	

securely	register	to	receive	email	updates	on	statistics	and	have	the	

option	to	subscribe	to	RSS	Feeds.	A	mobile	version	of	the	portal	is	

also	available.

Box 4.10 Republic of Korea’s national portal

Republic	of	Korea:	National	portals

http://www.korea.go.kr/

http://www.epeople.go.kr/

http://egov.go.kr/

The	Republic	of	Korea’s	national	portal	is	exceptional	in	its	design	and	pro-

vision	of	features	to	its	citizens.	It	is	an	integrated	system	allowing	citizens	

easy	access	to	government	information	and	contains	features	for	mobile	

alerts,	forms,	transactions	and	online	consultation.	For	e-participation,	us-

ers	are	connected	to	ePeople,	a	single	online	service	that	integrates	the	

e-services	of	all	government	agencies.	The	aim	of	ePeople	is	to	improve	the	

transparency	of	government	administration,	improve	corruption	reporting	

and	engage	citizens	through	petitions,	proposals	and	policy	discussions.	

Users	are	connected	to	a	secure	login	portal	for	all	e-government	transac-

tions	and	form	submissions.

Box 4.11 Singapore spearheads development of mobile services

Singapore:	Mobile	government	

http://www.ecitizen.gov.sg/mobile/

Singapore’s	mobile	cellular	market	is	characterized	by	energy	and	in-

novation	with	some	6.5	million	mobile	devices	in	use	for	a	penetra-

tion	rate	of	136	percent.	Mobile	service	delivery	is	a	strategic	initiative	

of	the	country’s	iGov2010	master	plan.	Citizens	and	businesses	have	

expressed	a	high	 level	of	 satisfaction	and	enjoy	 the	 convenience	of	

accessing	more	than	300	public	services	through	mobile	technology.	

The	next	wave	of	mobile	services	planned	by	the	Singapore	Infocomm	

Development	Authority	will	support	even	more	24/7	transactions,	in-

cluding	 some	 that	 use	 near	 field	 technology	 to	 enable	 payment	 of	

train	and	bus	fares,	redemption	of	e-coupons,	and	even	the	opening	of	

doors	with	the	tap	of	a	phone	against	a	wireless	reader.	Commercial	

relationships	between	mobile	cellular	companies	and	network	provid-

ers	help	ensure	availability	of	the	requisite	technology.	
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Western Asia
The majority of countries in this region have wit-
nessed noticeable changes in their respective rank-
ings. Bahrain (0.7363) has emerged as the new 
leader in the region.

Launched in early 2009, Bahrain’s e-govern-
ment portal system provides its citizens with a 
wealth of information, e-services and links to 
national and ministry sites. ‘E-Government for 
a Better Life’ is the motto for the government’s 
initiative. E-participation and citizen engagement 
features are accessible throughout the portal sites. 
The government publishes a Customer Charter 
available in the page footer.

Table 4.19 E-government development in Western Asia

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Bahrain 0.7363 0.5723 13 42

Israel 0.6552 0.7393 26 17

Cyprus 0.5705 0.6019 42 35

United	Arab	Emirates 0.5349 0.6301 49 32

Kuwait 0.5290 0.5202 50 57

Jordan 0.5278 0.5480 51 50

Saudi	Arabia 0.5142 0.4935 58 70

Qatar 0.4928 0.5314 62 53

Turkey 0.4780 0.4834 69 76

Oman 0.4576 0.4691 82 84

Azerbaijan 0.4571 0.4609 83 89

Lebanon 0.4388 0.4840 93 74

Georgia 0.4248 0.4598 100 90

Armenia 0.4025 0.4182 110 103

Syrian	Arab	Republic 0.3103 0.3614 133 119

Iraq 0.2996 0.2690 136 151

Yemen 0.2154 0.2142 164 164

Sub-regional	average 0.4732 0.4857

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Israel (0.6552), Cyprus (0.5705) and United 
Arab Emirates (0.5349), were ranked as the second, 
the third and the fourth in the region. Although 
Israel scored lower in the 2010 Survey, its Ministries 
of Finance and Labour scored the highest in the 
region. The national portal of Cyprus scored high 
within the region; it provided e-tools to empower 
citizens to dialogue with the government.

Iraq, Oman, Saudi Arabia and Turkey im-
proved their rankings in the 2010 Survey, while 
Azerbaijan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon and Syria 
dropped to lower positions.

Oman’s Ministry of Education promotes e-
learning by having its own e-learning system that 
features virtual classrooms and a self-learning sys-
tem. Communication can occur via audio, video 
and text. The Ministry also employs an SMS 
feature for parents. Through Oman Mobile, the 
Ministry has set up a system that allows parents to 
follow their children’s school performance on mo-
bile phones. Parents can track student attendance, 
receive calls to visit the school, learn about tem-
porary suspensions, pull student ID, and receive 
grade reports.

Saudi Arabia’s national portal features links to 
215 e-services. While not a single-sign-on system, 
the electronic portal easily connects its citizens to 
the online services of various government agen-
cies for such purposes as obtaining personal docu-
ments, filing complaints, utilizing business services 
and paying utilities. In conjunction with this direc-
tory of e-services is SADAD, an e-payment system 
through which the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia fa-
cilitates and streamlines bill payment transactions.

4.2.4 E-government in Europe
All European sub-regions excel in the e-government 
development index and achieve high scores far above 
world average. Drawing on the advantages of the 
well-developed telecommunication infrastructure 
and high human resources capacity, Western and 
Northern Europe perform especially well in e-gov-
ernment development, followed by Southern and 
Eastern Europe. Many countries in Europe are high-
income developed countries, and this advantage is 
reflected in the ranking shown in figure 4.5.

Table 4.20 Top ranked countries in Europe

Rank Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

1 United	Kingdom 0.8147 0.7872 4 10

2 Netherlands 0.8097 0.8631 5 5

3 Norway 0.8020 0.8921 6 3

4 Denmark 0.7872 0.9134 7 2

5 Spain 0.7516 0.7228 9 20

6 France 0.7510 0.8038 10 9

7 Sweden 0.7474 0.9157 12 1

8 Germany 0.7309 0.7136 15 22

9 Belgium 0.7225 0.6779 16 24

10 Switzerland 0.7136 0.7626 18 12

World	average 0.4406 0.4514
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Table 4.20 shows that the United Kingdom 
emerged as the new leader in Europe in the 2010 
Survey, followed by the Netherlands. In the top 10 
list, Western Europe had five countries, Northern 
Europe had four countries, Southern Europe had 
one country and there were no countries from 
Eastern Europe.

Eastern Europe
The region as a whole has not changed much since 
the 2008 Survey. In the 2010 Survey, Hungary 
(0.6315) has moved ahead of the Czech Republic 
(0.6060) to lead the region. The national portal 
of Hungary was ranked the highest in the region. 
Poland and Ukraine moved down in the rankings. 
The Republic of Moldova (0.4611) moved up 13 
positions to be ranked 80th globally.

Table 4.21 E-government development in 
Eastern Europe

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Hungary 0.6315 0.6494 27 30

Czech	Republic 0.6060 0.6696 33 25

Slovakia 0.5639 0.5889 43 38

Bulgaria 0.5590 0.5719 44 43

Poland 0.5582 0.6134 45 33

Romania 0.5479 0.5383 47 51

Ukraine 0.5181 0.5728 54 41

Russian	Federation 0.5136 0.5120 59 60

Belarus 0.4900 0.5213 64 56

Republic	of	Moldova 0.4611 0.4510 80 93

Sub-regional	average 0.5449 0.5689

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

The website of the Ministry of Finance of Ukraine 
scored the highest among ministries based on its con-
tent and citizen engagement, although e-services were 
limited. The Ministry of Finance of Romania also 
scored high for the region due to the availability of a 
number of e-services as well as extensive content.

Northern Europe
Table 4.22 E-government development in 
Northern Europe

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

United	Kingdom 0.8147 0.7872 4 10

Norway 0.8020 0.8921 6 3

Denmark 0.7872 0.9134 7 2

Sweden 0.7474 0.9157 12 1

Finland 0.6967 0.7488 19 15

Estonia 0.6965 0.7600 20 13

Ireland 0.6866 0.7296 21 19

Iceland 0.6697 0.7176 22 21

Lithuania 0.6295 0.6617 28 28

Latvia 0.5826 0.5944 37 36

Sub-regional	average 0.7113 0.7721

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

The United Kingdom (0.8147) enjoys the 
highest ranking in Europe. The national portal 
of the United Kingdom was ranked the third in 
the 2010 Survey. The Scandinavian countries as 
a whole scored lower. Sweden dropped from first 
position in the 2008 Survey to the 12th in global 
ranking in the 2010 Survey, which is mainly at-
tributed to the regression of its online services. 

Figure 4.5 E-government development in Europe
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With the exception of the United Kingdom, all 
the countries in the region had lower e-govern-
ment indexes in the 2010 Survey.

The United Kingdom offers a comprehensive 
and user-friendly national portal. The home page 
features 16 categories of information most often 
accessed, e.g. Motoring, Parents, Environment 
& Greener Living, Disabled, Money, Tax & 
Benefits, Government & Citizens’ Rights, 
Health & Wellbeing and Crime & Justice. A 
tab on the top navigation tool bar titled ‘Do 
It Online’ also links to the 16 categories, and 
specifically to all of the transactions that can 
be conducted online within these categories. 
Citizens can text in a key word and receive infor-
mation via mobile phone on job opportunities, 
public transport delays, train schedules, nearest 
passport or doctors offices, emergency and ter-
ror alerts and many other services. The United 
Kingdom’s Web network also features a wide 
range of public consultations, mostly available 
at specific ministry sites; model-practice portals 
for public tenders and contracts; and e-services 
at the Government Gateway.

The website of the Ministry of Finance of 
Norway was ranked highest among ministries in 
the region in the 2010 Survey.

Southern Europe
Table 4.23 E-government development in 
Southern Europe

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Spain 0.7516 0.7228 9 20

Slovenia 0.6243 0.6681 29 26

Malta 0.6129 0.6582 30 29

Croatia 0.5858 0.5650 35 47

Italy 0.5800 0.6680 38 27

Portugal 0.5787 0.6479 39 31

Greece 0.5708 0.5718 41 44

TFYR	Macedonia 0.5261 0.4866 52 73

Andorra 0.5148 0.5175 57 58

Montenegro 0.5101 0.4282 60 100

Bosnia	and	
Herzegovina	 0.4698 0.4509 74 94

Serbia 0.4585 0.4828 81 77

Albania 0.4519 0.4670 85 86

San	Marino …	 …	 …	 …	

Sub-regional	average 0.5566 0.5642

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

Spain (0.7516) continues to lead the region and 
moved up in the global ranking in the 2010 Survey. 
Spain enjoys a well-developed online e-services por-
tal, Red.es, with clear statements to citizens about 
its purpose and mission, plus services from its na-
tional portal. Slovenia (0.6243) and Malta (0.6129) 
were ranked the second and the third in the region. 
The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 
Montenegro, and Bosnia and Herzegovina im-
proved the most in the region in the 2010 Survey, 

Box 4.14 Austria – support for gender equality 

Austria:	Gender	equality	website

http://www.frauen.bka.gv.at

Austria	has	a	website	 that	 supports	gender	 equality.	 It	 provides	 in-

formation	 about	 current	 government	 initiatives	 such	 as	 ‘Equal	 pay	

and	revenue	transparency	for	women’	and	the	‘New	Child’	 law.	The	

website	promotes	a	programme	provides	parents	with	additional	in-

come	during	the	first	14	months	of	the	child’s	life,	supporting	mothers,	

fathers	and	single	parents	during	difficult	economic	times.

Box 4.13 Belgium’s electronic identification card

Belgium:	My	Belgium	national	portal

http://www.belgium.be

http://www.mybelgium.be

The	national	portal	of	Belgium	has	a	link	called	My	Belgium	that	is	the	

single	point	of	contact	to	government	information	and	services.	Over	9	

million	Belgians	have	eID	cards	that	allow	them	to	download	authen-

ticated	certificates	from	their	personal	file	from	the	MyBelgium	portal.

Box 4.15 Germany – applying e-government tools to educate children

Germany:	Gender	equality	website

http://www.bundesregierung.de/

http://www.regierenkapieren.de/

The	 national	 portal	 of	 Germany	 has	 a	 link	 off	 the	 homepage	 to	 a	

website	for	children	to	learn	how	their	government	works,	Regieren-

kapieren.	It	has	tabs	for	interactive	features	titled	such	as	’discover’,	

‘games’	 and	 ‘questions’	 and	 a	 daily	 news	 section.	 It	 captures	 the	

children’s	 attention	 and	 gives	 them	 a	 better	 understanding	 of	 the	

process	of	government.
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with the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
gaining 21 positions to be ranked 52nd globally, 
Montenegro gaining 40 positions to be in 60th 
position and Bosnia and Herzegovina gaining 20 
positions to be 74th. These changes were attribut-
able to the improvement in telecommunication 
infrastructure and online services.

Western Europe
The Netherlands (0.8097) continues to lead the re-
gion in the global rankings of the 2010 Survey, with 
France (0.7510) and Germany (0.7309) ranked sec-
ond and the third respectively. Liechtenstein saw 
the most significant progress and was ranked 23rd 
globally in the 2010 Survey, which could be attrib-
uted to its efforts to improve online services.

Table 4.24 E-government development in 
Western Europe

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Netherlands 0.8097 0.8631 5 5

France 0.7510 0.8038 10 9

Germany 0.7309 0.7136 15 22

Belgium 0.7225 0.6779 16 24

Switzerland	 0.7136 0.7626 18 12

Liechtenstein 0.6694 0.5486 23 49

Austria 0.6679 0.7428 24 16

Luxembourg 0.6672 0.7512 25 14

Monaco …	 …	 …	 …	

Sub-regional	average 0.7165 0.7329

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

The national portal of Portugal is informational 
and integrated and provides a clear gateway to ser-
vices for citizens, including e-services. The site pro-
vides link to all ministries, including links to various 
services for citizens, such as Emprego 2009 for ac-
cess to educational and professional resources.

Montenegro combined effective graphic design 
with efficient navigation for a visually related se-
ries of portals and websites, including those of the 
national government and all of its ministries. It 
worked well as a result of investment in back office 
integration. The various sites polling users about 
what they would like to see changed or improved 
on their government’s websites.

The Education Ministry of Serbia had one of 
the best online resources for students including 
information on student loans and scholarships, 
foreign government and foundations scholarships, 
international competitions, and Republic of Serbia 
Foundation Scholarships. Students can buy their 
books online and access their school records.

The website of the Ministry of Health of 
Belgium received the second highest ranking 
among that of the health ministries in the 2010 
Survey based on the excellent provision of e-ser-
vices to citizens. The country’s Ministry of Labour 
has a website with a notable usability/user experi-
ence. For example, when a user searches on its site, 
any results that are associated with an e-govern-
ment feature or service will be marked with the 
letter ‘e’ in the form of a red icon next to the search 
results, cuing the user to click.

The national portal of the Netherlands offers a 
gateway to the municipalities of the Netherlands. 
It also harbors a substantive resource for elderly 
and disabled individuals wishing to locate online 
government services.

4.2.5 E-government in Oceania
Australia (0.7863) continues to lead the Oceania 
region with New Zealand (0.7311) in second posi-
tion. Among the island states in the Pacific, Palau 
(0.4189) and Fiji (0.3925) are the leading countries 
in e-government development.

The extensive national portal for Australia helps 
citizens to navigate to key features, government ini-
tiatives, services and information. The website promi-
nently features the Social Inclusion website with the 

Map 4.5 Sub-regions of Oceania

Australia and New Zealand
Australia
New Zealand
Norfolk Island

Micronesia
Guam
Kiribati
Marshall Islands
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Nauru
Northern Mariana Islands
Palau

Melanesia
Fiji
New Caledonia
Papua New Guinea
Solomon Islands
Vanuatu

Polynesia
American Samoa
Cook Islands
French Polynesia
Niue
Pitcairn
Samoa
Tokelau
Tonga
Tuvalu
Wallis and Futuna Islands



75

Chapter Four
World e-government rankings 4United Nations E-Government Survey 2010

vision of society in which all Australians feel valued 
and are equipped with the opportunity to participate 
fully in society. New features on the site include State, 
Territory and Local Government Search within the 
national site, smart forms for enrolling to vote and 
making complaints, and new e-consultation features 
for public consultation, blogs and a feature called 
Bright Ideas where citizens can provide new ideas and 
perspectives on a specific or any subject. 

Table 4.25 E-government development in Oceania

Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

Australia 0.7863 0.8108 8 8

New	Zealand 0.7311 0.7392 14 18

Palau 0.4189 0.0000 103 …

Fiji 0.3925 0.4156 113 105

Samoa 0.3742 0.3761 115 115

Tonga 0.3697 0.3950 116 112

Vanuatu 0.2521 0.2510 155 154

Solomon	Islands 0.2445 0.2748 156 147

Papua	New	Guinea 0.2043 0.2078 171 166

Kiribati …	 …	 …	 …

Marshall	Islands …	 …	 …	 …

Micronesia	(Federated	
States	of) …	 …	 …	 …

Nauru …	 …	 …	 …

Tuvalu …	 …	 …	 …

Sub-regional	average 0.4193 0.4338

World	average 0.4406 0.4514

4.3 Economic groupings
Table 4.26 illustrates the top 25 developing coun-
tries in the 2010 Survey. Many developing countries 
have been investing in streamlining the national and 
ministry portals and websites to better offer more 
e-services and more actively engage citizens in dia-
logues with government. The digital divide between 
the developed countries and developing countries is 
gradually closing in the e-government arena.

Table 4.27 provides a list of the least developed 
countries, which face severe constraints to e-gov-
ernment development.

Finally, some countries do not appear in the 
ranking of the 2010 United Nations E-Government 
Survey. The Survey lacked data in significant areas 
for these countries, which made it impossible to 
either construct an index on infrastructure or 
human resources capacity, or both. Tables in the 

Annex provide the raw scores for the telecommuni-
cation infrastructure, human capacity and online 
service indexes of these countries.

A number of countries are engaged in the de-
velopment of regional e-government strategies, as 
illustrated by the examples in box 4.16.

4.4 Progress in online service 
provision
The number of e-services available on government 
websites continues to grow by leaps and bounds. 
Every year it is evident that more and more e-
services are put into operation in government 
websites. A country’s strength in online service 
provision is measured against four benchmarks.

• Does the national government provide basic 
information services online?

• Does the national government use multimedia 
technology and promote two-way exchanges 
with citizens?

Table 4.26 Top ranked developing countries

Rank Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

1 Republic	of	Korea 0.8785 0.8317 1 6

2 Singapore	 0.7476 0.7009 11 23

3 Bahrain 0.7363 0.5723 13 42

4 Israel 0.6552 0.7393 26 17

5 Colombia 0.6125 0.5317 31 52

6 Malaysia 0.6101 0.6063 32 34

7 Chile 0.6014 0.5819 34 40

8 Uruguay 0.5848 0.5645 36 48

9 Barbados 0.5714 0.5667 40 46

10 Cyprus 0.5705 0.6019 42 35

11 Kazakhstan 0.5578 0.4743 46 81

12 Argentina 0.5467 0.5844 48 39

13 United	Arab	Emirates 0.5349 0.6301 49 32

14 Kuwait 0.5290 0.5202 50 57

15 Jordan 0.5278 0.5480 51 50

16 Mongolia 0.5243 0.4735 53 82

17 Ukraine 0.5181 0.5728 54 41

18 Antigua	and	Barbuda 0.5154 0.4485 55 96

19 Mexico 0.5150 0.5893 56 37

20 Saudi	Arabia 0.5142 0.4935 58 70

21 Russian	Federation 0.5136 0.5120 59 60

22 Brazil 0.5006 0.5679 61 45

23 Qatar 0.4928 0.5314 62 53

24 Peru 0.4923 0.5252 63 55

25 Belarus 0.4900 0.5213 64 56

World	average 0.4406 0.4514
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• Does the national government use the Internet 
to deliver public services and solicit occasional 
input on matters of public interest?

• Does the national government connect public 
service functions and routinely consult with 
citizens on matters of public policy?
If there is clear evidence that a country does all 

four of these things well, and therefore has estab-
lished a digital foundation for citizen empower-
ment and inclusion, then it will be highly placed 
in the online service index.

Overall, the bar for online service has shifted 
up and the global index average is down in the 
2010 Survey as compared to 2008. The present 
Survey gives more weight to more advanced stages 
of online development, e.g. availability of trans-
actional services and promotion of the connected 
approach to e-government. Half of the total avail-
able points for online services are assigned to 
these stages. Specifically, the survey instrument 
allocates 68 points to characteristics of an emerg-
ing online presence (16.9 percent), 116 points to 
an enhanced online presence (28.8 percent), 169 
points to a transactional presence (41.9 percent) 
and 50 points to a connected presence (12.4 per-
cent) for a maximum possible score of 403.

4.4.1 How governments rank in 
online services 
First position in online services is held by the 
Republic of Korea (1.0000), followed by the United 
States (0.9365) and Canada (0.8825). Several of the 
top-ranked countries in 2010, as seen in table 4.28, 
are newcomers or have otherwise made significant 
gains in the last two years. Notable climbers in-
clude Bahrain, Chile, Colombia, Singapore and the 
United Kingdom, which have joined the world’s top 
performers in online service development.

Growth of online services is especially strong in 
the case of middle-income countries. In 2010, mid-
dle-income countries accounted for four positions 
among the top 10 in the online service development 
index, and 14 positions among the top 35 countries.

A country’s strength in online service provision 
correlates positively with its use of new technology 
such the emerging tools for social networking. 
The 2010 Survey put greater emphasis on online 
service provision and networking with citizens, 

Table 4.27 E-government development in least developed countries1 

Rank Country

E-government
development index value

World e-government  
development ranking

2010 2008 2010 2008

1 Maldives 0.4392 0.4491 92 95

2 Samoa 0.3742 0.3761 115 115

3 Lesotho 0.3512 0.3805 121 114

4 São	Tomé	and	Príncipe 0.3258 0.3215 128 130

5 Angola 0.3110 0.3328 132 127

6 Bangladesh 0.3028 0.2936 134 142

7 United	Republic	of	Tanzania	 0.2926 0.2929 137 143

8 Equatorial	Guinea 0.2902 0.2890 138 145

9 Madagascar 0.2890 0.3065 139 135

10 Cambodia 0.2878 0.2989 140 139

11 Myanmar 0.2818 0.2922 141 144

12 Uganda 0.2812 0.3133 142 133

13 Zambia 0.2810 0.2266 143 158

14 Rwanda 0.2749 0.2941 148 141

15 Lao	People’s	Democratic	Republic 0.2637 0.2383 151 156

16 Bhutan 0.2598 0.3074 152 134

17 Nepal 0.2568 0.2725 153 150

18 Sudan 0.2542 0.2186 154 161

19 Vanuatu 0.2521 0.2510 155 154

20 Solomon	Islands 0.2445 0.2748 156 147

21 Mauritania	 0.2359 0.2028 157 168

22 Democratic	Republic	of	the	Congo 0.2357 0.2177 158 162

23 Malawi 0.2357 0.2878 159 146

24 Comoros 0.2327 0.1896 160 170

25 Mozambique 0.2288 0.2559 161 152

26 Timor-Leste 0.2273 0.2462 162 155

27 Senegal 0.2241 0.2531 163 153

28 Yemen 0.2154 0.2142 164 164

29 Togo 0.2150 0.2191 165 160

30 Liberia 0.2133 0.2170 166 163

31 Gambia 0.2117 0.2253 167 159

32 Afghanistan 0.2098 0.2048 168 167

33 Haiti 0.2074 0.2097 169 165

34 Djibouti 0.2059 0.2279 170 157

35 Ethiopia 0.2033 0.1857 172 172

36 Benin 0.2017 0.1860 173 171

37 Burundi 0.2014 0.1780 174 174

38 Eritrea 0.1859 0.1965 175 169

39 Mali 0.1815 0.1591 176 175

40 Sierra	Leone 0.1697 0.1463 177 178

41 Burkina	Faso 0.1587 0.1542 178 176

42 Guinea-Bissau 0.1561 0.1521 179 177

43 Guinea 0.1426 0.1402 180 180

44 Central	African	Republic 0.1399 0.1412 181 179

45 Chad 0.1235 0.1047 182 182

46 Niger 0.1098 0.1142 183 181

47 Kiribati … … … …

48 Somalia … … … …

49 Tuvalu … … … …

	 	 	

World	average 0.4406 0.4514 	
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engaging and empowering them to be part of the 
governance process. Social networking tools enable 
governments to consult with citizens and expand 
opportunities for participation in decision-making 
processes. They can be used to garner feedback and 
opinions and to elicit support for public policy. To 
engage citizens, more countries have developed 
sites in the social networking arena and more are 
in the process of doing so.

Figure 4.6 Nearly all governments have websites
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without websites

2%

Governments
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Some low-income countries are lagging far 
behind the world trend towards more and bet-
ter e-government development. Some countries 
have no national portal or ministry websites for 
education, finance, health, labour and social ser-
vices. Consequently, these countries receive a score 
of zero for the online service index. Countries 
with no online presence include Central African 
Republic, Somalia and Swaziland. These countries 
could not be ranked for online services develop-
ment because they had no government websites. 
However, Central African Republic and Swaziland 
received an e-government development score be-
cause the country had sufficient data to calculate 
the indexes for telecommunications infrastructure 
and human capacity.

Sometimes e-government development can 
change quickly. The 2008 Survey reported that 
Zambia had no online presence and yet by the 
2010 Survey the country’s national sites were read-
ily available and easily assessed.

4.4.2 About the services governments 
provide online 
An increasing number of governments are en-
deavouring to meet the needs of the citizens by 
providing more online content and e-services 
and by creating a level of online dialogue that 
was not in place even a few years ago, according 
to the 2010 Survey. Portals are becoming more 
integrated and streamlined. It is easier than 
ever for citizens to find information and ser-
vices online. This is especially true in developed 
and middle-income countries. Least developed 
countries are starting to incorporate many of the 
online tools that developed and middle-income 
countries now use, including videos and social 
networking tools. Only a few countries are able 
to offer many secure transactions online, how-
ever, although the trend is toward more e-forms 
and e-payments.

Table 4.28 Top 20 countries in online service development

.Rank Country Online service index value

1 Republic	of	Korea 1.0000

2 United	States 0.9365

3 Canada 0.8825

4 United	Kingdom 0.7746

5 Australia 0.7651

6 Spain 0.7651

7 Norway 0.7365

8 Bahrain 0.7302

9 Colombia 0.7111

10 Singapore	 0.6857

Rank Country Online service index value

11 France 0.6825

12 Netherlands 0.6794

13 Denmark 0.6730

14 Japan 0.6730

15 New	Zealand 0.6381

16 Malaysia 0.6317

17 Belgium 0.6254

18 Chile 0.6095

19 Israel 0.5841

20 Mongolia 0.5556

Box 4.16 Regional e-government strategies

Ministers	responsible	for	e-government	policy	in	the	European	Union	issued	a	“Ministerial	Declaration	on	e-Govern-
ment”	in	November	2009	that	shared	a	common	vision,	objectives	and	implementation	approach	for	2011-2015.

	 The	 Persian	 Gulf	 region	 has	 developed	 e-government	 standards	 and	 structures	 that	 are	 implemented	
throughout	 the	 region.	The	countries	 in	 the	Gulf	Cooperative	Council	are	working	 together	and	sharing	 their	
e-government	experiences	to	advance	the	region	as	a	whole.	All	GCC	countries	were	represented	at	a	regional	
e-government	 conference	 in	 December	 2009	 in	 Oman.	Awards	 were	 presented	 for	 innovative	 e-government	
programmes,	services	and	solutions	in	the	region.

	 African	Ministers	confirmed	their	willingness	to	promote	inter-governmental	cooperation	in	having	common	
frameworks	 for	e-Government	 regional	development	at	a	meeting	 in	Mexico	 in	September	2009.	 In	February	
2010,	ICT	will	be	the	focus	of	the	Summit	of	the	African	Union,	with	the	theme	‘Information	and	Communication	
Technologies	in	Africa:	Challenges	and	Prospects	for	Development.’

	 A	draft	regional	Caribbean	e-Government	strategy	2010-2014	was	prepared	in	2009	with	the	active	participation	
of	senior	e-government	representatives	of	Caribbean	States	and	UNDESA	support.	It	produced	by	Caribbean	Centre	for	
Development	Administration	(CARICAD),	an	agency	of	CARICOM.	This	strategy	contains	a	consensus	on	e-government	
vision,	goals,	strategic	initiatives,	immediate	outcomes	and	implementation	plan	for	Caribbean	countries.

	 The	International	Telecommunication	Union	(ITU)	is	planning	to	organize	a	series	of	regional	summits,	strategies	
and	products,	including	the	Arab	States	and	the	Americas.	The	effort	is	part	of	its	‘Connect	the	World	by	2015	initiative’.
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Ninety-eight percent of countries have some 
presence on the Web, either by having a national 
portal or ministry website, as illustrated in figure 
4.6. This number has not changed since 2008.

Certain features are common across many web-
sites. Table 4.29 reveals that most government web-
sites have a section for archived information and a 
section called ‘What’s New’. These features enable 
users to find information on past activities that are 
no longer highlighted on the website and encourage 
users to browse updated information. In contrast, 
only 44 percent of governments have a section that 
provides ready answers to frequently asked questions 
(FAQ). The use of FAQs can reduce the amount of 
time and human resources devoted to public inquiry 
functions, and improve public perception that the 
goverment is responsive to citizens’ concerns.

Table 4.29 Characteristics of an emerging 
online presence

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

What’s	new? 156 81

Frequently	asked	questions	 85 44

Archived	information 166 86

Most national portals have direct links to their 
respective ministries. The 2010 Survey finds that 61 
percent of national portals contain links to more 
than 10 ministry websites, as illustrated in figure 4.7. 
These links allow citizens visiting a national portal 
to link quickly and directly to the information and 
services offered by a particular ministry, avoiding 
separate searches. They can simply go to the national 
homepage and access the ministry websites.

Figure 4.7 also shows that one quarter of national 
portals do not have links to any ministries, which 
means that they are either completely segregated from 
the websites of ministries, or the ministries in these 

countries do not have websites at all. Citizens visiting 
national portals with links to only five or less minis-
tries in their homepages must search outside for infor-
mation that should be readily accessible. Ideally, the 
homepage of a country’s national portal should have 
links to all ministry and government agency websites.

Figure 4.7 Number of ministries linked to a 
national portal
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Site maps can be found on slightly over 50 per-
cent of national portals, as per table 4.30. This very 
useful feature helps citizens to find pages on the 
website without having to guess where informa-
tion might be found. Links to other public sector 
services are provided on 67 percent of national por-
tals, which makes them a one-stop shop for infor-
mation and services.

Table 4.30 Site maps and linkages from national portals

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

Site	map	is	available 102 53

Links	between	national	home	pages	and	
ministries/departments	 143 74

Links	between	national	home	page	and	public	
sector	services	 129 67

More than 50 percent of ministry websites have 
site maps, help or FAQs available or are integrated 
with the national portal, as shown in figure 4.8. 
Ministries of finance are more likely than other 
ministries to be integrated with the national portal 
and to include a site map.

Even static forms are not widely available on 
national portals. Figure 4.9 indicates that 63 

Box 4.17 Leaders in transactional and connected e-government

Who	are	the	world	leaders	in	transactional	and	connected	e-government?	The	following	countries	are	in	the	third	
or	fourth	stage	of	online	services	development:	Australia,	Austria,	Belgium,	Canada,	Denmark,	Estonia,	Finland,	
France,	Germany,	Japan,	Malaysia,	Netherlands,	New	Zealand,	Norway,	Republic	of	Korea,	Singapore,	Spain,	Swe-
den,	United	Kingdom	and	United	States.

 These	countries	have	been	integrating	back-office	operations	and	providing	e-services	to	citizens	in	a	seam-
less	manner.	Information	is	efficiently	transferred	between	agencies	and	departments.	In	addition,	these	countries	
have	a	proven	track-record	of	using	Web	2.0	 tools	 to	communicate	with	citizens	and	regularly	 receive	 inputs	
from	them.	These	inputs	are	used	to	shape	public	policy	and	law.	The	level	of	public	trust	in	government	is	higher	
among	advanced	e-government	countries	than	in	many	other	places.



79

Chapter Four
World e-government rankings 4United Nations E-Government Survey 2010

percent of countries have not provided citizens 
with the capability of downloading static forms, 
let alone forms that can be filled-out and submit-
ted online. In many least developed countries 
citizens can download forms, complete them by 
hand and manually submit them to the relevant 
ministry or department.

Figure 4.9 Availability of static online forms
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Some 49 percent of national portals or websites 
are in more than one language. Where a site has 
more than one language, English is usually the 
second language, demonstrating the continued im-
portance of that language on the Internet. In a few 
cases, ministry websites are in English only, while 
English is not the first language of that country.

Table 4.31 Website design features: RSS, audio, 
video, language

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

Site	meets	provides	at	least	minimal	level	of	
web	content	accessibility 24 13

Site	support	audio	and/or	video	content 95 49

Site	provides	real	simple	syndication	(RSS) 68 35

Site	offers	content	in	more	than	one	language 95 49

The use of real simple syndication (RSS) feeds 
jumped from 10 percent of national portals in the 
2008 Survey to 35 percent in the 2010 Survey. This 
means that more national portals are automatically 
releasing information and content to individual 
subscribers. Citizens are informed whenever any 
updates are made.

Multimedia is gaining importance in the config-
uration of most national and ministry websites, with 
49 percent of national portals supporting audio and/
or video content, up from only 38 percent in 2008.

Table 4.32 Support of mobile access

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

Site	supports	WAP/GPRS	access 24 13

Site	offers	service	to	send	alert	messages	to	
mobile	phones 25 13

User	can	apply	for	registration	or	application	by	
mobile	phone 14 7

Users	can	pay	registration	fees,	fines,	etc.	by	
mobile	phone 17 4

Figure 4.8 Features of ministry websites
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Figure 4.10 Selected countries with high transactional presence scores 
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Wireless devices such as mobile phones are being 
used by some governments to provide services in the 
form of alert messages, applications or fee payment. 
Table 4.33 indicates a slight increase in the number 
of national portals using wireless application pro-
tocol (WAP) for wireless communication. In 2008, 
19 national portals had WAP implemented.

Wireless devices such as mobile phones are al-
most equally popular in developing countries as 
they are in developed countries. In 2008, 14 na-
tional sites offered mobile alerts, while in 2010, 
that number increased to 25. Such an increase is 
minor compared to the major opportunity that 
wireless devices offer to governments interested in 
providing electronic content and services to their 
citizens. Meanwhile, only in seven countries can 
users pay registration fees, fines, etc. via mobile ac-
cess provided through their national portals. These 
countries are Bahrain, Croatia, Estonia, Israel, 
Mongolia, New Zealand and Sudan.

Table 4.33 Online payment

Payment type
Number of 

countries Percent

Taxes 34 18

Registrations 36 19

Permits,	certificates,	identification	cards 33 17

Fines 22 11

Utilities 18 9

Compared to mobile payment options, more 
are offered through online portals. How many 
countries allow online payment of taxes, fines, 
registrations, utilities, and certificates from their 

national portals? The majority of countries in table 
4.33 were middle income countries. Since 2008, 
there has been a slight increase of governmental 
online payment facilities.

Transactional services
Only a few countries are able to offer many transac-
tional services online at this time. However, coun-
tries with the highest scores in figure 4.10 offer a 
wide range of integrated transactional e-services 
that cater to many segments of society. They have 
comprehensive back office integration systems and 
secure networks on which these e-services oper-
ate, giving citizens security and confidence. The 
United States, the Republic of Korea and Canada 
are the top three countries in terms of transac-
tional opportunities. The developing countries are 
well-represented in the top 10 with four countries: 
Bahrain, Chile, Colombia and Israel.

Table 4.34 Online submissions

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

Online	forms 53 28

Online	transactions 60 32

Application	for	government	benefits 32 17

Acknowledgement	of	receipt 19 10

Table 4.35 Connected presence

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

Single	sign-on 31 16

Electronic	identity	management	and	
authentication 33 17

One-stop	shop 130 68

Information	in	machine	readable	format 74 39

Interaction	with	Head	of	State 61 32

Table 4.36 Connecting to citizens

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

Citizens	can	request	personal	information	
about	themselves 21 11

Users	can	tag,	assess	and	rank	content 7 4

Users	can	initiate	proposals	 16 8

Users	can	personalize	the	website 12 6

Government	has	committed	to	incorporating	
e-participation	outcome	in	decision	making 22 11

Fewer than one-third of governments provide 
citizens with the possibility of online transactions 
and the online submission of e-forms, as shown in 
table 4.34 on online submissions. In addition, less 

Figure 4.11 Number of ministry websites with online forms and transactional services
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than 20 percent of governments allow citizens to 
apply for government benefits online. The main 
reason for this low number is the complex integra-
tion that is required among different systems to 
ensure compatibility and a seamless interaction. 
All administrative or financial transactions need 
to be performed over a secure network. The threat 
of identify theft or financial fraud is too great on an 
unsecured network.

The websites of ministries of finance have the 
most downloadable forms and online transaction 
services available for citizens, while the ministries of 
labour have the most e-forms, as seen in figure 4.11.

Governments are having some success in cre-
ating a ‘connected presence’ with their national 
portals. Table 4.37 shows that they are creating 
websites that support citizens by making it easier 
for them to find information, by integrating sites 
into a one-stop shop, and by creating single-sign-on 
for access to all government services. The level of 
sophistication of the single-sign-on varies greatly 
among countries. Very few single-sign-on systems 
have reached the level of Singapore’s Sing-pass.

Governments are inviting citizens to become 
more actively involved in determining the design 
and content of portals and websites. Table 4.36 lists 
a variety of ways this is being done. Some countries 
allow users to personalize their own ‘Mysite’ from 
the information found on government portals. Six 
countries allow citizens to tag and rank content, 
which allows them to have more control of the in-
formation provided in the portals.

4.4.3 The data behind the rankings
What kind of data goes into measuring a coun-
try’s performance in online services? Table 4.37 
shows categories on online service data including 
emerging information services, enhanced informa-
tion services, transactional services and connected 
services. The scores include the total scores for the 
national portal and five ministries. The maximum 
points that a country could attain is 403.

Table 4.38 shows online service data for se-
lected developing countries. Most developing 
countries are still limited in the transactional as-
pect of e-government. None of the countries listed 
were able to obtain over 50 percent of the points 
available in the transaction stage.

Table 4.37 Breakdown of online service scores for top ranked countries 

Rank Country

Emerging infor-
mation services 

(stage 1)

Enhanced infor-
mation services 

(stage 2)
Transactional ser-

vices (stage 3)
Connected ser-
vices (stage 4) Total

Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%)

1 Republic	of	Korea 66 97 106 91 112 66 31 62 315 78

2 United	States 62 91 97 84 115 68 21 42 295 73

3 Canada 59 87 83 72 104 62 32 64 278 69

4 United	Kingdom 61 90 87 75 71 42 25 50 244 61

5 Australia 58 85 76 66 69 41 38 76 241 60

5 Spain 60 88 88 76 68 40 25 50 241 60

7 Norway 61 90 85 73 69 41 17 34 232 58

8 Bahrain 63 93 72 62 72 43 23 46 230 57

9 Colombia 57 84 51 44 89 53 27 54 224 56

10 Singapore	 54 79 82 71 64 38 16 32 216 54

11 France 54 79 71 61 77 46 13 26 215 53

12 Netherlands 60 88 80 69 55 33 19 38 214 53

13 Denmark 54 79 88 76 52 31 18 36 212 53

13 Japan 59 87 78 67 56 33 19 38 212 53

15 New	Zealand 59 87 76 66 46 27 20 40 201 50

16 Malaysia 51 75 73 63 55 33 20 40 199 49

17 Belgium 57 84 66 57 54 32 20 40 197 49

18 Chile 57 84 44 38 74 44 17 34 192 48

19 Israel 49 72 45 39 66 39 24 48 184 46

20 Mongolia 47 69 49 42 54 32 25 50 175 43

21 Germany 54 79 76 66 23 14 20 40 173 43

22 Jordan 50 74 44 38 57 34 17 34 168 42

23 Egypt 55 81 51 44 49 29 12 24 167 41

24 Kazakhstan 66 97 53 46 24 14 23 46 166 41

24 Sweden 54 79 67 58 26 15 19 38 166 41

Table 4.38 Online service levels in selected developing countries

Rank Country

Emerging  
information  

services (stage 1)

Enhanced  
information  

services (stage 2)
Transactional  

services (stage 3)
Connected  

services (stage 4) Total

Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%)

30 Tunisia 52 76 40 34 50 30 10 20 152 38

32 Uruguay 51 75 43 37 36 21 21 42 151 37

36 Kuwait 41 60 39 34 58 34 7 14 145 36

39 Mexico 45 66 52 45 26 15 16 32 139 34

40 El	Salvador 48 71 30 26 46 27 10 20 134 33

44 Argentina 53 78 42 36 22 13 13 26 130 32

45 Peru 53 78 37 32 26 15 13 26 129 32

49 Philippines 48 71 25 22 35 21 16 32 124 31

53 Uzbekistan 52 76 39 34 18 11 10 20 119 30

54 Cyprus 44 65 39 34 19 11 15 30 117 29

55 Brazil 53 78 34 29 10 6 19 38 116 29

55 China 54 79 40 34 4 2 18 36 116 29

55 India 45 66 41 35 22 13 8 16 116 29

55 Oman 47 69 33 28 26 15 10 20 116 29

59 Dominican	Republic 46 68 30 26 24 14 15 30 115 29

62 Turkey 57 84 29 25 9 5 14 28 109 27

62 Ukraine 55 81 31 27 7 4 16 32 109 27

65 Trinidad	and	Tobago 50 74 39 34 12 7 6 12 107 27

67 Thailand 50 74 31 27 15 9 9 18 105 26

68 Russian	Federation 49 72 28 24 15 9 12 24 104 26
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Least developed countries have no real e-ser-
vices, nor are they providing citizens with trans-
actional opportunities, as presented in table 4.39. 
The vast majority of the sites surveyed primarily 
contain e-information and the beginning stages of 
citizen engagement with polls and feedback forms. 
The top two positions among least developed 
countries in the online service assessment went to 
Bangladesh and Angola. n

Table 4.39 Online service levels in least developed countries1

Rank Country

Emerging  
information  

services (stage 1)

Enhanced  
information  

services (stage 2)
Transactional  

services (stage 3)
Connected  

services (stage 4) Total

Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%) Points
Score 

(%)

60 Bangladesh 48 71 44 38 5 3 15 30 112 28

65 Angola 52 76 38 33 9 5 8 16 107 27

95 Lesotho 52 76 29 25 1 1 1 2 85 21

106 Afghanistan 41 60 25 22 5 3 2 4 83 21

111 Ethiopia 32 47 23 20 3 2 5 10 73 18

114 Bhutan 30 44 21 18 6 4 2 4 63 16

116 Mali 29 43 12 10 9 5 8 16 59 15

120 Senegal 32 47 14 12 3 2 7 14 58 14

121 Rwanda 34 50 14 12 2 1 5 10 56 14

121
United	Republic	of	
Tanzania 34 50 21 18 … … … … 55 14

124 Mozambique 32 47 13 11 3 2 6 12 55 14

125 Nepal 30 44 22 19 … … 1 2 54 13

126 Madagascar 28 41 13 11 4 2 7 14 53 13

127 Maldives 27 40 24 21 … … … … 52 13

129 Burkina	Faso 26 38 13 11 … … 10 20 51 13

129 Sudan 23 34 16 14 2 1 8 16 49 12

134 Samoa 24 35 21 18 … … … … 49 12

135 Cambodia 25 37 13 11 2 1 3 6 45 11

138 Timor-Leste 23 34 16 14 … … 3 6 43 11

143 Benin 20 29 10 9 4 2 3 6 42 10

145 Zambia 21 31 8 7 … … 4 8 37

146 Uganda 18 26 11 9 … … 3 6 33

150
Democratic	Republic		
of	the	Congo 17 25 7 6 … … 4 8 32

150 Mauritania 11 16 13 11 1 1 3 6 28

150 São	Tomé	and	Príncipe 21 31 7 6 … … … … 28

154 Gambia 16 24 9 8 … … 1 2 28

154 Myanmar 19 28 7 6 … … … … 26

156
Lao	People’s	
Democratic	Republic 12 18 9 8 2 1 2 4 26

160 Togo 6 9 8 7 3 2 5 10 25

163 Liberia 11 16 7 6 … … 2 4 22

167 Djibouti 9 13 3 3 … … 3 6 20

167 Yemen 9 13 4 3 … … 2 4 15

169 Solomon	Islands 7 10 6 5 … … 1 2 15

170 Burundi 8 12 2 2 … … 3 6 14

172 Niger 4 6 2 2 3 2 3 6 13

173 Guinea 5 7 2 2 3 2 1 2 12

174 Equatorial	Guinea 2 3 5 4 … … 3 6 11

175 Comoros 5 7 3 3 … … 1 2 10

175 Kiribati 4 6 5 4 … … … … 9

179 Eritrea 3 4 4 3 … … … … 9	

181 Chad 3 4 2 2 1 1 … … 7

181 Haiti 3 4 2 2 … … 1 2 6

184 Guinea-Bissau … … 3 3 1 1 1 2 6

184 Malawi 3 4 2 2 … … … … 5

186 Tuvalu 1 1 3 3 … … … … 5

186 Vanuatu 1 1 2 2 … … 1 2 4

189 Sierra	Leone … … … … … … 1 2 4

…
Central	African	
Republic … … … … … … … … 1

… Somalia … … … … … … … … …
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Chapter 5

Citizen empowerment  
and inclusion

E-government can be used by governments to empower and 
include citizens. Individuals and their democratic governance 
systems as a whole stand to benefit from better access to in-
formation and services, and from more opportunities for their 
voices to be heard by decision makers. The United Nations 
E-Government Survey assesses citizen empowerment and 
inclusion by reviewing channels for online participation in 
public affairs. The area of online services that opens up chan-
nels for online participation in public affairs is termed ‘e-par-
ticipation’. Given special attention by Survey, it is measured 
using an index that isolates Internet-based consultative and 
decision-making mechanisms. A country’s strength in e-par-
ticipation is measured against three benchmarks:

• Does the national government publish information on 
items under consideration?

• Are there ways for the public to engage in consulta-
tions with policy makers, government officials and one 
another?

• Can citizens directly influence decisions, for example by 
voting online or using a mobile telephone?

Countries that have been actively developing participatory 
features fare better in e-participation rankings.

5.1 Progress in e-participation 84

5.1.1 About e-participation 84

5.1.2 How governments rank in  
e-participation 85

5.2 Questions of access and diversity 88

5.2.1 The digital divide and inclusive  
e-government 88

5.2.2 Unequal benefits for women  
and men 90
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5.1 Progress in e-participation
The provision of online services, as described 
above, provides a transformative platform for the 
public sphere. It intersects with the process of so-
cial communication where opinions are expressed, 
synthesized and coalesced. There are many types 
of public spheres operating across many different 
platforms, including the traditional mass media 
of television, radio and newspapers. The Internet 
is transformative because it allows anyone to be a 
publisher. This changes the power relationships in 
the public sphere in profound ways. It affords polit-
ical leaders new routes to power. It affords citizens 
new ways to have their say. Even the voices of the 
marginalized can now be heard making the public 
sphere increasingly rich and diverse.1

5.1.1 About e-participation
Many governments are engaging citizens for feed-
back via their websites. The majority of sites have 
polls or surveys or feedback buttons, but this is just 
the tip of the iceberg. Web 2.0 (and Web 3.0 in 
the near future) will provide citizens with an av-
enue for direct impact on how government oper-
ates. E-participation goes well beyond e-voting; it 
changes the dynamics between government and 
citizens. Web 2.0 and social networking tools have 
created an environment that politicians and deci-
sion-makers must adjust to and incorporate in their 
daily work. In the United States, for example, more 
than 2 million followers subscribe to the Twitter 
feed of President Barack Obama. Politicians have 
been inclined to embrace and encourage the use of 
these e-participation and e-tools. They are provid-
ing information directly to citizens, which may 
help citizens to have a better understanding of 
their politicians. E-participation is one of the key 
assessments of the current e-government survey. It 
reflects on how well governments are keeping citi-
zens at the centre of e-services.

Many governments have enhanced their na-
tional and ministerial websites to incorporate 
interactive tools to strengthen citizen e-partici-
pation. As citizens are empowered, they create a 
different relationship with their respective govern-
ments, characterized by enhanced effectiveness, as 
government are able to respond to the needs of citi-
zens in a more direct manner. The e-participation 

index is indicative on how governments create an 
environment in which citizens can be more active 
and supportive of their governments.

Citizens express their views in environments 
they feel are acceptable. The 2010 Survey assesses 
how governments are interacting with citizens 
using popular Web 2.0 tools such as blogs, chat 
rooms and SMS as well as communication tech-
nologies such as Facebook, Twitter and other social 
networking tools.

Web 2.0 and social networking tools have 
empowered citizens to become more active in ex-
pressing their views on many issues, especially on 
issues concerning environment, health, education 
and other areas of government policy. Citizens use 
Web 2.0 and social networking tools to galvanize 
other like-minded citizens to share ideas and to 
develop collaborative approaches in tackling the 
issues that are important to them. Politicians and 
other decision-makers need to tap into this wealth 
of information and knowledge in order to be more 
responsive to their constituents.

As more and more people create their own 
blogs and issue-based social networking groups, 
they are becoming power-brokers in influencing 
governmental policies. Today, many citizens are in-
terested in the views of bloggers and those of other 
members of their social networking groups. This 
new-found power and influence is contributing to 
higher standards of transparency in government.

The United Nations E-Government Survey 
recognizes the importance of e-participation in all 
its aspects ranging from e-information, e-consul-
tation to e-decision-making. Politicians and politi-
cal decision makers represent the voice of citizens 
within government. Now these politicians and 
decision makers are soliciting information and 
knowledge from the constituents online and in 
real-time, seeking to respond more efficiently to 
their constituents.

There is a growing global trend towards listen-
ing to citizen’s voices and engaging their participa-
tion. This trend is likely to continue and expand 
in the next few years and beyond. Citizens are em-
ploying more e-participation tools. Politicians and 
decision-makers seem to be inclined to listen to the 
citizens. Although this movement is primarily tak-
ing hold in high-income countries, middle-income 



85

Chapter Five
Citizen empowerment and inclusion 5United Nations E-Government Survey 2010

countries are not far behind. Governments are 
now creating portals on social networking sites in 
order to reach out to citizens and promote their 
programmes, messages and policies. Citizens using 
e-participation tools have influenced several major 
presidential elections in recent years.

E-participation goes well beyond presidential 
and parliamentary elections; it is the empower-
ment of citizens to have an open dialogue with gov-
ernment. In densely populated countries, one sees 
e-participation working at the local levels, where 
district and village leaders are able to communicate 
with their constituency by using different e-tools. 
In smaller countries, e-participation can take place 
at the national level, where decision-makers can 
have direct access to citizens.

5.1.2 How governments rank in 
e-participation
The e-participation index shows how govern-
ments performed in 2010 compared to 2008. The 
2010 Survey included a comprehensive review of 
how governments are including citizens in their 
decision-making process, how governments are 
providing information and knowledge, and how 
governments are consulting citizens to obtain feed-
back and opinions.

The best performing e-participation countries 
as expressed in the e-participation index are listed 
in table 5.1. The e-participation index combines the 
cumulative scores from the national portals plus 
the scores for the citizen-empowerment.

The Republic of Korea leads the e-participa-
tion index, followed by Australia, Spain and New 
Zealand. More than one third of the countries in 
the top 35 list are new and, notably, the majority 
are middle-income countries. Since 2008, a num-
ber of middle-income countries have revamped 
their websites to obtain more feedback and start 
the dialogue process with citizens.

‘Best practices’ were noted in Chile, Croatia, 
Cyprus and Mongolia. The countries placed more 
emphasis on obtaining feedback and inputs from 
citizens and also included more e-participation 
tools such as blogs, discussion forum, social net-
working sites, polls and citizen feedback.

Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan stand out for 
embracing the concept of e-participation. Their 

national portals allow citizens to initiate their 
own proposals, which the government reviews in 
the decision-making process. Citizens receive an 
acknowledgement that their inputs on e-delibera-
tions or e-opinions have been received. The national 
portals allow discussion via social networking tools 
and they also post past forum debates. Their senior 
officials respond directly to the opinions from the 
online forums.

Figure 5.1 Geographic distribution of best 
performing countries in e-participation

Oceania
6%

Europe
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Asia
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Americas
14%

Table 5.1 Top 20 countries in e-participation

Rank Country
2010 e-participation

index value 2010 rank 2008 rank Change +/(-)

1 Republic	of	Korea 1.0000 1 2 1

2 Australia 0.9143 2 5 3

3 Spain 0.8286 3 34 31

4 New	Zealand 0.7714 4 6 2

4 United	Kingdom 0.7714 4 25 21

6 Japan 0.7571 6 11 5

6 United	States 0.7571 6 1 (5)

8 Canada 0.7286 8 11 3

9 Estonia 0.6857 9 8 (1)

9 Singapore 0.6857 9 10 1

11 Bahrain 0.6714 11 36 25

12 Malaysia 0.6571 12 41 29

13 Denmark 0.6429 13 3 (10)

14 Germany 0.6143 14 74 60

15 France 0.6000 15 3 (12)

16 Netherlands 0.6000 15 16 1

17 Belgium 0.5857 17 28 11

18 Kazakhstan 0.5571 18 98 80

19 Lithuania 0.5286 19 20 1

20 Slovenia 0.5143 20 55 35
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Figure 5.1 is a graphical presentation of table 
5.1. The European continues to dominate the top 
list with almost 50 percent of the countries from 
the region appearing in the list. The Asian region 
is next with a little over 30 percent followed by 
the Americas and Oceania. There were no African 
countries in the top 35.

What is the level of interaction between gov-
ernment and citizens? How does government track 
citizen usage of its websites? Figure 5.2 is about 
government interactions with citizens. It also 
shows the number of countries that have created a 
secure network for citizens to participate. As figure 
5.2 indicates, a very limited number of countries 
carry out surveys and report the results online.

Figure 5.3 shows the best-performing countries 
with the largest number of aggregate points for 
connected services. Australia had the highest con-
nected score in 2010, followed by Canada and the 
Republic of Korea. The top 10 countries are evenly 
distributed with 50 percent coming from develop-
ing and developed regions.

The quality of e-participation in government 
websites is shown in table 5.2. The e-participation 
section of the survey was strengthened for the 2010 
Survey by adding more questions to the survey in-
strument. As a result, countries generally scored 
lower. Also, more countries have some aspects of 
e-participation on their websites, with seven ad-
ditional countries receiving scores above zero for 
participation. More specifically, 20 countries re-
ceived scores of zero for e-participation in 2008, 
while this figure has been reduced to 13 countries 
in 2010. In addition, as the threshold for the e-
participation section was elevated due to changes 
in the survey instrument introduced in 2010, fewer 
countries could receive scores above the 60 percent 
of the maximum points.

Figure 5.4 shows the breakdown of countries 
and their respective e-participation range. There 
was a slight increase from the 30 percent to 60 
percent range and a slight decrease in the over 60 
percent range in the 2010 Survey.

E-information
The assessement of e-information determines 

if governments are providing the kind of infor-
mation that encourages and empowers citizen 
participation. This includes online publishing of 
e-participation policies, a calendar of online dis-
cussion forums, and electronic notification tools 
to alert citizens who want to participate.

Australia scored the highest on the e-information 
assessment in the 2010 Survey. Japan, Mexico and 
the Republic of Korea tied for second place. Of all 

Figure 5.4 E-participation utilization levels
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Figure 5.3 Countries with high points for connected services

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Total points

Hungary
23

Bahrain
23

Israel
24

United Kingdom
25

Spain
25

Mongolia
25

Colombia
27

Republic of Korea
31

Canada
32

Australia
38

Figure 5.2 Government interactions with citizens
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countries surveyed, 88 percent have some informa-
tion about e-participation on their national portals.

How many countries have information about 
inclusiveness and e-participation on their national 
websites? Table 5.3 suggests that governments are 
encouraging citizens by providing information 
that invites them to be active and to participate. 
These governments also provide the necessary e-
tools to do so.

Table 5.3 Information about e-inclusivness and 
e-participation

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

Site	provides	information	about	inclusiveness	in	
e-government 49 26

Site	provides	information	about	e-participation	 39 20

The following countries provide citizens with 
an updated calendar of events on e-participation 
that allows people to plan ahead of time if they 
want to participate: Australia, Belize, Cyprus, 
Egypt, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Libya, 
Mauritania, Mexico, Pakistan, Peru, Spain and 
Uruguay. Only 7 percent of the countries surveyed 
have this option. This represents a slight increase 
from the 2008 Survey where only 5 percent of the 
countries surveyed had this option.

Citizen charters or service-level statements are be-
coming more popular as governments begin to treat 
citizens as customers. Very few countries had this 
option in the 2008 Survey. Table 5.4 suggests that 
governments are now letting the citizens know what 
is required of the government when citizens are mak-
ing requests online. Citizens can now hold govern-
ments accountable for failing to meet the benchmarks 
within these charters or service level statements.

Table 5.4 Interaction with citizens

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

Citizen	charter	or	service	level	statement 41 21

Facility	for	citizen	feedback 76 40

Information	about	employment	opportunities 66 34

E-consultation
Governments are starting, albeit slowly, to use 
interactive tools to conduct dialogue and receive 
feedback and inputs from citizens with online 
survey beginning to gain importance. More 

governments are embedding surveys within their 
portals and websites in order to capture the citi-
zen’s view. The United States is leading the field in 
this category with most government websites being 
mandated to have a customer satisfaction survey to 
gauge the sentiments of citizens. Table 5.5 identi-
fies a number of interactive tools now in use.

Table 5.5 Interactive tools used by governments

Payment type
Number of 

countries Percent

Online	polls 30 16

Online	surveys	or	feedback	forms 55 29

Chat	rooms	or	instant	messaging 11 6

Web	logs 20 10

List	services	or	newsgroups 16 8

Other	interactive	tools 33 17

The assessment of e-consultation considers the 
means used to solicit citizen opinion, feedback and 
input through online polls, chat rooms, instant 

Table 5.2 Quality of e-participation websites of selected countries

Range Country

Score (%)

E-information E-consultation E-decision making Total

Over
60%

Republic	of	Korea 87.50 78.79 75.00 78.95

Australia 100.00 60.61 68.75 68.42

Kazakhstan 87.50 66.67 62.50 68.42

Bahrain 75.00 66.67 56.25 64.91

30-
60%

Spain 75.00 63.64 37.50 57.89

Kyrgyzstan 50.00 63.64 31.25 52.63

Mongolia 62.50 54.55 43.75 52.63

Israel 50.00 51.52 50.00 50.88

New	Zealand 50.00 54.55 43.75 50.88

United	Kingdom	of	Great	Britain 50.00 60.61 31.25 50.88

Japan 87.50 39.39 50.00 49.12

United	States	of	America 50.00 54.55 37.50 49.12

Canada 75.00 36.36 50.00 45.61

China 37.50 39.39 62.50 45.61

Colombia 75.00 39.39 43.75 45.61

Mexico 87.50 51.52 12.50 45.61

Slovenia 50.00 45.45 43.75 45.61

Chile 75.00 39.39 31.25 42.11

Cyprus 50.00 30.30 62.50 42.11

Estonia 50.00 42.42 31.25 40.35

Singapore 50.00 48.48 18.75 40.35

Under
30%

Belarus 37.50 33.33 18.75 29.82

France 37.50 36.36 12.50 29.82

Netherlands 75.00 18.18 31.25 29.82

Belgium 62.50 12.12 43.75 28.07

Kenya 37.50 33.33 12.50 28.07

Kuwait 75.00 21.21 18.75 28.07

Turkey 37.50 18.18 37.50 26.32



88

Chapter Five
Citizen empowerment and inclusion5 United Nations E-Government Survey 2010

messaging, blogs, etc. The Republic of Korea scored 
the highest in the e-consultation section, with 
Bahrain and Kazakhstan tied for second. Seventy-
nine percent of the countries surveyed in 2010 have 
some aspect of e-consultation.

The use of Web 2.0 tools on government por-
tals and websites is still at its infancy stage, with a 
small number of countries providing this service to 
its citizens. The number of government sites with 
online discussion forums rose slightly in 2010.

Feedback forms or online surveys are more 
commonly used online polls in ministry websites. 
The ministries of labour tend to use online poll-
ing more than other ministries, while the websites 
of ministries of social services have more feedback 
mechanisms. Figure 5.5 illustrates the use of e-con-
sultation tools to gather public opinion.

E-decision making
The e-decision making component of the Survey 
assesses the extent to which countries are com-
mitted to empowering citizens to be involved and 

are committed to taking into account the citizen’s 
view when making policy decisions. The Republic 
of Korea leads in the e-decision making assessment, 
followed by Australia and Kazakhstan.

Only 9 percent of countries surveyed allow 
for e-petitions to be submitted to government for 
consideration from their national and ministry 
websites. The United Kingdom is one of the lead-
ers, with features that allow citizens to sign their 
petitions and send them directly to the Prime 
Minister’s Office. E-petition was reviewed as a 
separate item in the 2010 Survey, whereas in 2008 
it was grouped with other electronic tools.

Table 5.6 Web 2.0 tools used in e-decision-making

Feature
Number of 

countries Percent

Online	discussion	forums 32 17

Archive	of	past	discussion	forums 27 14

Government	officials	respond	to	citizen	input 16 8

Government	officials	moderate	e-consultations 8 4

Online	petitions 17 9

Online	voting 17 9

The percentage of countries with government 
officials responding to citizen feedback is slightly 
higher in 2010 than it was in 2008. For the most 
part, government officials at the local levels have a 
higher level of response to citizen feedback. As in 
the past, the 2010 Survey only captures data at the 
national level. It does not include any data on e-
government at the local level. Table 5.6 looks at the 
range of Web 2.0 tools used in e-decision-making.

5.2 Questions of access and diversity

5.2.1 The digital divide and inclusive 
e-government
There is some debate about how fast the digital 
gap is expanding, but there is no question that 
it is expanding. As the population continues to 
grow in developing countries, outpacing that of 
developed countries, more and more people will 
be joining the group of digital ‘have-nots’ unless 
governments work together to dramatically ex-
pand access to information and knowledge. One 
of the most critical e-government challenges fac-
ing many governments today is how to bridge the 
digital divide.

Figure 5.5 Ministry websites with e-consultation features
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Box 5.1 Citizen engagement in economic crisis response

At	this	time	of	economic	crisis,	citizens	have	also	been	
very	active	 in	 following	what	governments	are	doing	
with	 taxpayer	 dollars.	 Of	 the	 54	 countries	 that	 had	
committed	public	funds	to	addressing	the	financial	and	
economic	crisis	as	of	October	2009,2	49	of	them	have	
created	websites	geared	 to	providing	 information	on	
fiscal	stimulus	measures	and	other	forms	of	support	to	
the	economy.	However,	citizen	engagement	seems	to	
follow	the	same	old	patterns.	Only	nine	governments	
give	citizens	a	say	 in	how	taxpayer	dollars	are	spent	
using	online	tools.	

Observation
Number of  

countries
Percent  
of total

Commitment	of	public	funds	
to	addressing	the	financial	and	
economic	crisis

54 100

Government	website	provides	
information	on	financial	and	
budgetary	measures	linked	to	
the	crisis

49 91

Government	website	give	
citizens	a	say	on	how	funds	are	
spent	using	online	tools

9 17
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Even in developed countries, many elderly 
people, low-income individuals and families, and 
minorities are outside the realm of the digital so-
ciety. In order for e-government to be inclusive, 
it must reach out to all segments of the popula-
tion with e-services that meet the needs of the 
digitally disadvantaged.

In developing countries, expanding access to in-
formation and knowledge includes these basic steps:

• Increasing the number of Internet users and 
personal computer usage;

• Increasing the broadband capacity to allow for 
greater use of mobile devices for e-government; 

• Developing content that citizens find impor-
tant and useful; 

• Improving education levels, so that citizens are 
able to use the information and knowledge pro-
vided; and 

• Encouraging citizen participation.

Governments should take into account lan-
guage, culture, content, accessibility and alternate 
delivery methods in e-services to all segments of 
the population.

Inclusive planning with citizens prior to the 
implementation and delivery of services is criti-
cal to the success of most e-services. Top-down 
approaches do not always work. Segments of so-
ciety that are consulted are more likely to use the 
e-services when they are operational. Outreach 
early on allows governments to take time to com-
municate with the beneficiaries of the service prior 
to its development.

Another aspect of inclusive e-government is 
service personalization. Personalized and user-
driven services should meet and reinforce shared 
expectations and principles of social justice as well 
as personal and public value, so they must also be 
genuinely universal and available to all.3

Inclusive e-government means using a vari-
ety of interfaces such as voice, touch-screen and 
other modalities in the future. The use of multi-
channel systems is also important, not only per-
sonal computers and the Internet, but also mobile 
devices, telephone, digital TV, kiosks, etc. Thus, 
the technology should also result in simplicity, 
flexibility and choice, with any complex systems 
hidden to users.4

Digital inclusion is not necessarily social inclu-
sion. Social inclusion through the use of ICTs may 
occur when social actors use it to promote the qual-
ity of life in communities; to express local values and 
cultures; to enhance the political dynamics within 
communities, countries and regions; to advocate 
rights and social campaigns; to denounce injustices 
and to promote gender equality. The possibilities 
are endless, yet social inclusion requires consis-
tent policy support from public administration 

Box 5.2 Singapore’s REACH

Singapore:	Government	policies	and	issues

http://app.reach.gov.sg/reach/	

The	Government	of	Singapore	assigned	the	REACH	portal	as	the	main	

online	 platform	 for	 e-engagement	 on	 public	 policies	 and	 issues.	To	

encourage	online	engagement	with	citizens,	ministries	and	agencies	

use	REACH	 for	announcements	and	 feedback	exercises	 such	as	 the	

annual	budget	and	rallies	for	May	Day	and	National	Day.	A	dedicated	

micro-site	provides	details	of	the	consultation	exercise	as	well	as	in-

formation	on	budget-related	issues.	Citizens	post	their	feedback	and	

suggestions	 on	 the	 micro-site’s	 discussion	 threads	 and,	 in	 addition,	

citizens	 not	 online	 are	 involved	 in	 the	 feedback	 exercise	 through	 a	

series	of	face-to-face	dialogues.

	 Discussion	forums	are	separated	into	two	segments.	Posts	initi-

ated	by	REACH	appear	in	‘REACH’s	Discussion	Corner’	and	posts	initi-

ated	by	citizens	appear	in	‘Your	Discussion	Corner’.	Two	thirds	of	all	

discussions	are	initiated	by	citizens.	The	online	discussion	forums	are	

considered	very	effective	in	enabling	the	government	to	gauge	senti-

ments	on	the	ground.

	 Many	citizens	use	the	multi-lingual	feature	to	post	translations	

and	to	initiate	translations.

Box 5.3 E-participation in China 

China:	Netizens	interact	with		
Government	officials

http://ask1.news.cn/

With	increased	Internet	penetration	in	China	and	increasing	citizenship	

awareness	of	the	opportunities	presented	by	e-participation	in	public	

affairs,	the	Government	has	been	active	in	soliciting	comments	through	

online	channels	for	consideration	in	decision-making.	Drawing	on	ideas	

expressed	in	online	discussion	forums,	senior	government	officials	have	

revised,	or	in	some	cases	eliminated,	a	number	of	administrative	rules.	

The	emerging	trend	of	e-participation	in	China	has	been	given	a	boost	

by	top	leaders,	among	them	Premier	Wen	Jiabao	who	has	held	online	

chat	sessions	with	the	aim	of	soliciting	ideas	that	could	inform	Govern-

ment	policy	in	advance	of	the	annual	meeting	of	the	National	People’s	

Congress.	E-participation	has	also	been	taken	up	at	the	working	level	

by	the	State	Bureau	of	Anti-Corruption.	The	agency	has	started	to	use	

Government	 discussion	 forums	 to	 interact	 with	 citizens	 and	 gather	

clues	that	might	be	relevant	to	corruption	investigations.	
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frameworks. Giving a community with a piece of 
hardware and software means little. Socially inclu-
sive use of ICTs requires comprehensive education 
on the use of ICTs to diverse groups including mar-
ginalized social or cultural groups, the disabled – 
and the largest group of all: women. It is a matter 
of promoting a change of mentality and a change 
in the way ICT is developed, produced and used.

5.2.2 Unequal benefits for women 
and men
Women will not have access or benefit equally with 
men to information and communication technolo-
gies, including the Internet, unless specific and tar-
geted gender goals and strategies are implemented 
in ICT projects.5 If women are not directly targeted 
as beneficiaries of e-governance, they will not be 
able to access information on government services, 
health and other issues which they need to support 
their livelihoods and well-being; nor will they be 

able to interact meaningfully with their govern-
ments or have a say in local governance forums and 
decision making. And unless specific efforts are 
made to meet women’s information needs, they will 
not find information that is relevant and useful.

Research shows that the percentage of wom-
en’s Internet use does not correlate directly with a 
country’s rate of Internet reach to its population.6 If 
women are not using it, who is? The typical Internet 
user in developing countries is a male under 35 
who is urban based, speaks English and has a good 
education and income level. Although indicators 
to measure the ‘gender digital divide’ are few and 
far between, the United Nations E-Government 
Survey demonstrated its reality in 2005. Since the 
1990s, ICT researchers studying the gender digital 
divide and working to develop policies to mitigate it 
have called for more gender-based indicators.

A few examples of ‘best practices’, albeit 
anecdotal, include women-run telecentres in 
South Africa, Uruguay and Zambia; use of mo-
bile technologies in Egypt, India and Jamaica; 
political participation of women by provision of 
information on elections in the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia and the United Republic 
of Tanzania; and national machineries on gender 
and ICTs in Malawi.

Despite a few positive examples, ICTs and the 
Internet in particular remain problematic. On one 
hand, this technology can be harnessed to promote 
development projects for women and girls, to com-
bat human trafficking and to disseminate informa-
tion among women’s groups. ICT can work as an 
organizing and development tool to promote gender 
equality. On the other hand, the Internet is widely 
used to disseminate pornography and violence 
against women. In the United Kingdom, a May 
2006 survey by the Daily Mail found that more than 
9 million men (almost 40 percent of the adult male 
population) as well as 1.4 million women logged 
on to websites containing pornography.8 In the 
United States, the Secure Computing Corporation 
estimated 420 million individual pornographic web 
pages in 2005, up from 14 million in 1998.9 

In figure 5.6, the UNDP gender empower-
ment measure is compared with the e-government 
development index in the 2010 United Nations 
E-Government Survey.10 Overall, there is a link 

Box 5.4 Women in rural India gain Internet access

Government	 centres	 for	e-Seva	 (e-services)	have	been	 set	up	 in	 rural	 areas	across	 India.	The	e-Seva	effort	 in	
West	Godavari	district,	Andhra	Pradesh,	was	initiated	to	introduce	C2C	(citizen-to-citizen)	and	C2G	(citizen-to-
government)	services	in	rural	areas,	particularly	to	women.	Internet	kiosks	or	e-Seva	centres	at	the	block	level	
were	put	under	the	control	of	women’s	self-help	groups.	Over	time,	women	became	active	users	of	the	services	
and	technologies	offered	at	the	centres,	and	the	kiosks	became	an	important	interface	for	communication	and	
transactions	 between	 the	 local	 administration	 and	 the	 community.	The	 women	 managing	 the	 e-Seva	 centres	
have	become	information	intermediaries	and	information	leaders	in	their	villages,	with	improved	standing	and	
increased	influence	as	a	result.	Members	of	the	e-Seva	collective	also	travel	from	village	to	village	with	a	portable	
receipt	printer	to	provide	utility	payment	services.7

Figure 5.6 Gender empowerment and e-government development
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between e-government development and gender 
empowerment although it would be wrong to con-
clude from this that gender-sensitive e-government 
policies are responsible. When telecommunication 
infrastructure and human capital are removed 
from the equation, the connection between e-gov-
ernment development and gender empowerment is 
found to be weak. This suggests that economic and 
social progress in general leads both to higher levels 
of e-government development and gender empow-
erment but that online public services as currently 
designed may not be contributing much to reduc-
tion of inequality between women and men.

Countries that wish to advance on gender equal-
ity goals may wish to explore the opportunities 
offered by e-government in general, and e-participa-
tion in particular, to reduce the gender gap.

For ICTs including the Internet, among the 
first steps are governmental policies addressing:

• Gender-conscious ICT policy development;
• Enactment of legal frameworks to promote 

ICTs for gender equality;
• Improved cross-jurisdictional coordination to 

promote gender equality across the actions of 
public administration institutions;

• Funding for gender equality initiatives using 
ICTs; 

• Closer cooperation between electoral bodies 
and gender groups.
Information and communication technology, 

including the Internet, is a powerful enabler of 
development. It is realizing important efficiency 
and productivity gains when applied in the private 
sector, public sector management, health, and 
education programmes. ICTs are also connect-
ing rural and remote populations to the global 
knowledge economy and supply chain.11 Yet har-
nessing the power of the Internet for the good of 
all citizens is a goal that requires gender-specific 
action, in the same way that targeted action for 
gender equality is called for in the Millennium 
Development Goals.

The trend towards an increasing gender digital 
divide is alarming, as is and the tremendous dif-
ference between the volume of Internet content 
that denies women’s rights in contrast to content 
that promotes them. These trends are particularly 
alarming when considering the array of interna-
tionally agreed development goals promoting gen-
der equality. n
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Chapter 6

Measuring e-government
Reliable and relevant e-government measurement can offer 
crucial signposts to point policy makers and practitioners 
in the right direction. Yet, how does one go about measur-
ing e-government given the diversity of approaches? Some 
important common threads include a country’s economic 
strength, technological development and aggregate level of 
education. All three of these factors pertain to capacity, and 
two of them – technology and education – are combined 
with a direct assessment of the state of national online ser-
vices to produce the United Nations e-government develop-
ment index.

Although methodological work on the United Nations e-
government survey has helped elucidate some of the issues in 
e-government measurement, there is no formal agreement on 
a common international framework. There is also no single 
view of how such indicators should be designed so that they 
remain relevant and practical over time.

6.1 Towards consensus on indicators 94

6.2 Assessing online services  
and e-participation 95

6.3 Accounting for capacity constraints 96

6.4 Conclusions 97
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6.1 Towards consensus on indicators
The United Nations e-government development 
index is widely recognized as an authoritative 
measure of public sector capacity to provide elec-
tronic and mobile services. It is nonetheless one 
of several measurement instruments developed by 
public and private sector organizations to meet 
their own needs for assessing the state of e-gov-
ernment development.1 Many of these assessments 
include a scan of governmental online services in 
combination with data from national statistical 
offices, information on e-government policy and 
indicators of administrative efficiency. The mea-
surement techniques are diverse, yet some com-
mon threads emerge. All of these efforts reflect 
an increasing focus on the user dimension and the 
demand side of e-government, on outcome and 
impact measurement, and on connection with na-
tional policy objectives.

What’s needed is international consensus 
about how to assess e-government performance. 
An international task force on e-government 
indicators was established in 2006 through the 

Partnership on Measuring ICT for Development, 
of which the United Nations Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs is a member.2 The 
task force will recommend a core set of measures 
to be collected by governments. The aim is to 
root out inconsistency in definitions, methodol-
ogy, reporting and monitoring of e-government 
development across countries and levels of gov-
ernment, while supporting international bench-
marking efforts. A draft list of core indicators 
under consideration by the task force is shown 
in table 6.1.

There are substantial challenges to monitoring 
the efficacy of e-government development. Most of 
the statistics are derived from supply side indica-
tors and often by website assessments alone. Little 
information is yet available on the demand side of 
e-government. Few surveys exist that would indi-
cate ‘how’ citizens use these services and ‘what’ 
they see as maximizing public value.

Other significant questions for measurement 
experts are how to define the scope of governmen-
tal agencies, how to handle the issue of outsourced 
government functions, and how to accommodate 
heterogeneity among national and local institu-
tions. Collecting internationally comparable data 
at the local level – where it even exists – is espe-
cially difficult due to differences in political and 
economic systems. A public function that is highly 
centralized in one country may be highly decen-
tralized in another.

Another challenge relates to the pace of tech-
nological innovation, which needs to be taken into 
consideration when designing a framework for 
measuring e-government and monitoring its ef-
fects. Information technology continues to evolve 
rapidly. Five years ago, there were about 150 mil-
lion fixed broadband subscribers in the world, 
mostly in developed regions; in 2009, there are 
some 500 million. The number of mobile cellular 
subscribers worldwide jumped from 1.3 billion 
in 2003 to 4.1 billion only five years later, with 
exponential growth in development countries. 
Governments trying to keep pace with technology 
may find themselves having to reconfigure services 
for emerging media. To get a clear picture of e-
government development, international standards 
will also need to keep pace.

Table 6.1 Task Group on E-Government of the Partnership on Measuring ICT for 
Development – draft list of core e-government indicators

 
Capacity indicators 

EG1 Percent	of	staff	in	government	institutions	with	a	computer,	disaggregated	by	gender

EG2 Percent	of	staff	in	government	institutions	with	Internet	access	at	the	office,	disaggregated	by	gender

EG3 Percent	of	government	institutions	with	websites	and/or	databases

EG4 Percent	of	government	institutions	with	corporate	networks	(LAN,	intranet,	extranet)

EG5 Percent	of	government	institutions	offering	mobile	phone	technology	accessible	platforms

EG6 Percent	of	ICT	personnel	in	government	institutions,	disaggregated	by	gender

EG7 Number	of	intrusions	and	hacking	of	networks	and	websites	of	government	institutions

EG8 Percent	of	spam	messages	per	total	email	messages	received

EG9 Percent	of	expenditure	on	ICT	per	total	expenditure	of	government	institutions

EG10 Percent	of	ICT	budget	spent	on	institutional	capacity-building	and	human	resource	development

EG11
Percent	of	government	institutions	with	access	to	the	Internet	by	type	of	access	(narrowband,	fixed	broadband,	
mobile	broadband)

 
Usage indicators

EG12 Percent	of	open	source	software	vis-à-vis	proprietary

EG13 Percent	and	type	of	applications	used,	e.g.	word	processing,	accounting,	data	base,	website

EG14 Percent	of	staff	in	government	institutions	who	are	trained	on	use	of	ICTs,	disaggregated	by	gender
 
Transformation indicators

EG15

Percent	of	government	institutions	providing	services	online	and	type	of	services;	e.g.	retrieval	and	printing	of	online	
forms,	use	of	interactive	online	forms,	online	bids,	payment	of	bills,	tax	filing	applications,	company	registration,	car	
registration,	voting,	public	grievance	systems,	online	feedback

EG16 Percent	of	requests	processed	using	ICTs	vis-à-vis	overall	number	of	requests

EG17 Percent	of	requests	processed	online	vis-à-vis	overall	number	of	requests	processed	using	ICTs

EG18 Degree	of	satisfaction	of	e-government	service	users,	disaggregated	by	gender

Source:	Partnership	on	Measuring	ICT	for	Development	(2009)
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Ultimately, the challenge is to assess impact. A 
few studies exist about the utility citizens derive 
from e-government, mostly relating to the perfor-
mance of government in developed countries, but 
even less is known about the impact of e-govern-
ment programmes on national development goals. 
E-government can serve as a conduit to strengthen 
the relationship between government and society, 
but in what way and why?

6.2 Assessing online services 
and e-participation

Online services
Evaluation of the quality, scope and utility of on-
line services is one of the more straightforward 
aspects of e-government performance measure-
ment. On the surface, indicators of electronic and 
mobile service delivery are conceptually easy. Does 
the government provide information on essential 
services? Is there a search feature and a site map 
available on every website? Can public services be 
accessed online? Are these e-services integrated 
with one another?

In practice, evaluation of online services is 
never that simple. Just as there is tremendous 
complexity in public performance measurement 
in general, so too are there substantial defini-
tional and methodological challenges in monitor-
ing and evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness 
of public service delivery through online media. 
Even an innocent-sounding question about the 
presence of a site map requires a considered re-
sponse. After all the boundaries of a website are 
not always clear, nor is there is any standard of 
what a site map is, where it should appear and how 
it should be labelled.

Any serious effort at understanding the state of 
governmental online services calls for (1) careful 
consideration of the types of interaction expected 
among citizens, businesses and governmental ac-
tors and (2) some assumptions about minimally 
acceptable interface design across a range of tech-
nologies. Evaluation methods need structure, sim-
plification and flexibility in evaluation methods, 
given the diversity of contexts and options for 
service provision.

The online services index is one of three com-
ponents of the United Nations e-government de-
velopment index. It attempts to capture a country’s 
performance in a single internationally-compara-
ble value using a four-stage model of online service 
maturity. The model assumes, based on extensive 
observation and reflection among experts, that 
countries typically begin with an emerging on-
line presence with simple websites, progress to an 
enhanced state with deployment of multimedia 
content and two-way interaction, advance to a 
transactional level with many services provided 
online and governments’ soliciting citizen input on 
matters of public policy, and finally to a connected 
web of integrated functions, widespread data shar-
ing, and routine consultation with citizens using 
social networking and related tools.

Box 6.1 The four stages of online service development

Connected

Transactional

Enhanced

Emerging

Stage 1 Emerging information services

Government	websites	provide	information	on	public	policy,	governance,	laws,	regulations,	relevant	documentation	and	types	of	
government	services	provided.	They	have	links	to	ministries,	departments	and	other	branches	of	government.	Citizens	are	easily	
able	to	obtain	information	on	what	is	new	in	the	national	government	and	ministries	and	can	follow	links	to	archived	information.

Stage 2 Enhanced information services

Government	websites	deliver	 enhanced	one-way	or	 simple	 two-way	 e-communication	between	government	 and	 citizen,	
such	as	downloadable	forms	for	government	services	and	applications.	The	sites	have	audio	and	video	capabilities	and	are	
multi-lingual.	Some	limited	e-services	enable	citizens	to	submit	requests	for	non-electronic	forms	or	personal	information,	
which	will	be	mailed	to	their	house.

Stage 3 Transactional services

Government	 websites	 engage	 in	 two-way	 communication	 with	 their	 citizens,	 including	 requesting	 and	 receiving	 inputs	
on	government	policies,	 programmes,	 regulations,	 etc.	 Some	 form	of	 electronic	 authentication	of	 the	 citizen’s	 identity	 is	
required	 to	 successfully	 complete	 the	 exchange.	 Government	 websites	 process	 non-financial	 transactions,	 e.g.	 e-voting,	
downloading	and	uploading	 forms,	filing	 taxes	online	or	applying	 for	 certificates,	 licenses	and	permits.	They	also	handle	
financial	transactions,	i.e.	where	money	is	transferred	on	a	secure	network	to	government.

Stage 4 Connected services

Government	websites	have	changed	the	way	governments	communicate	with	their	citizens.	They	are	proactive	in	requesting	
information	and	opinions	from	the	citizens	using	Web	2.0	and	other	interactive	tools.	E-services	and	e-solutions	cut	across	
the	departments	and	ministries	 in	a	seamless	manner.	 Information,	data	and	knowledge	 is	 transferred	 from	government	
agencies	through	integrated	applications.	Governments	have	moved	from	a	government-centric	to	a	citizen-centric	approach,	
where	e-services	are	targeted	to	citizens	through	life	cycle	events	and	segmented	groups	to	provide	tailor-made	services.	
Governments	create	an	environment	that	empowers	citizens	to	be	more	involved	with	government	activities	to	have	a	voice	
in	decision-making.
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E-participation
Assessment of e-participation is an area that re-
quires particular attention. It is less well-defined 
than the quality, scope and utility of online service 
delivery but no less important to the realization 
of citizen-centric governance. This is particularly 
relevant at the local level where individuals are 
most likely to come into contact with public agen-
cies. To what degree are governments providing 
supporting information, actively consulting with 
citizens through online channels, and involving 
them in decision-making as a matter of course? 
Each of these aspects of citizen-centric gover-
nance must be defined in concrete, measurable 
terms, and corresponding data collected, in order 
to monitor the relationship between online ser-
vices and citizen empowerment.

The e-government development index is 
complemented by an e-participation index. This 
index attempts to bring some order to measure-
ment of e-governance by positing the relevance 
of three factors in citizen engagement: elec-
tronic information dissemination, electronic 
consultation and electronic participation in 
decision-making.

Electronic information dissemination entails 
communication among government, citizens and 
businesses that supports policy-making. For citi-
zens to become engaged in public policy, laws and 
regulations must be readily accessible, strategies 
and policies explained, and options under consid-
eration clearly presented. This must be done with 
regard for inclusion of all segments of society, in-
cluding rural or isolated areas. This information 
could be distributed via online newsletters, fo-
rums, blogs, community networks, text messaging, 
email, open data or other services.

Electronic consultation entails communica-
tion between government, citizens and businesses 
at the initiative of the government itself. For con-
sultation to be effective, and for citizens to trust 
the outcome, feedback from citizens needs to be 
acknowledged with an appropriate response. For 
example, policy makers may report on the outcome 
of dialogue with citizens by summarizing the po-
sitions of various stakeholders and announcing a 
way forward. Relevant e-government tools include 
polls, surveys, chat rooms, blogs, social networks, 

newsgroups and other interactive services that fa-
cilitate engagement. Online consultation might 
also be initiated by citizen groups as in the case of 
electronic petitions.

Electronic participation in decision-making 
entails communication between citizens and gov-
ernment that results in direct citizen input into 
public policy. Governments elicit feedback from 
citizens and businesses on government proposals. 
Alternatively, citizen’s groups might introduce 
their own proposals for creating or amending pub-
lic policies or programmes to be taken up by politi-
cal representatives and government officials. 

6.3 Accounting for capacity 
constraints
E-government development is often impeded by 
constraints in public sector capacity. Such limita-
tions often originate in the fragmented informa-
tion systems that often accompany organizational 
complexity and, to a lesser degree, in deficiencies 
in ICT skills in the public sector work force. These 
problems are by no means the exclusive domain 
of developing countries. Indeed, early adopters 
of information technology in regions with ex-
pansive public institutions and programmes may 
find themselves called upon to integrate back of-
fice systems for improved e-government perfor-
mance in the face of entrenched organizational 
structures designed with precisely the opposite 
purpose in mind, to delegate and decentralize 
administrative authority. Another common con-
straint in the public sector is the need to change 
mindset and behaviour, a process that can be 
enabled by appropriate skills development and 
institutional incentives to address some of the 
risk associated with implementing individual e-
government initiatives.

Recognizing the importance of a support-
ive institutional framework, the United Nations 
E-Government Survey includes an indicator in 
its development index to capture the existence of 
a government-wide chief information officer or 
equivalent post for coordinating national e-govern-
ment policy. This is a start. Future work on measur-
ing e-government capacity within the public sector 
might usefully expand beyond ICT infrastructure 
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and human resource issues to cover, where feasible, 
adherence to recommended practice in design of 
institutional machinery, laws, regulations, policies 
and standards.

Constraints in public sector capacity extend 
to work processes and the need to measure the 
connectedness of public agencies behind the 
scenes. This would be a way of gauging a govern-
ment’s capacity to respond to citizen preferences 
for simplified access to online services. Despite 
the association between efficient administration 
and public satisfaction levels, work on measure-
ment of ICT within the public sector has so far 
been quite limited. A newly developed set of in-
dicators should assess the internal processes, sys-
tems and organizational arrangements required 
to support efficient e-government functions and 
better service delivery.

Capacity constraints are very much present 
on the demand side of the e-government equa-
tion as well. Here questions of national ICT de-
velopment, human capital and service delivery 
preferences come into play. A general picture of a 
population’s ability to access and take advantage 
of online services is provided by telecommunica-
tion infrastructure indicators that cover Internet 
usage, diffusion of personal computers, main tele-
phone lines, and number of mobile cellular and 
fixed broadband subscribers – along with literacy 
and education levels.

Two factors are missing from the analysis in the 
Survey and its indexes. First, the national capacity 
indicators do not provide breakdowns by population 
segment. This makes it difficult to assess whether 
certain groups are at a particular disadvantage 
when it comes to accessing public services over the 
Internet. Telecommunication infrastructure data 
disaggregated by sex is unavailable in most countries, 
for example, and is not part of the official statistics 
collected by the International Telecommunication 
Union. The same is true for different age, language, 
cultural and income groups, though some of this 
information might be derived from geo-referencing 
data at the sub-national level.

Second, usage of e-government services by citi-
zens is absent from most e-government measure-
ment frameworks. The importance of accounting 
for demand is well-understood by e-government 
experts, especially when discussing global or re-
gional aggregates. Ways to capture demand for 
e-government have been suggested by the task 
force of the Partnership on Measuring ICT for 
Development. This could be accomplished by mea-
suring the percent of requests processed using ICT 
as a function of the overall number of requests, 
the percent of requests processed online as a func-
tion of the overall number of requests processing 
using ICT, and the degree of satisfaction of e-gov-
ernment service users. None of this data would be 
easy to collect without a concerted effort on the 
part of governments. 

6.4 Conclusions
A global agreement on a consistent framework for 
measuring e-government development is called 
for. Such a platform will likely avoid inconsistent 
meanings and interpretation by national and local 
governments, allow for the more effective adoption 
of best practice solutions from around the world 
and advance the international comparison of e-
government usage and development.

Stakeholders, particularly at the global level, 
need to continue to support e-government capac-
ity-building at the national and local levels. At the 
same time, model surveys should continue to be 
followed since they form an important source of 
international comparability in e-government de-
velopment. Surveys such as this one by the United 
Nations Department of Economic and Social 
Affairs provide a comparative global picture of 
ICT in the public sector. Ongoing cooperation 
in performance measurement could take many 
forms, from articulation of e-government princi-
ples, adoption of open standards and elaboration 
of indicators, to information sharing, develop-
ment of interoperable systems, and multilateral 
technical assistance. n
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Survey methodology
The United Nations e-government development index (EGDI) 
is a comprehensive scoring of the willingness and capacity of 
national administrations to use online and mobile technol-
ogy in the execution of government functions. It is based 
on a comprehensive survey of the online presence of all 192 
Member States. The results are tabulated and combined with 
a set of indicators embodying a country’s capacity to partici-
pate in the information society, without which e-government 
development efforts are of limited immediate utility.

The e-government development index is not designed to cap-
ture e-government development in an absolute sense. Rather, 
the index rates the performance of national governments rela-
tive to one another. The maximum possible value is one and the 
minimum is zero. Though the basic model has remained con-
stant, the precise meaning of these values varies from one survey 
to the next as understanding of the potential of e-government 
changes and the underlying technology evolves.

Mathematically, the EDGI is a weighted average of three 
normalized scores on the most important dimensions of e-
government, namely: scope and quality of online services, 
telecommunication connectivity, and human capacity. Each 
of these sets of indexes is itself a composite measure that can 
be extracted and analysed independently:
EGDI = (0.34 × online service index)
 + (0.33 × telecommunication index)
  (0.33 × human capital index)

  The United Nations e-government development index

Online service index 110

 Challenges in reviewing a  
country’s online presence 110

 What’s new? 111

Telecommunication infrastructure index 113

Human capital index 113

Supplementary e-participation index 113
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Online service index
To arrive at a set of online service index values, the re-
search team assessed each country’s national website 
as well as the websites of the ministries of education, 
labour, social services, health and finance. Associated 
portals and subsidiary websites were considered part 
and parcel of the parent sites and taken into consid-
eration when assigning values to survey responses. 
Among other things, the national sites were tested 
for a minimal level of Web content accessibility as de-
scribed in the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 
of the World Wide Web Consortium.

The survey itself has four sections correspond-
ing to the four stages of e-government develop-
ment. The first of these includes questions relating 
to attributes that would be considered typical of 
an emerging online presence, the second to an 
enhanced presence, the third to a transactional 
presence and the fourth to a connected presence. 
Almost all questions in the survey call for a binary 
response of yes or no, with “yes” given one point 
and “no” zero. Exceptions include a small num-
ber of questions designed to capture data on the 
number of forms and e-services available. These are 
worth up to ten points each.

The value for a given country is equal to the 
total number of points scored by that country less 
the lowest score for any country divided by the 
range of values for all countries in the survey. For 
example, if country “x” were to score 233, with the 
lowest score of any country equal to 20 and the 
highest equal to 403, then the online services value 
for country “x” would be:
Online service index (country “x”) = (233-20) = 0.5561
 (403-20)

The research team followed a citizen-centric ap-
proach to assessment of online services, among other 
things by putting themselves in the place of the av-
erage user. Thus, responses were generally based on 
whether the relevant feature(s) could be found and 
accessed easily, not whether they in fact exist. As the 
number of national websites grows, this becomes in-
creasingly important. While it is possible, although 
implausible, to spend hours browsing a government 
website meticulously for all content and features, 
this approach misses the key point that for informa-
tion and services to be “usable” they must be readily 
discoverable by the intended beneficiaries.

The actual time spent by the survey team on any 
given country assessment diverged widely depend-
ing on how varied the online presence was, the de-
gree of user-friendliness and the amount of content 
offered. A researcher would typically review one or 
two countries per day. Once completed, the assess-
ment would be validated by a senior researcher who 
would further confer with the team leader in cases 
of doubt. A number of countries were selected at 
random for a full reassessment, as were anomalous 
results that appeared to be inconsistent with prior 
year trends. Each site was reviewed by at least two 
researchers, one or more of whom had multiple 
years’ experience in assessing online services of the 
public sector.

Challenges in reviewing a country’s  
online presence
Identification of the national website
All Member States were invited to supply the ad-
dresses of their own top-level national and min-
isterial websites to be used as a starting point by 
the survey team. Responses could be submitted by 
postal mail, email, fax or online. Approximately 
thirty per cent of Member States responded. In 
cases where no response was received, the survey 
team used a variety of search engines to locate the 
most relevant sites.

Where more than one entry point for a national 
or ministerial site was identified, the research 
team would evaluate features on all relevant sites 
provided links were clearly indicated. If no sites 
were found that could reasonably be classified as 
the national site, for example emanating from the 
Head of Government, zero points were accorded 
for related questions. This has become less and less 
common since the survey was introduced in 2003.

Some countries do not offer certain public ser-
vices at the federal level, but rather at the regional 
level. It should be clearly indicated that no country 
is penalized for offering a service at the regional as 
opposed to the federal level per se. In fact, when the 
issue arises researchers tend to be inclusive in as-
sessing the matter as long as the information and/
or service can be found from the national level.  

A more difficult problem arises when not only a 
specific service is located at the local level but when 
the entire ministerial functions are altogether 



111

Statistical annex AUnited Nations E-Government Survey 2010

missing at the national level. If researchers are un-
able to locate a ministry as per the above described 
method, then the final step was to find out whether 
the country in question actually has such a minis-
try at the national level or whether the functions 
might be locally administered.

Identification of ministerial websites
Another dilemma, albeit a minor one, arises in 
those countries where one or more ministries are 
combined into a single entity. Most notably, a fair 
number of countries have a ministry of health and 
social welfare or similar institutional arrangement. 
In these cases, the ministry is assessed as usual and 
its score simply duplicated for each of the covered 
ministries. Similarly, a very small number of coun-
tries have combined three ministries, namely, la-
bour, social and health ministries into one. Here 
the score would be multiplied by three.

Finding and selecting the appropriate site(s) 
at the ministerial level has been in the past a 
typically easier task because most national sites 
provide links to the ministries, often under a 
clearly defined header or subsection. However, 
as the use of the Internet has expanded, so too 
has the growth of government websites in general 
and programme sites in particular. This year, re-
searchers have noted a significant increase in the 
number of programme and subject specific sites. 
If these separate sites were tightly integrated and 
easily linked to an official ministry site, they were 
scored for specific features. However, if they were 
not tightly integrated, then those separate sites 
were not scored.

Language limitations
The research team was fully equipped to handle 
the six official languages of the United Nations, 
namely Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian 
and Spanish. However, as in previous survey cycles, 
the team went well beyond this mandate and made 
every effort to review each country in the official 
language of the country or, where that was not pos-
sible, in another of the languages available on the 
site. Translators provided assistance as necessary. 
It is acknowledged that lack of linguistic parity on 
multilingual sites may have introduced errors in 
scoring on occasion.

What’s new?
The methodological framework for the United 
Nations e-government development index has re-
mained consistent across survey periods. At the 
same time, survey questions have been adjusted 
to reflect evolving knowledge of best practices in 
e-government, changes in technology and other 
factors, and data collection practices have been pe-
riodically refined. 

In the current round, 25 questions were added 
to the survey instrument, 29 questions were 
modified and 16 questions were removed. Greater 
emphasis was given to online services and e-partic-
ipation than in previous years with more granular 
questions about the type of services provided. This 
included availability of mobile applications, Web 
2.0 tools, use of online services by citizens, and the 
extent to which governments are integrating back-
office operations. The result was a significantly 
enhanced survey instrument with a wider range of 
point distributions that better reflects the relative 
differences in levels of e-government development 
among countries.

Extension of the survey window
The survey window in 2003 and 2005 was sixty 
days. In 2008, this was shortened to thirty days 
to order to come closer to capturing a snapshot 
in time. This policy proved to be difficult for 
two reasons. First, there was little gained in the 
way of understanding either about the situation 
in individual countries or about regional and 
global trends by constricting the study in this way. 
Indeed, researchers were instructed to try connect-
ing to the relevant government websites on two dif-
ferent dates, but not more than that, in order to get 
a fuller picture of availability while maintaining 
the citizen-centric perspective. Second, shorten-
ing of the window proved to be very difficult for 
the team to accommodate the amount of planning, 
research and validation work required. Therefore, 
both for quality assurance purposes and as a prac-
tical matter, the survey window was extended to a 
full seventy-five days.

Enhanced citizen-centric approach
The research team was instructed to enforce the 
citizen-centric approach even more rigorously than 
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in previous surveys. If features could not be found 
easily, quickly and intuitively, then a site would 
score poorly. Researchers were asked not to make 
extraordinary efforts to seek out information and 
services wherever they might be. As noted above, 
the question behind the questions was always, 
“Can the user find it easily?” as opposed to, “Does 
it exist somewhere on the site?”

Identification of sites for review
The identification of national and ministry 
websites for evaluation has always been one of 
the most difficult issues facing research teams. 
Over the course of the survey, researchers typi-
cally evaluate more than 1,000 top-level web 
sites as well as their constituent sub-sites. In 
past years, the team would spend a significant 
amount of time locating and verifying top-level 
Web addresses before initiating a country review. 
This time, the United Nations Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs invited Member 
States to supply the addresses of the national 
and ministry websites that should be included in 
the survey. Although the response from Member 
States was incomplete, and additional searching 
was required, the practice was found to be help-
ful both to Member States and to the Secretariat, 
and will be continued in future.

Greater scrutiny of sites
Researchers were instructed and trained to take 
advantage of the extended survey window to 
scrutinize sites even more closely than in past 
years with the caveat that the citizen-centric 
approach should prevail. There has been a geo-
metric increase in the number of websites to be 
assessed since the last round as well as in the 
amount of information and number of services 
available and degree of sophistication. This un-
doubtedly ref lects both the value of e-govern-
ment in public administration reform and the 
rapid evolution of information and communica-
tion technology. At the same time, the team had 
to maintain a careful balance between in-depth 
research and consideration of usability to ensure 
the most reliable scores possible, especially for 
countries with a poorly designed but expanding 
web presence.

Emphasis on interactive, transactional  
and integrated services
Greater weight was given to development of partici-
patory and integrated transactional services than in 
the past as a reflection of the need to promote inclu-
sion and narrow the digital divide. Countries with 
an Internet penetration rate greater than or equal to 
50 percent could receive up to 25 additional points 
for the use of blogs, discussion forums, online chat 
features, bulletin boards and social networking 
tools, online voting and petitioning, and calen-
dars of e-participation events, while countries with 
an Internet penetration rate below 50 percent but 
above 30 percent were eligible to receive up to 10 ad-
ditional points. A further 5 points were awarded to 
countries having an Internet penetration rate of at 
least 30 percent if integrated transactional services 
were provided through the national portal.

International research team
A web-based information management system was 
used by an international team of researchers for 
managing the survey effort and tracking results. 
Team leaders conducted training online, held virtual 
help sessions, and worked in tandem with country 
researchers and language specialists as needed to 
produce high quality results. During recruitment, a 
premium was also placed on proficiency in multiple 
languages to promote consistency in scoring. The 
smaller team and online management enabled senior 
researchers to follow the process closely and reinforce 
adherence to common data collection standards. A 
second quality assurance team within the United 
Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs 
validated the findings through a series of spot checks 
and verification of values outside the expected range.

Improved quality assurance
Data received from the primary research team were 
validated by a second-level quality assurance group 
to ensure that sites were rated with maximum ob-
jectivity and accuracy. The quality assurance proce-
dure resulted in adjustment of scores for a number 
of countries. The United Nations Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs is committed to en-
suring impartiality and rigour in its survey meth-
ods and will continue to enhance quality assurance 
procedures in future.
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Telecommunication  
infrastructure index
The telecommunication infrastructure index is a 
composite of five indicators: number of personal 
computers per 100 persons, number of Internet 
users per 100 persons, number of telephone lines 
per 100 persons, number of mobile cellular subscrip-
tions per 100 persons and number of fixed broad-
band subscribers per 100 persons. The International 
Telecommunication Union was the primary source 
of data in each case.

Each of these indicators was normalized by 
taking its value for a given country subtracting 
the lowest value for any country in the survey 
and dividing by the range of values for all coun-
tries. For example, if country “x” were to have 
36.69 Internet users per 100 inhabitants, with 
the lowest value of any country equal to 0 and 
the highest equal to 88.87, then the normalized 
value of this indicator for country “x” would be 
given by:
Internet penetration index (country “x”) = (36.69-0) = 0.4129
 (88.87-0)

The telecommunication infrastructure index 
for country “x” is then the simple arithmetic mean 
of each of the five normalized indicators derived 
in this way:
Telecommunication infrastructure index = 

Average (personal computer index
 + Internet user index
 + telephone line index
 + mobile subscription index
 + fixed broadband index)

Human capital index
The human capital index is a composite of two 
indicators: adult literacy rate and the combined 
primary, secondary, and tertiary gross enrollment 
ratio. The United Nations Educational, Scientific 
and Cultural Organization was the main source 
of data in both cases. Gaps were completed to the 
extent possible using data from the 2009 UNDP 
Human Development Report.

The two indicators were normalized by tak-
ing their values for a given country subtracting 
the lowest value for any country in the sur-
vey and dividing by the range of values for all 

countries. For example, if country “x” were to 
have an adult literacy rate of 66.8 per 100 inhab-
itants, with the lowest value of any country equal 
to 28.7 and the highest equal to 99.5, then the 
normalized value of this indicator for country 
“x” would be given by:
Adult literacy index (country “x”) = (66.8-28.7) = 0.5381
 (99.5-28.7)

The human capital index for country “x” is then 
the weighted arithmetic mean of the two normal-
ized indicators derived in this way with adult 
literacy assigned a weight of 0.6667 and gross en-
rollment 0.3333:
Human capital index = ⅔ × adult literacy index
 + ⅓ × gross enrollment index

Supplementary e-participation index
The e-participation questions expand the survey 
by emphasizing quality in the connected presence 
stage of e-government. These questions focus on 
the use of the Internet to facilitate provision of 
information by governments to citizens (“e-infor-
mation sharing”), interaction with stakeholders 
(“e-consultation”) and engagement in decision-
making processes (“e-decision making”). A coun-
try’s e-participation index value reflects how useful 
these features are and the extent to which they have 
been deployed by the government compared to all 
other countries. The purpose of this measure is not 
to prescribe any particular practice, but rather to 
offer insight into how different countries are using 
online tools to promote interaction between citizen 
and government, as well as among citizens, for the 
benefit of all.

The e-participation index calculated in this 
way is then normalized by taking their values for a 
given country subtracting the lowest value for any 
country in the survey and dividing by the range of 
values for all countries. For example, if country “x” 
were to have an e-participation s core of 30, with 
the lowest value of any country equal to 0 and the 
highest equal to 45, then the normalized index 
value for country “x” would be given by:
E-participating index (country “x”) = (30-0) = 0.6667
 (45-0)
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Data tables

Rank Country Index value

Of which

Online service 
component

Telecom-
munication 

infrastructure 
component

Human capital 
component

1 Republic	of	Korea 0.8785 0.3400 0.2109 0.3277

2 United	States 0.8510 0.3184 0.2128 0.3198

3 Canada 0.8448 0.3001 0.2244 0.3204

4 United	Kingdom 0.8147 0.2634 0.2364 0.3149

5 Netherlands 0.8097 0.2310 0.2530 0.3257

6 Norway 0.8020 0.2504 0.2254 0.3262

7 Denmark 0.7872 0.2288 0.2306 0.3278

8 Australia 0.7863 0.2601 0.1983 0.3278

9 Spain 0.7516 0.2601 0.1683 0.3231

10 France 0.7510 0.2321 0.1965 0.3225

11 Singapore	 0.7476 0.2331 0.2107 0.3037

12 Sweden 0.7474 0.1792 0.2482 0.3200

13 Bahrain 0.7363 0.2483 0.1932 0.2948

14 New	Zealand 0.7311 0.2170 0.1864 0.3278

15 Germany 0.7309 0.1867 0.2295 0.3146

16 Belgium 0.7225 0.2126 0.1880 0.3218

17 Japan 0.7152 0.2288 0.1730 0.3134

18 Switzerland 0.7136 0.1511 0.2537 0.3088

19 Finland 0.6967 0.1630 0.2059 0.3278

20 Estonia 0.6965 0.1705 0.2070 0.3190

21 Ireland 0.6866 0.1695 0.1894 0.3277

22 Iceland 0.6697 0.1349 0.2110 0.3238

23 Liechtenstein 0.6694 0.1781 0.1786 0.3127

24 Austria 0.6679 0.1619 0.1893 0.3167

25 Luxembourg 0.6672 0.1295 0.2355 0.3021

26 Israel 0.6552 0.1986 0.1430 0.3136

27 Hungary 0.6315 0.1716 0.1432 0.3167

28 Lithuania 0.6295 0.1641 0.1456 0.3198

29 Slovenia 0.6243 0.1360 0.1659 0.3224

30 Malta 0.6129 0.1597 0.1605 0.2927

31 Colombia 0.6125 0.2418 0.0799 0.2908

32 Malaysia 0.6101 0.2148 0.1134 0.2819

33 Czech	Republic 0.6060 0.1543 0.1405 0.3112

34 Chile 0.6014 0.2072 0.0895 0.3047

35 Croatia 0.5858 0.1436 0.1393 0.3030

36 Uruguay 0.5848 0.1630 0.1050 0.3168

37 Latvia 0.5826 0.1414 0.1241 0.3171

38 Italy 0.5800 0.0982 0.1622 0.3196

39 Portugal 0.5787 0.1317 0.1382 0.3088

40 Barbados 0.5714 0.0680 0.1819 0.3215

41 Greece 0.5708 0.1209 0.1263 0.3235

42 Cyprus 0.5705 0.1263 0.1428 0.3015

43 Slovakia 0.5639 0.1177 0.1390 0.3072

44 Bulgaria 0.5590 0.1392 0.1112 0.3086

45 Poland 0.5582 0.1317 0.1113 0.3152

46 Kazakhstan 0.5578 0.1792 0.0593 0.3194

47 Romania 0.5479 0.1414 0.1021 0.3045

48 Argentina 0.5467 0.1403 0.0928 0.3136

49 United	Arab	Emirates 0.5349 0.0853 0.1793 0.2703

50 Kuwait 0.5290 0.1565 0.0833 0.2892

51 Jordan 0.5278 0.1813 0.0596 0.2869

52 TFYR	Macedonia 0.5261 0.1090 0.1255 0.2916

53 Mongolia 0.5243 0.1889 0.0342 0.3012

54 Ukraine 0.5181 0.1177 0.0821 0.3184

Rank Country Index value

Of which

Online service 
component

Telecom-
munication 

infrastructure 
component

Human capital 
component

55 Antigua	and	Barbuda 0.5154 0.0410 0.1730 0.3014

56 Mexico 0.5150 0.1500 0.0713 0.2936

57 Andorra 0.5148 0.0788 0.1457 0.2903

58 Saudi	Arabia 0.5142 0.1058 0.1330 0.2754

59 Russian	Federation 0.5136 0.1123 0.0913 0.3101

60 Montenegro 0.5101 0.1069 0.1093 0.2940

61 Brazil 0.5006 0.1252 0.0838 0.2916

62 Qatar 0.4928 0.0950 0.1046 0.2932

63 Peru 0.4923 0.1392 0.0590 0.2941

64 Belarus 0.4900 0.1025 0.0687 0.3188

65 Bahamas 0.4871 0.0788 0.1156 0.2927

66 Tunisia 0.4826 0.1641 0.0641 0.2544

67 Trinidad	and	Tobago 0.4806 0.1155 0.0760 0.2891

68 Brunei	Darussalam 0.4796 0.0961 0.0892 0.2943

69 Turkey 0.4780 0.1177 0.0852 0.2752

70 Venezuela 0.4774 0.1036 0.0766 0.2971

71 Costa	Rica 0.4749 0.1036 0.0800 0.2913

72 China 0.4700 0.1252 0.0631 0.2817

73 El	Salvador 0.4700 0.1446 0.0635 0.2619

74 Bosnia	and	Herzegovina 0.4698 0.0939 0.0827 0.2932

75 Saint	Kitts	and	Nevis 0.4691 0.0345 0.1417 0.2929

76 Thailand 0.4653 0.1133 0.0576 0.2943

77 Mauritius 0.4645 0.1004 0.0874 0.2768

78 Philippines 0.4637 0.1338 0.0368 0.2931

79 Panama 0.4619 0.0961 0.0727 0.2932

80 Republic	of	Moldova 0.4611 0.1004 0.0638 0.2970

81 Serbia 0.4585 0.0756 0.0889 0.2940

82 Oman 0.4576 0.1252 0.0690 0.2633

83 Azerbaijan 0.4571 0.1101 0.0439 0.3031

84 Dominican	Republic 0.4557 0.1241 0.0547 0.2769

85 Albania 0.4519 0.1058 0.0538 0.2924

86 Egypt 0.4518 0.1803 0.0414 0.2301

87 Uzbekistan 0.4498 0.1284 0.0282 0.2931

88 Saint	Lucia 0.4471 0.0378 0.1158 0.2934

89 Jamaica 0.4467 0.0777 0.0930 0.2759

90 Viet	Nam 0.4454 0.1036 0.0746 0.2672

91 Kyrgyzstan 0.4417 0.1079 0.0303 0.3035

92 Maldives 0.4392 0.0550 0.0952 0.2889

93 Lebanon 0.4388 0.0907 0.0648 0.2833

94
Saint	Vincent	and	the	
Grenadines 0.4355 0.0443 0.1216 0.2697

95 Ecuador 0.4322 0.1079 0.0526 0.2716

96 Cuba 0.4321 0.0820 0.0206 0.3296

97 South	Africa 0.4306 0.1047 0.0476 0.2783

98 Bolivia 0.4280 0.1036 0.0302 0.2942

99 Grenada 0.4277 0.0637 0.0795 0.2845

100 Georgia 0.4248 0.0842 0.0384 0.3022

101 Paraguay 0.4243 0.0896 0.0473 0.2875

102 Iran	(Islamic	Republic	of) 0.4234 0.0907 0.0712 0.2616

103 Palau 0.4189 0.0183 0.0840 0.3165

104 Seychelles 0.4179 0.0194 0.1002 0.2983

105 Dominica 0.4149 0.0173 0.1177 0.2800

106 Guyana 0.4140 0.0615 0.0424 0.3101

107 Honduras 0.4065 0.1004 0.0419 0.2642

E-government development index
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Rank Country Index value

Of which

Online service 
component

Telecom-
munication 

infrastructure 
component

Human capital 
component

108 Cape	Verde 0.4054 0.0917 0.0543 0.2593

109 Indonesia 0.4026 0.0831 0.0377 0.2818

110 Armenia 0.4025 0.0594 0.0422 0.3009

111 Sri	Lanka 0.3995 0.0885 0.0357 0.2753

112 Guatemala 0.3937 0.1047 0.0504 0.2386

113 Fiji 0.3925 0.0626 0.0461 0.2839

114 Libya 0.3799 0.0464 0.0371 0.2963

115 Samoa 0.3742 0.0486 0.0270 0.2986

116 Tonga 0.3697 0.0237 0.0419 0.3040

117 Botswana 0.3637 0.0680 0.0357 0.2601

118 Nicaragua 0.3630 0.0863 0.0250 0.2516

119 India 0.3567 0.1252 0.0192 0.2123

120 Belize 0.3513 0.0540 0.0462 0.2511

121 Lesotho 0.3512 0.0896 0.0132 0.2484

122 Tajikistan 0.3477 0.0302 0.0203 0.2972

123 Gabon 0.3420 0.0270 0.0366 0.2784

124 Kenya 0.3338 0.0810 0.0210 0.2319

125 Namibia 0.3314 0.0227 0.0402 0.2685

126 Morocco 0.3287 0.0810 0.0584 0.1894

127 Suriname 0.3283 0.0076 0.0400 0.2807

128 São	Tomé	and	Príncipe 0.3258 0.0302 0.0273 0.2683

129 Zimbabwe 0.3230 0.0432 0.0193 0.2605

130 Turkmenistan 0.3226 0.0097 0.0137 0.2992

131 Algeria 0.3181 0.0335 0.0412 0.2435

132 Angola 0.3110 0.1155 0.0149 0.1806

133 Syrian	Arab	Republic 0.3103 0.0140 0.0399 0.2564

134 Bangladesh 0.3028 0.1209 0.0109 0.1710

135 Congo 0.3019 0.0270 0.0195 0.2555

136 Iraq 0.2996 0.0518 0.0182 0.2295

137 United	Republic	of	Tanzania 0.2926 0.0594 0.0111 0.2221

138 Equatorial	Guinea 0.2902 0.0108 0.0198 0.2596

139 Madagascar 0.2890 0.0561 0.0099 0.2230

140 Cambodia 0.2878 0.0464 0.0098 0.2316

141 Myanmar 0.2818 0.0281 0.0015 0.2522

142 Uganda 0.2812 0.0345 0.0158 0.2309

143 Zambia 0.2810 0.0356 0.0141 0.2313

144 Côte	d’Ivoire 0.2805 0.1101 0.0205 0.1498

145 Swaziland 0.2757 …… 0.0202 0.2555

146 Pakistan 0.2755 0.0842 0.0254 0.1658

147 Ghana 0.2754 0.0507 0.0195 0.2051

148 Rwanda 0.2749 0.0594 0.0067 0.2089

149 Cameroon 0.2722 0.0518 0.0136 0.2069

150 Nigeria 0.2687 0.0324 0.0196 0.2167

151
Lao	People’s	Democratic	
Republic 0.2637 0.0270 0.0109 0.2259

152 Bhutan 0.2598 0.0637 0.0204 0.1757

153 Nepal 0.2568 0.0572 0.0075 0.1921

154 Sudan 0.2542 0.0529 0.0235 0.1778

155 Vanuatu 0.2521 0.0043 0.0124 0.2354

156 Solomon	Islands 0.2445 0.0151 0.0063 0.2232

157 Mauritania 0.2359 0.0302 0.0263 0.1793

158
Democratic	Republic	of	the	
Congo 0.2357 0.0302 0.0046 0.2009

159 Malawi 0.2357 0.0054 0.0060 0.2243

160 Comoros 0.2327 0.0097 0.0067 0.2162

Rank Country Index value

Of which

Online service 
component

Telecom-
munication 

infrastructure 
component

Human capital 
component

161 Mozambique 0.2288 0.0583 0.0083 0.1623

162 Timor-Leste 0.2273 0.0453 0.0022 0.1797

163 Senegal 0.2241 0.0604 0.0235 0.1403

164 Yemen 0.2154 0.0162 0.0098 0.1894

165 Togo 0.2150 0.0237 0.0150 0.1763

166 Liberia 0.2133 0.0216 0.0062 0.1855

167 Gambia 0.2117 0.0281 0.0315 0.1521

168 Afghanistan 0.2098 0.0788 0.0108 0.1202

169 Haiti 0.2074 0.0065 0.0221 0.1789

170 Djibouti 0.2059 0.0162 0.0049 0.1848

171 Papua	New	Guinea 0.2043 0.0248 0.0075 0.1719

172 Ethiopia 0.2033 0.0680 0.0024 0.1329

173 Benin 0.2017 0.0399 0.0150 0.1468

174 Burundi 0.2014 0.0140 0.0030 0.1844

175 Eritrea 0.1859 0.0076 0.0037 0.1746

176 Mali 0.1815 0.0626 0.0096 0.1093

177 Sierra	Leone 0.1697 0.0011 0.0059 0.1627

178 Burkina	Faso 0.1587 0.0529 0.0066 0.0992

179 Guinea-Bissau 0.1561 0.0054 0.0118 0.1388

180 Guinea 0.1426 0.0119 0.0094 0.1213

181 Central	African	Republic 0.1399 0.0000 0.0015 0.1384

182 Chad 0.1235 0.0065 0.0060 0.1110

183 Niger 0.1098 0.0130 0.0038 0.0930

 
 
Other UN Member States

184
Democratic	People’s	Republic	
of	Korea …… 0.0065 …… ……

184 Kiribati …… 0.0097 0.0049 ……

184 Marshall	Islands …… 0.0086 0.0138 ……

184
Micronesia	(Federated	
States	of) …… 0.0432 0.0268 ……

184 Monaco …… 0.0464 0.2297 ……

184 Nauru …… 0.0043 …… ……

184 San	Marino …… 0.0626 0.1759 ……

184 Somalia …… 0.0000 0.0040 ……

184 Tuvalu …… 0.0043 0.0567 ……

 
Regional and economic groupings

Africa 0.2733 0.0489 0.0221 0.2039

Americas 0.4790 0.1069 0.0857 0.2864

Asia 0.4424 0.1085 0.0657 0.2659

Europe 0.6227 0.1480 0.1598 0.3123

Oceania 0.4193 0.0532 0.0548 0.2766

Developed	countries 0.6542 0.1369 0.1719 0.3136

Developing	countries	other	
than	LDCs 0.4443 0.0960 0.0675 0.2774

Least	developed	countries 0.2424 0.0381 0.0147 0.1895

Small	island	developing	
States 0.3924 0.0479 0.0657 0.2685
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Rank Country Index value

Points for 
emerging 

information 
services

Points for 
enhanced 

inromation 
services

Points for 
transaction 

services

Points for 
connected 
approach

1 Republic	of	Korea 1.0000 66 106 112 31

2 United	States 0.9365 62 97 115 21

3 Canada 0.8825 59 83 104 32

4 United	Kingdom 0.7746 61 87 71 25

5 Spain 0.7651 60 88 68 25

5 Australia 0.7651 58 76 69 38

7 Norway 0.7365 61 85 69 17

8 Bahrain 0.7302 63 72 72 23

9 Colombia 0.7111 57 51 89 27

10 Singapore	 0.6857 54 82 64 16

11 France 0.6825 54 71 77 13

12 Netherlands 0.6794 60 80 55 19

13 Japan 0.6730 59 78 56 19

13 Denmark 0.6730 54 88 52 18

15 New	Zealand 0.6381 59 76 46 20

16 Malaysia 0.6317 51 73 55 20

17 Belgium 0.6254 57 66 54 20

18 Chile 0.6095 57 44 74 17

19 Israel 0.5841 49 45 66 24

20 Mongolia 0.5556 47 49 54 25

21 Germany 0.5492 54 76 23 20

22 Jordan 0.5333 50 44 57 17

23 Egypt 0.5302 55 51 49 12

24 Kazakhstan 0.5270 66 53 24 23

24 Sweden 0.5270 54 67 26 19

26 Liechtenstein 0.5238 49 43 52 21

27 Hungary 0.5048 53 43 40 23

28 Estonia 0.5016 45 54 38 21

29 Ireland 0.4984 48 63 37 9

30 Tunisia 0.4825 52 40 50 10

30 Lithuania 0.4825 54 61 22 15

32 Uruguay 0.4794 51 43 36 21

32 Finland 0.4794 44 55 36 16

34 Austria 0.4762 46 64 28 12

35 Malta 0.4698 53 51 32 12

36 Kuwait 0.4603 41 39 58 7

37 Czech	Republic 0.4540 50 42 34 17

38 Switzerland 0.4444 51 44 28 17

39 Mexico 0.4413 45 52 26 16

40 El	Salvador 0.4254 48 30 46 10

41 Croatia 0.4222 46 44 29 14

42 Latvia 0.4159 52 37 19 23

42 Romania 0.4159 55 38 25 13

44 Argentina 0.4127 53 42 22 13

45 Peru 0.4095 53 37 26 13

45 Bulgaria 0.4095 47 41 28 13

47 Slovenia 0.4000 55 46 6 19

48 Iceland 0.3968 53 37 23 12

49 Philippines 0.3937 48 25 35 16

50 Poland 0.3873 54 45 10 13

50 Portugal 0.3873 54 37 21 10

52 Luxembourg 0.3810 46 32 30 12

53 Uzbekistan 0.3778 52 39 18 10

54 Cyprus 0.3714 44 39 19 15

Online service index and its components  

Rank Country Index value

Points for 
emerging 

information 
services

Points for 
enhanced 

inromation 
services

Points for 
transaction 

services

Points for 
connected 
approach

55 Brazil 0.3683 53 34 10 19

55 China 0.3683 54 40 4 18

55 India 0.3683 45 41 22 8

55 Oman 0.3683 47 33 26 10

59 Dominican	Republic 0.3651 46 30 24 15

60 Bangladesh 0.3556 48 44 5 15

60 Greece 0.3556 46 37 15 14

62 Turkey 0.3460 57 29 9 14

62 Slovakia 0.3460 50 32 14 13

62 Ukraine 0.3460 55 31 7 16

65 Angola 0.3397 52 38 9 8

65 Trinidad	and	Tobago 0.3397 50 39 12 6

67 Thailand 0.3333 50 31 15 9

68 Russian	Federation 0.3302 49 28 15 12

69 Côte	d’Ivoire 0.3238 42 31 22 7

69 Azerbaijan 0.3238 47 36 10 9

71 TFYR	Macedonia 0.3206 38 41 10 12

72 Ecuador 0.3175 53 27 9 11

72 Kyrgyzstan 0.3175 28 26 33 13

74 Montenegro 0.3143 45 40 6 8

75 Saudi	Arabia 0.3111 46 25 22 5

75 Albania 0.3111 44 33 10 11

77 South	Africa 0.3079 34 34 27 2

77 Guatemala 0.3079 48 26 12 11

79 Bolivia 0.3048 35 37 12 12

79 Costa	Rica 0.3048 45 28 10 13

79 Venezuela 0.3048 43 30 9 14

79 Viet	Nam 0.3048 51 26 5 14

83 Belarus 0.3016 43 25 15 12

84 Mauritius 0.2952 46 23 18 6

84 Honduras 0.2952 45 21 12 15

84 Republic	of	Moldova 0.2952 51 26 6 10

87 Italy 0.2889 43 28 12 8

88 Panama 0.2825 49 18 9 13

88 Brunei	Darussalam 0.2825 40 35 3 11

90 Qatar 0.2794 27 21 37 3

91 Bosnia	and	Herzegovina 0.2762 48 27 1 11

92 Cape	Verde 0.2698 40 33 5 7

93 Iran	(Islamic	Republic	of) 0.2667 50 21 4 9

93 Lebanon 0.2667 32 29 16 7

95 Lesotho 0.2635 52 29 1 1

95 Paraguay 0.2635 39 18 16 10

97 Sri	Lanka 0.2603 33 30 6 13

98 Nicaragua 0.2540 34 25 16 5

99 United	Arab	Emirates 0.2508 46 26 2 5

100 Georgia 0.2476 45 17 5 11

100 Pakistan 0.2476 33 36 5 4

102 Indonesia 0.2444 41 25 4 7

103 Cuba 0.2413 36 27 7 6

104 Kenya 0.2381 34 29 8 4

104 Morocco 0.2381 40 22 9 4

106 Bahamas 0.2317 47 18 6 2

106 Afghanistan 0.2317 41 25 5 2

106 Andorra 0.2317 27 26 10 10
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Rank Country Index value

Points for 
emerging 

information 
services

Points for 
enhanced 

inromation 
services

Points for 
transaction 

services

Points for 
connected 
approach

109 Jamaica 0.2286 38 17 8 9

110 Serbia 0.2222 38 26 0 6

111 Botswana 0.2000 31 21 6 5

111 Ethiopia 0.2000 32 23 3 5

111 Barbados 0.2000 25 19 13 6

114 Grenada 0.1873 30 22 2 5

114 Bhutan 0.1873 30 21 6 2

116 Mali 0.1841 29 12 9 8

116 San	Marino 0.1841 32 12 8 6

116 Fiji 0.1841 36 21 0 1

119 Guyana 0.1810 34 17 0 6

120 Senegal 0.1778 32 14 3 7

121 Rwanda 0.1746 34 14 2 5

121
United	Republic	of	
Tanzania 0.1746 34 21 0 0

121 Armenia 0.1746 38 10 0 7

124 Mozambique 0.1714 32 13 3 6

125 Nepal 0.1683 30 22 0 1

126 Madagascar 0.1651 28 13 4 7

127 Maldives 0.1619 27 24 0 0

128 Belize 0.1587 24 17 3 6

129 Burkina	Faso 0.1556 26 13 0 10

129 Sudan 0.1556 23 16 2 8

131 Cameroon 0.1524 16 16 12 4

131 Iraq 0.1524 24 13 5 6

133 Ghana 0.1492 26 18 1 2

134 Samoa 0.1429 24 21 0 0

135 Libya 0.1365 21 19 0 3

135 Cambodia 0.1365 25 13 2 3

135 Monaco 0.1365 14 17 5 7

138 Timor-Leste 0.1333 23 16 0 3

139
Saint	Vincent	and	the	
Grenadines 0.1302 29 11 0 1

140 Zimbabwe 0.1270 23 11 0 6

140
Micronesia	(Federated	
States	of) 0.1270 19 17 2 2

142 Antigua	and	Barbuda 0.1206 14 19 1 4

143 Benin 0.1175 20 10 4 3

144 Saint	Lucia 0.1111 14 16 0 5

145 Zambia 0.1048 21 8 0 4

146 Uganda 0.1016 18 11 0 3

146 Saint	Kitts	and	Nevis 0.1016 15 9 2 6

148 Algeria 0.0984 19 9 1 2

149 Nigeria 0.0952 20 8 0 2

150
Democratic	Republic	of	
the	Congo 0.0889 17 7 0 4

150 Mauritania 0.0889 11 13 1 3

150 São	Tomé	and	Príncipe 0.0889 21 7 0 0

150 Tajikistan 0.0889 15 7 4 2

154 Gambia 0.0825 16 9 0 1

154 Myanmar 0.0825 19 7 0 0

156 Congo 0.0794 7 8 7 3

156 Gabon 0.0794 13 9 1 2

156
Lao	People’s	Democratic	
Republic 0.0794 12 9 2 2

Rank Country Index value

Points for 
emerging 

information 
services

Points for 
enhanced 

inromation 
services

Points for 
transaction 

services

Points for 
connected 
approach

159 Papua	New	Guinea 0.0730 13 7 0 3

160 Togo 0.0698 6 8 3 5

160 Tonga 0.0698 13 9 0 0

162 Namibia 0.0667 14 5 0 2

163 Liberia 0.0635 11 7 0 2

164 Seychelles 0.0571 11 7 0 0

165 Palau 0.0540 8 7 0 2

166 Dominica 0.0508 7 6 1 2

167 Djibouti 0.0476 9 3 0 3

167 Yemen 0.0476 9 4 0 2

169 Solomon	Islands 0.0444 7 6 0 1

170 Burundi 0.0413 8 2 0 3

170 Syrian	Arab	Republic 0.0413 7 5 0 1

172 Niger 0.0381 4 2 3 3

173 Guinea 0.0349 5 2 3 1

174 Equatorial	Guinea 0.0317 2 5 0 3

175 Comoros 0.0286 5 3 0 1

175 Turkmenistan 0.0286 4 5 0 0

175 Kiribati 0.0286 4 5 0 0

178 Marshall	Islands 0.0254 4 3 0 1

179 Eritrea 0.0222 3 4 0 0

179 Suriname 0.0222 3 2 0 2

181 Chad 0.0190 3 2 1 0

181 Haiti 0.0190 3 2 0 1

181
Democratic	People’s	
Republic	of	Korea 0.0190 3 2 1 0

184 Guinea-Bissau 0.0159 0 3 1 1

184 Malawi 0.0159 3 2 0 0

186 Nauru 0.0127 2 2 0 0

186 Tuvalu 0.0127 1 3 0 0

186 Vanuatu 0.0127 1 2 0 1

189 Sierra	Leone 0.0032 0 0 0 1
 
 
Countries without online services

Central	African	Republic

Somalia

Swaziland
 
Regional and economic groupings

Africa 0.1439

Americas 0.3143

Asia 0.3191

Europe 0.4354

Oceania 0.1565

Developed	countries 0.5082

Developing	countries	
other	than	LDCs 0.2823

Least	developed	countries 0.1121

Small	island	developing	
States 0.1409

Online service index and its components (cont.)  
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Rank Country Index value
Estimated Internet users 

per 100 inhabitants 
Main fixed telephone 

lines per 100 inhabitants 
Mobile subscribers per 

100 inhabitants 
Personal computers per 

100 inhabitants 
Total fixed broadband 

per 100 inhabitants 

1 Switzerland 0.7687 76.10 63.91 116.43 92.24 32.89

2 Netherlands 0.7666 86.36 44.31 120.57 90.91 34.83

3 Sweden 0.7522 79.65 57.83 119.38 87.79 31.56

4 United	Kingdom 0.7164 79.62 54.24 123.41 80.23 28.21

5 Luxembourg 0.7138 76.61 54.22 147.11 67.73 29.80

6 Denmark 0.6988 84.82 45.56 120.02 55.09 36.75

7 Monaco 0.6961 61.48 106.38 62.54 49.18 37.71

8 Germany 0.6955 75.97 62.60 130.37 65.54 27.47

9 Norway 0.6830 84.60 42.16 109.98 62.68 33.73

10 Canada 0.6799 72.85 55.37 64.51 94.40 28.96

11 United	States 0.6449 74.00 51.33 86.79 78.67 25.35

12 Iceland 0.6395 65.64 60.58 106.33 53.09 31.66

13 Republic	of	Korea 0.6390 77.83 44.29 94.71 58.14 32.14

14 Singapore	 0.6386 69.24 40.24 138.15 76.04 21.74

15 Estonia 0.6273 63.64 37.14 188.20 52.13 23.70

16 Finland 0.6240 78.91 31.11 128.76 50.05 30.48

17 Australia 0.6011 71.98 44.46 104.96 60.29 24.39

18 France 0.5954 51.16 56.42 93.45 65.17 28.52

19 Bahrain 0.5855 51.95 28.37 180.51 74.58 16.12

20 Ireland 0.5739 63.79 49.63 113.77 58.07 20.09

21 Austria 0.5736 59.37 40.08 129.73 60.69 21.49

22 Belgium 0.5698 66.53 42.08 111.63 42.02 27.97

23 New	Zealand 0.5648 69.76 41.37 109.22 52.97 21.63

24 Barbados 0.5513 73.86 58.93 132.00 15.79 21.77

25 United	Arab	Emirates 0.5434 65.15 33.63 208.65 33.08 11.79

26 Liechtenstein 0.5412 65.08 55.40 90.58 …… 39.61

27 San	Marino 0.5330 51.37 68.30 56.76 79.00 12.83

28 Japan 0.5242 69.16 40.21 86.73 40.87 23.65

29 Antigua	and	Barbuda 0.5241 75.03 43.86 157.67 20.68 14.52

30 Spain 0.5100 56.70 45.41 111.68 40.04 20.22

31 Slovenia 0.5026 49.24 50.11 101.97 42.68 21.17

32 Italy 0.4914 48.85 33.61 148.61 36.64 18.93

33 Malta 0.4863 49.14 59.18 94.64 22.99 24.25

34 Andorra 0.4415 70.04 44.28 76.06 …… 24.49

35 Lithuania 0.4413 53.50 23.64 151.24 18.29 17.77

36 Hungary 0.4338 54.93 30.90 122.09 25.63 15.40

37 Israel 0.4334 28.85 41.13 127.38 25.10 22.69

38 Cyprus 0.4327 38.04 47.93 117.89 38.34 12.06

39 Saint	Kitts	and	Nevis 0.4295 29.75 40.56 146.78 22.68 19.04

40 Czech	Republic 0.4258 48.61 22.08 133.54 27.47 17.05

41 Croatia 0.4220 50.75 41.85 133.95 17.95 11.86

42 Slovakia 0.4212 51.32 20.33 102.23 51.46 11.46

43 Portugal 0.4189 41.69 38.60 139.64 17.19 15.85

44 Saudi	Arabia 0.4031 30.55 16.27 142.85 68.25 4.16

45 Greece 0.3829 32.60 53.65 123.90 9.43 13.53

46 TFYR	Macedonia 0.3804 42.90 22.39 122.56 36.76 8.77

47 Latvia 0.3762 55.20 28.39 97.72 32.81 6.44

48 Saint	Vincent	and	the	Grenadines 0.3685 60.49 20.87 119.23 15.18 8.58

49 Dominica 0.3566 39.40 26.03 132.76 19.23 9.70

50 Saint	Lucia 0.3510 58.68 24.02 99.53 15.89 8.22

51 Bahamas 0.3502 42.05 39.82 106.04 12.29 10.08

52 Malaysia 0.3438 62.57 15.89 100.41 23.15 4.82
53 Poland 0.3374 43.94 27.11 108.54 16.92 8.99

54 Bulgaria 0.3370 30.99 29.74 140.05 8.91 11.24

55 Montenegro 0.3311 45.09 56.85 103.58 …… 4.16

Telecommunication infrastructure index and its components
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Rank Country Index value
Estimated Internet users 

per 100 inhabitants 
Main fixed telephone 

lines per 100 inhabitants 
Mobile subscribers per 

100 inhabitants 
Personal computers per 

100 inhabitants 
Total fixed broadband 

per 100 inhabitants 

56 Uruguay 0.3183 40.01 28.64 104.73 13.53 8.59

57 Qatar 0.3168 34.04 20.56 131.39 15.69 8.07

58 Romania 0.3093 23.99 23.58 114.54 19.32 11.75

59 Seychelles 0.3037 38.17 27.70 101.78 21.59 4.08

60 Maldives 0.2886 23.52 15.38 142.82 20.24 5.15

61 Jamaica 0.2820 56.88 11.69 100.58 6.71 3.61

62 Argentina 0.2812 28.11 24.15 116.61 9.04 7.99

63 Russian	Federation 0.2765 21.14 31.14 132.61 13.33 2.82

64 Chile 0.2711 32.47 20.99 88.05 14.11 8.49

65 Brunei	Darussalam 0.2703 48.82 19.91 90.66 8.92 2.91

66 Serbia 0.2695 23.99 31.35 97.76 18.31 4.59

67 Mauritius 0.2647 29.69 28.48 80.74 17.43 5.71

68 Turkey 0.2581 33.12 23.68 89.05 6.10 7.78

69 Palau 0.2546 26.97 36.71 52.65 33.58 0.48

70 Brazil 0.2538 33.83 21.43 78.47 16.12 5.26

71 Kuwait 0.2524 31.57 18.61 97.28 22.22 0.93

72 Bosnia	and	Herzegovina 0.2505 34.66 27.33 84.26 6.40 4.99

73 Ukraine 0.2487 22.51 28.65 121.09 4.55 3.48

74 Costa	Rica 0.2424 32.31 31.81 41.75 23.10 3.90

75 Colombia 0.2421 38.03 15.15 91.90 7.92 4.23

76 Grenada 0.2408 22.29 27.60 57.97 15.66 9.79

77 Venezuela 0.2321 25.49 22.42 96.31 9.26 3.90

78 Trinidad	and	Tobago 0.2304 16.02 23.14 113.67 13.21 2.67

79 Viet	Nam 0.2261 23.92 33.13 80.37 9.54 2.35

80 Panama 0.2202 22.91 14.59 111.94 4.56 4.63

81 Mexico 0.2161 21.43 18.92 69.37 14.10 7.01

82 Iran	(Islamic	Republic	of) 0.2157 31.37 33.83 58.65 10.37 0.41

83 Oman 0.2092 16.84 9.84 115.58 16.88 1.15

84 Belarus 0.2081 28.89 37.76 71.57 0.80 0.12

85 Lebanon 0.1965 37.72 16.76 34.10 10.18 4.80

86 Tunisia 0.1942 27.53 12.18 84.27 7.62 2.24

87 Republic	of	Moldova 0.1933 19.09 29.44 66.60 11.43 1.29

88 El	Salvador 0.1923 12.49 17.56 113.32 5.78 2.01

89 China 0.1913 22.28 27.51 47.41 5.61 6.23

90 Jordan 0.1806 24.46 8.46 86.60 7.20 2.09

91 Kazakhstan 0.1797 12.34 21.97 96.06 …… 3.64

92 Peru 0.1789 24.72 9.98 72.66 10.06 2.52

93 Morocco 0.1769 32.59 9.46 72.19 3.52 1.53

94 Thailand 0.1746 20.03 10.49 92.01 6.68 1.36

95 Tuvalu 0.1717 40.63 13.20 18.28 8.60 3.56

96 Dominican	Republic 0.1658 25.75 9.90 72.45 3.49 2.27

97 Cape	Verde 0.1646 20.61 14.44 55.68 14.03 1.48

98 Albania 0.1629 15.10 10.07 99.93 3.84 1.15

99 Ecuador 0.1595 9.71 14.17 86.01 12.95 0.26

100 Guatemala 0.1528 10.13 10.59 109.22 2.06 0.21

101 South	Africa 0.1443 8.43 9.22 90.60 8.25 0.77

102 Paraguay 0.1433 8.66 5.82 92.83 7.79 1.50

103 Belize 0.1400 10.86 10.35 53.23 15.28 2.56

104 Fiji 0.1396 10.90 14.53 71.09 6.04 1.37

105 Azerbaijan 0.1329 10.74 15.10 75.00 2.39 0.69

106 Guyana 0.1285 24.87 14.42 36.84 3.80 0.26

107 Armenia 0.1280 5.63 19.39 61.07 9.69 0.06

108 Tonga 0.1270 8.11 24.66 48.73 5.89 0.70

109 Honduras 0.1268 9.00 11.28 84.86 1.98 0.00

110 Egypt 0.1256 15.42 14.73 50.62 4.60 0.94
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Rank Country Index value
Estimated Internet users 

per 100 inhabitants 
Main fixed telephone 

lines per 100 inhabitants 
Mobile subscribers per 

100 inhabitants 
Personal computers per 

100 inhabitants 
Total fixed broadband 

per 100 inhabitants 

111 Algeria 0.1248 10.34 9.06 81.41 1.07 0.85

112 Namibia 0.1219 5.33 6.61 49.39 23.94 0.01

113 Suriname 0.1213 8.62 16.13 63.33 4.00 0.53

114 Syrian	Arab	Republic 0.1209 16.79 17.12 33.24 8.78 0.05

115 Georgia 0.1164 8.26 12.76 59.66 5.46 1.07

116 Indonesia 0.1143 11.13 13.36 61.83 2.03 0.13

117 Libya 0.1126 4.72 14.39 72.95 2.19 0.16

118 Philippines 0.1115 5.97 4.32 75.38 7.23 0.56

119 Gabon 0.1110 6.21 1.86 89.77 3.37 0.14

120 Sri	Lanka 0.1081 5.72 17.18 55.24 3.76 0.50

121 Botswana 0.1081 4.16 7.41 77.34 4.83 0.19

122 Mongolia 0.1036 12.25 6.19 35.08 13.95 0.28

123 Gambia 0.0955 6.88 2.94 70.24 3.53 0.02

124 Kyrgyzstan 0.0918 14.03 9.02 40.56 1.92 0.05

125 Bolivia 0.0915 10.50 7.12 49.82 2.40 0.36

126 Uzbekistan 0.0854 8.89 7.06 46.52 3.12 0.24

127 São	Tomé	and	Príncipe 0.0827 15.48 4.86 30.59 3.93 0.20

128 Samoa 0.0819 4.75 10.90 48.06 2.35 0.04

129 Micronesia	(Federated	States	of) 0.0811 13.62 7.90 24.91 5.48 0.04

130 Mauritania 0.0798 1.43 2.37 65.07 4.54 0.18

131 Pakistan 0.0771 10.45 2.50 49.74 0.44 0.09

132 Nicaragua 0.0757 2.81 4.49 53.62 4.03 0.34

133 Sudan 0.0711 9.19 0.86 27.05 10.71 0.11

134 Senegal 0.0711 8.35 1.95 44.13 2.22 0.39

135 Haiti 0.0669 10.29 1.11 32.40 5.14 0.00

136 Kenya 0.0637 8.67 0.65 41.88 1.37 0.05

137 Cuba 0.0623 12.94 9.85 2.96 5.62 0.02

138 Côte	d’Ivoire 0.0622 3.21 1.73 50.74 1.68 0.05

139 Bhutan 0.0619 5.82 4.00 36.55 2.51 0.30

140 Tajikistan 0.0615 7.20 5.05 34.93 1.29 0.00

141 Swaziland 0.0612 4.13 3.87 39.13 3.69 0.00

142 Equatorial	Guinea 0.0600 1.82 1.64 52.49 1.48 0.03

143 Nigeria 0.0594 7.27 0.86 41.66 0.85 0.02

144 Ghana 0.0592 4.27 0.62 49.55 0.58 0.07

145 Congo 0.0590 4.29 0.47 49.98 0.56 0.00

146 Zimbabwe 0.0586 11.40 2.77 13.28 6.94 0.12

147 India 0.0583 6.95 3.21 29.36 3.18 0.45

148 Iraq 0.0552 0.93 3.60 47.55 0.77 0.00

149 Uganda 0.0479 7.90 0.53 27.02 1.69 0.02

150 Benin 0.0455 1.85 1.32 39.66 0.71 0.02

151 Togo 0.0453 5.42 2.18 23.95 3.09 0.03

152 Angola 0.0451 3.05 0.63 37.59 0.65 0.07

153 Zambia 0.0427 5.55 0.72 28.04 1.12 0.04

154 Marshall	Islands 0.0417 3.71 7.42 1.27 9.00 0.00

155 Turkmenistan 0.0414 1.41 9.20 6.98 7.19 0.00

156 Cameroon 0.0411 2.93 1.04 32.28 1.12 0.00

157 Lesotho 0.0400 3.58 2.64 28.35 0.25 0.00

158 Vanuatu 0.0376 7.46 3.87 11.40 1.39 0.03

159 Guinea-Bissau 0.0359 2.35 0.29 31.75 0.20 0.00

160 United	Republic	of	Tanzania 0.0337 1.22 0.29 30.62 0.91 0.00

161 Bangladesh 0.0330 0.32 0.84 27.90 2.25 0.03

162 Lao	People’s	Democratic	Republic 0.0329 1.64 1.56 24.27 1.70 0.06

163 Afghanistan 0.0328 1.90 0.37 29.03 0.39 0.00

164 Madagascar 0.0301 1.65 0.86 25.30 0.58 0.03

165 Yemen 0.0298 1.44 4.48 13.76 2.77 0.00

Telecommunication infrastructure index and its components



121

Statistical annex AUnited Nations E-Government Survey 2010

Rank Country Index value
Estimated Internet users 

per 100 inhabitants 
Main fixed telephone 

lines per 100 inhabitants 
Mobile subscribers per 

100 inhabitants 
Personal computers per 

100 inhabitants 
Total fixed broadband 

per 100 inhabitants 

166 Cambodia 0.0297 0.49 0.31 29.10 0.36 0.06

167 Mali 0.0291 0.98 0.65 25.71 0.81 0.04

168 Guinea 0.0285 0.92 0.52 26.44 0.49 0.00

169 Mozambique 0.0250 1.56 0.35 19.68 1.36 0.00

170 Papua	New	Guinea 0.0228 1.79 0.93 4.67 6.39 0.00

171 Nepal 0.0227 1.41 2.79 14.58 0.48 0.04

172 Comoros 0.0204 3.42 3.02 6.20 0.88 0.00

173 Rwanda 0.0203 3.09 0.17 13.61 0.30 0.04

174 Burkina	Faso 0.0201 0.92 0.83 16.76 0.63 0.01

175 Solomon	Islands 0.0190 1.81 1.56 2.19 4.64 0.20

176 Liberia 0.0189 0.55 0.06 19.30 …… 0.00

177 Chad 0.0182 1.19 0.13 16.58 0.16 0.00

178 Malawi 0.0181 2.13 1.21 12.00 0.18 0.01

179 Sierra	Leone 0.0179 0.25 0.49 18.14 …… 0.00

180 Djibouti 0.0149 1.34 1.34 5.47 2.36 0.01

181 Kiribati 0.0148 2.15 4.21 0.79 1.11 ……

182 Democratic	Republic	of	the	Congo 0.0140 0.45 0.06 14.42 0.02 0.00

183 Somalia 0.0122 1.12 1.15 6.87 0.90 0.00

184 Niger 0.0117 0.54 0.18 11.40 0.08 0.00

185 Eritrea 0.0113 3.04 0.82 2.20 0.79 0.00

186 Burundi 0.0090 0.81 0.38 5.95 0.85 0.00

187 Ethiopia 0.0073 0.45 1.13 3.93 0.68 0.00

188 Timor-Leste 0.0068 0.14 0.23 7.35 …… 0.00

189 Central	African	Republic 0.0045 0.44 0.29 3.55 0.29 0.00

190 Myanmar 0.0045 0.08 1.44 0.76 0.92 0.00
 
 
Countries without telecommunication infrastructure data

Nauru …… …… …… …… …… ……

Democratic	People’s	Republic	of	Korea …… …… 4.97 …… …… 0.00
 
Regional and economic groupings

Africa 0.0669 6.57 3.86 38.02 3.44 0.58

Americas 0.2598 30.78 21.83 86.86 15.04 6.94

Asia 0.1992 21.59 15.62 70.75 14.99 5.15

Europe 0.4844 53.15 42.31 113.24 38.90 18.86

Oceania 0.1660 20.28 16.29 38.32 15.21 5.24

Developed	countries 0.5208 57.99 43.75 112.04 46.14 21.08

Developing	countries	other	than	LDCs 0.2046 22.84 17.43 77.74 12.08 4.29

Least	developed	countries 0.0445 4.47 2.35 25.70 2.45 0.44

Small	island	developing	States 0.1991 24.78 17.74 64.07 12.38 5.46

Source:	Columns	4-8:	ITU
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Rank Country Index value
Adult literacy 

rate (%)

Combined 
gross enrol-

ment ratio 
for primary, 

secondary 
and tertiary 
schools (%)

1 Cuba 0.9987 99.80 100.00

2 Australia 0.9933 99.00 100.00

2 Denmark 0.9933 99.00 100.00

2 Finland 0.9933 99.00 100.00

2 New	Zealand 0.9933 99.00 100.00

6 Ireland 0.9931 99.00 99.93

7 Republic	of	Korea 0.9929 99.00 99.88

8 Norway 0.9884 99.00 98.53

9 Netherlands 0.9870 99.00 98.11

10 Iceland 0.9811 99.00 96.33

11 Greece 0.9804 97.10 99.91

12 Spain 0.9792 97.90 97.96

13 France 0.9772 99.00 95.17

14 Slovenia 0.9770 99.70 93.70

15 Belgium 0.9751 99.00 94.54

16 Barbados 0.9743 99.70 92.89

17 Canada 0.9708 99.00 93.24

18 Sweden 0.9698 99.00 92.94

19 Lithuania 0.9692 99.70 91.35

20 United	States 0.9691 99.00 92.73

21 Italy 0.9684 98.90 92.71

22 Kazakhstan 0.9677 99.60 91.12

23 Estonia 0.9666 99.80 90.39

24 Belarus 0.9659 99.70 90.38

25 Ukraine 0.9647 99.70 90.02

26 Latvia 0.9608 99.80 88.64

27 Uruguay 0.9599 97.90 92.16

28 Austria 0.9598 99.00 89.94

29 Hungary 0.9597 98.90 90.11

30 Palau 0.9591 95.40 96.92

31 Poland 0.9552 99.30 87.95

32 United	Kingdom 0.9542 99.00 88.27

33 Germany 0.9533 99.00 88.00

34 Argentina 0.9503 97.60 89.88

35 Israel 0.9502 97.10 90.85

36 Japan 0.9496 99.00 86.88

37 Liechtenstein 0.9476 99.00 86.29

38 Czech	Republic 0.9429 99.00 84.87

39 Russian	Federation 0.9397 99.50 82.90

40 Guyana 0.9396 99.00 83.87

41 Switzerland 0.9358 99.00 82.74

42 Portugal 0.9357 94.90 90.90

43 Bulgaria 0.9350 98.30 83.91

44 Slovakia 0.9310 99.00 81.30

45 Chile 0.9233 96.50 83.98

46 Romania 0.9226 97.60 81.58

47 Tonga 0.9212 99.20 77.97

48 Singapore 0.9203 94.40 87.30

49 Kyrgyzstan 0.9196 99.30 77.28

50 Azerbaijan 0.9185 99.50 76.55

51 Croatia 0.9181 98.70 78.04

52 Georgia 0.9156 99.00 76.69

Rank Country Index value
Adult literacy 

rate (%)

Combined 
gross enrol-

ment ratio 
for primary, 

secondary 
and tertiary 
schools (%)

53 Luxembourg 0.9156 99.00 76.68

54 Cyprus 0.9135 97.70 78.66

55 Antigua	and	Barbuda 0.9133 99.00 76.00

56 Mongolia 0.9127 97.30 79.21

57 Armenia 0.9117 99.50 74.52

58 Turkmenistan 0.9067 99.50 73.00

59 Samoa 0.9049 98.70 74.07

60 Seychelles 0.9039 91.80 87.56

61 Tajikistan 0.9005 99.60 70.95

62 Venezuela 0.9004 95.20 79.73

63 Republic	of	Moldova 0.8999 99.20 71.57

64 Libya 0.8979 86.80 95.76

65 Bahrain 0.8933 88.80 90.38

66 Thailand 0.8919 94.10 79.38

67 Brunei	Darussalam 0.8918 94.90 77.73

68 Bolivia 0.8914 90.70 86.02

69 Peru 0.8911 89.60 88.13

70 Montenegro 0.8910 96.40 74.50

70 Serbia 0.8910 96.40 74.50

72 Mexico 0.8898 92.80 81.35

73 Saint	Lucia 0.8892 94.80 77.17

74 Qatar 0.8886 93.10 80.38

75 Bosnia	and	Herzegovina 0.8886 96.70 73.17

76 Panama 0.8884 93.40 79.73

77 Uzbekistan 0.8883 96.90 72.69

78 Philippines 0.8881 93.40 79.64

79 Saint	Kitts	and	Nevis 0.8875 97.80 70.64

80 Malta 0.8870 92.40 81.31

81 Bahamas 0.8870 95.80 74.49

82 Albania 0.8860 99.00 67.80

83 Brazil 0.8837 90.00 85.11

84 TFYR	Macedonia 0.8835 97.00 71.05

85 Costa	Rica 0.8826 95.90 72.98

86 Colombia 0.8813 92.70 78.99

87 Andorra 0.8797 99.00 65.92

88 Kuwait 0.8764 94.50 73.92

89 Trinidad	and	Tobago 0.8761 98.70 65.42

90 Maldives 0.8754 97.00 68.63

91 Paraguay 0.8711 94.60 72.13

92 Jordan 0.8694 91.10 78.62

93 Grenada 0.8622 96.00 66.66

94 Fiji 0.8602 94.40 69.25

95 Lebanon 0.8583 89.60 78.30

96 Malaysia 0.8543 91.90 72.48

97 Indonesia 0.8540 92.00 72.20

98 China 0.8535 93.30 69.46

99 Suriname 0.8505 90.40 74.36

100 Dominica 0.8484 88.00 78.52

101 Gabon 0.8437 86.20 80.70

102 South	Africa 0.8432 88.00 76.96

103 Dominican	Republic 0.8391 89.10 73.53

104 Mauritius 0.8388 87.40 76.85

Human capital index and its components  



123

Statistical annex AUnited Nations E-Government Survey 2010

Rank Country Index value
Adult literacy 

rate (%)

Combined 
gross enrol-

ment ratio 
for primary, 

secondary 
and tertiary 
schools (%)

105 Jamaica 0.8361 86.00 78.82

106 Saudi	Arabia 0.8346 85.00 80.39

107 Sri	Lanka 0.8343 90.80 68.68

108 Turkey 0.8339 88.70 72.76

109 Ecuador 0.8231 84.20 78.52

110 United	Arab	Emirates 0.8192 90.00 65.76

111 Saint	Vincent	and	the	Grenadines 0.8172 88.10 68.95

112 Namibia 0.8135 88.00 68.05

113 São	Tomé	and	Príncipe 0.8131 87.90 68.12

114 Viet	Nam 0.8098 90.30 62.33

115 Honduras 0.8007 83.60 73.01

116 Oman 0.7980 86.70 66.00

117 El	Salvador 0.7935 82.00 74.05

118 Iran	(Islamic	Republic	of) 0.7927 82.30 73.20

119 Zimbabwe 0.7895 91.20 54.44

120 Botswana 0.7881 82.90 70.62

121 Equatorial	Guinea 0.7868 87.00 62.04

122 Cape	Verde 0.7858 83.80 68.14

123 Syrian	Arab	Republic 0.7769 83.10 66.86

124 Swaziland 0.7742 83.80 64.67

125 Congo 0.7742 84.70 62.86

126 Tunisia 0.7710 77.70 75.91

127 Myanmar 0.7643 89.90 49.50

128 Nicaragua 0.7626 78.00 72.77

129 Belize 0.7609 75.10 78.07

130 Lesotho 0.7529 82.20 61.46

131 Algeria 0.7377 75.40 70.52

132 Guatemala 0.7229 73.20 70.47

133 Vanuatu 0.7134 78.10 57.81

134 Kenya 0.7027 73.60 63.60

135 Cambodia 0.7019 76.30 57.97

136 Zambia 0.7008 70.60 69.05

137 Uganda 0.6997 73.60 62.70

138 Egypt 0.6973 66.40 76.40

139 Iraq 0.6956 74.10 60.47

140 Lao	People’s	Democratic	Republic 0.6845 72.70 59.94

141 Malawi 0.6797 71.80 60.32

142 Solomon	Islands 0.6763 76.60 49.68

143 Madagascar 0.6757 70.70 61.32

144 United	Republic	of	Tanzania 0.6731 72.30 57.32

145 Nigeria 0.6567 72.00 53.01

146 Comoros 0.6553 75.10 46.39

147 India 0.6433 66.00 60.98

148 Rwanda 0.6329 64.90 60.08

149 Cameroon 0.6269 67.90 52.26

150 Ghana 0.6215 65.00 56.45

151 Democratic	Republic	of	the	Congo 0.6087 67.20 48.20

152 Nepal 0.5821 56.50 61.62

153 Morocco 0.5739 55.60 60.98

153 Yemen 0.5739 58.90 54.38

155 Liberia 0.5621 55.50 57.64

156 Djibouti 0.5599 70.30 27.37

Rank Country Index value
Adult literacy 

rate (%)

Combined 
gross enrol-

ment ratio 
for primary, 

secondary 
and tertiary 
schools (%)

157 Burundi 0.5587 59.30 49.01

158 Angola 0.5473 67.40 29.40

159 Timor-Leste 0.5445 50.10 63.16

160 Mauritania 0.5435 55.80 51.44

161 Haiti 0.5420 54.80 53.00

162 Sudan 0.5389 60.90 39.86

163 Togo 0.5342 53.20 53.85

164 Bhutan 0.5325 52.80 54.14

165 Eritrea 0.5291 64.20 30.32

166 Papua	New	Guinea 0.5210 57.80 40.70

167 Bangladesh 0.5182 53.50 48.46

168 Pakistan 0.5026 54.20 42.37

169 Sierra	Leone 0.4932 38.10 71.75

170 Mozambique 0.4918 44.40 58.75

171 Gambia 0.4609 42.50 53.27

172 Côte	d’Ivoire 0.4540 48.70 38.80

173 Benin 0.4448 40.50 52.43

174 Senegal 0.4250 41.90 43.70

175 Guinea-Bissau 0.4207 44.80 36.60

176 Central	African	Republic 0.4194 48.60 28.62

177 Ethiopia 0.4027 35.90 49.02

178 Guinea 0.3677 29.50 51.30

179 Afghanistan 0.3641 28.00 53.23

180 Chad 0.3363 31.80 37.29

181 Mali 0.3311 26.20 46.94

182 Burkina	Faso 0.3006 28.70 32.77

183 Niger 0.2819 28.70 27.16
 
 
Countries without education data

Democratic	People’s	Rep.	of	Korea …… …… ……

Kiribati …… …… 75.79

Marshall	Islands …… …… 62.33

Micronesia	(Federated	States	of) …… …… 83.56

Monaco …… 99.00 ……

Nauru …… …… 48.49

San	Marino …… 99.00 ……

Somalia …… …… ……

Tuvalu …… …… 69.23
 
Regional and economic groupings

Africa 0.6177 64.39 56.54

Americas 0.8679 90.80 78.78

Asia 0.8059 85.24 71.28

Europe 0.9464 98.53 86.92

Oceania 0.8381 88.69 71.84

Developed	countries 0.9502 98.49 88.14

Developing	countries	other	than	LDCs 0.8406 88.61 74.64

Least	developed	countries 0.5743 59.98 53.15

Small	island	developing	States 0.8136 86.39 70.84

Source:	Columns	4	and	5:	UNESCO
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Rank Country Index value

1 Republic	of	Korea 1.0000

2 Australia 0.9143

3 Spain 0.8286

4 New	Zealand 0.7714

4 United	Kingdom 0.7714

6 Japan 0.7571

6 United	States 0.7571

8 Canada 0.7286

9 Estonia 0.6857

9 Singapore	 0.6857

11 Bahrain 0.6714

12 Malaysia 0.6571

13 Denmark 0.6429

14 Germany 0.6143

15 France 0.6000

15 Netherlands 0.6000

17 Belgium 0.5857

18 Kazakhstan 0.5571

19 Lithuania 0.5286

20 Slovenia 0.5143

21 Austria 0.5000

21 Norway 0.5000

23 Cyprus 0.4857

23 Sweden 0.4857

25 Croatia 0.4571

26 Colombia 0.4429

26 Ireland 0.4429

28 Kyrgyzstan 0.4286

28 Mongolia 0.4286

30 Finland 0.4143

30 Israel 0.4143

32 China 0.3714

32 Mexico 0.3714

34 Chile 0.3429

34 Malta 0.3429

36 Guatemala 0.3143

36 Hungary 0.3143

36 Uzbekistan 0.3143

39 Bulgaria 0.3000

39 Nicaragua 0.3000

39 Tunisia 0.3000

42 Brazil 0.2857

42 Egypt 0.2857

42 Jordan 0.2857

45 Latvia 0.2714

45 Lebanon 0.2714

45 Portugal 0.2714

48 Greece 0.2571

48 Ukraine 0.2571

48 Uruguay 0.2571

51 Belarus 0.2429

51 Poland 0.2429

53 Kenya 0.2286

53 Kuwait 0.2286

55 Italy 0.2143

Rank Country Index value

55 TFYR	Macedonia 0.2143

55 Turkey 0.2143

58 Argentina 0.2000

58 Bolivia 0.2000

58 Costa	Rica 0.2000

58 India 0.2000

58 Republic	of	Moldova 0.2000

58 Switzerland 0.2000

64 Dominican	Republic 0.1857

64 Philippines 0.1857

64 Romania 0.1857

64 South	Africa 0.1857

68 Azerbaijan 0.1714

68 Brunei	Darussalam 0.1714

68 Cape	Verde 0.1714

68 Côte	d’Ivoire 0.1714

68 Libya 0.1714

68 Luxembourg 0.1714

68 Pakistan 0.1714

68 Peru 0.1714

76 Antigua	and	Barbuda 0.1571

76 Cameroon 0.1571

76 Congo 0.1571

76 Ecuador 0.1571

76 Montenegro 0.1571

76 Oman 0.1571

82 Andorra 0.1429

82 Grenada 0.1429

82 Sri	Lanka 0.1429

82 Venezuela 0.1429

86 Albania 0.1286

86 Czech	Republic 0.1286

86 Honduras 0.1286

86 Indonesia 0.1286

86
Lao	People’s	
Democratic	Republic 0.1286

86 Liechtenstein 0.1286

86 Morocco 0.1286

86 Qatar 0.1286

86 Russian	Federation 0.1286

86 Trinidad	and	Tobago 0.1286

86 United	Arab	Emirates 0.1286

97 Cambodia 0.1143

97 Cuba 0.1143

97 Mali 0.1143

97 Mauritania 0.1143

97 Mozambique 0.1143

102 Bangladesh 0.1000

102 Barbados 0.1000

102 Belize 0.1000

102 Botswana 0.1000

102 Niger 0.1000

102 Saudi	Arabia 0.1000

102 Sudan 0.1000

102 Togo 0.1000

Rank Country Index value

110 Equatorial	Guinea 0.0857

110 Ghana 0.0857

110 Guyana 0.0857

110 Jamaica 0.0857

110 Lesotho 0.0857

110 Thailand 0.0857

110 Viet	Nam 0.0857

117 Angola 0.0714

117 Bahamas 0.0714

117 Benin 0.0714

117 Bhutan 0.0714

117 El	Salvador 0.0714

117 Guinea-Bissau 0.0714

117
Iran	(Islamic	Republic	
of) 0.0714

117 Maldives 0.0714

117 Slovakia 0.0714

117 Uganda 0.0714

127 Afghanistan 0.0571

127 Burkina	Faso 0.0571

127 Chad 0.0571

127 Comoros 0.0571

127 Georgia 0.0571

127 Madagascar 0.0571

127 Mauritius 0.0571

127 Nepal 0.0571

135 Armenia 0.0429

135
Bosnia	and	
Herzegovina 0.0429

135 Ethiopia 0.0429

135 Iceland 0.0429

135 Iraq 0.0429

135 Serbia 0.0429

135 Seychelles 0.0429

135
United	Republic	of	
Tanzania 0.0429

135 Yemen 0.0429

144 Djibouti 0.0286

144 Dominica 0.0286

144 Eritrea 0.0286

144 Fiji 0.0286

144 Gabon 0.0286

144 Guinea 0.0286

144 Liberia 0.0286

144 Marshall	Islands 0.0286

144 Monaco 0.0286

144 Rwanda 0.0286

144 Saint	Lucia 0.0286

144 Tajikistan 0.0286

144 Zimbabwe 0.0286

157 Algeria 0.0143

157 Burundi 0.0143

157
Democratic	Republic	
of	the	Congo 0.0143

157 Gambia 0.0143

157 Kiribati 0.0143

Rank Country Index value

157
Micronesia	(Federated	
States	of) 0.0143

157 Namibia 0.0143

157 Nauru 0.0143

157 Nigeria 0.0143

157 Palau 0.0143

157 Papua	New	Guinea 0.0143

157 Paraguay 0.0143

157 Saint	Kitts	and	Nevis 0.0143

157
Saint	Vincent	and	the	
Grenadines 0.0143

157 Samoa 0.0143

157 San	Marino 0.0143

157
São	Tomé		
and	Príncipe 0.0143

157 Senegal 0.0143

157 Solomon	Islands 0.0143

157 Syrian	Arab	Republic 0.0143

157 Timor-Leste 0.0143

157 Tonga 0.0143

157 Vanuatu 0.0143
 
 
Countries without e-participation data

Central	African	
Republic

Democratic	People’s	
Republic	of	Korea

Haiti

Malawi

Myanmar

Panama

Sierra	Leone

Somalia

Suriname

Swaziland

Turkmenistan

Tuvalu

Zambia
 
Regional and economic groupings

Africa 0.0845

Americas 0.1982

Asia 0.2396

Europe 0.3236

Oceania 0.1440

Developed	countries 0.3867

Developing	countries	
other	than	LDCs 0.1840

Least	developed	
countries 0.0599

Small	island	
developing	States 0.0773

E-participation index



Caribbean
Anguilla
Antigua and Barbuda
Aruba
Bahamas
Barbados
British Virgin Islands
Cayman Islands
Cuba
Dominica
Dominican Republic
Grenada
Guadeloupe
Haiti
Jamaica
Martinique
Montserrat
Netherlands Antilles
Puerto Rico
Saint-Barthélemy
Saint Kitts and Nevis
Saint Lucia
Saint Martin (French part)
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
Trinidad and Tobago
Turks and Caicos Islands
United States Virgin Islands

Central America
Belize
Costa Rica
El Salvador
Guatemala
Honduras
Mexico
Nicaragua
Panama 

Northern America
Bermuda
Canada
Greenland
Saint Pierre and Miquelon
United States of America

South America
Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Ecuador
Falkland Islands (Malvinas)
French Guiana
Guyana
Paraguay
Peru
Suriname
Uruguay
Venezuela

Eastern Africa
Burundi
Comoros
Djibouti
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Kenya
Madagascar
Malawi
Mauritius
Mayotte
Mozambique
Réunion
Rwanda
Seychelles
Somalia
Uganda
United Republic of Tanzania
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Middle Africa
Angola
Cameroon
Central African Republic
Chad
Congo
Democratic Republic of the Congo
Equatorial Guinea
Gabon
São Tomé and Príncipe

Northern Africa
Algeria
Egypt
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
Morocco
Sudan
Tunisia
Western Sahara

Southern Africa
Botswana
Lesotho
Namibia
South Africa
Swaziland

Western Africa
Benin
Burkina Faso
Cape Verde
Côte d’Ivoire
Gambia
Ghana
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Liberia
Mali
Mauritania
Niger
Nigeria
Saint Helena
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Togo

Central Asia
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Tajikistan
Turkmenistan
Uzbekistan

Eastern Asia
China
Hong Kong Special 
 Administrative Region of China
Macao Special Administrative 
 Region of China
Democratic People’s 
 Republic of Korea
Japan
Mongolia
Republic of Korea

Southern Asia
Afghanistan
Bangladesh
Bhutan
India
Iran (Islamic Republic of)
Maldives
Nepal
Pakistan
Sri Lanka

South-Eastern Asia
Brunei Darussalam
Cambodia
Indonesia
Lao People’s Democratic Republic
Malaysia
Myanmar
Philippines
Singapore
Thailand
Timor-Leste
Viet Nam

Western Asia
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Bahrain
Cyprus
Georgia
Iraq
Israel
Jordan
Kuwait
Lebanon
Oman
Qatar
Saudi Arabia
Syrian Arab Republic
Turkey
United Arab Emirates
Yemen

Australia and New Zealand
Australia
New Zealand
Norfolk Island

Melanesia
Fiji
New Caledonia
Papua New Guinea
Solomon Islands
Vanuatu

Micronesia
Guam
Kiribati
Marshall Islands
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Nauru
Northern Mariana Islands
Palau

Polynesia
American Samoa
Cook Islands
French Polynesia
Niue
Pitcairn
Samoa
Tokelau
Tonga
Tuvalu
Wallis and Futuna Islands 

Eastern Europe
Belarus
Bulgaria
Czech Republic
Hungary
Poland
Republic of Moldova
Romania
Russian Federation
Slovakia
Ukraine

Northern Europe
Åland Islands
Channel Islands
Denmark
Estonia
Faeroe Islands
Finland
Guernsey
Iceland
Ireland
Isle of Man
Jersey
Latvia
Lithuania
Norway
Svalbard and Jan Mayen Islands
Sweden
United Kingdom of Great Britain 
 and Northern Ireland

Southern Europe
Albania
Andorra
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Croatia
Gibraltar
Greece
Holy See
Italy
Malta
Montenegro
Portugal
San Marino
Serbia
Slovenia
Spain
The former Yugoslav Republic 
 of Macedonia

Western Europe
Austria
Belgium
France
Germany
Liechtenstein
Luxembourg
Monaco
Netherlands
Switzerland 

AfricaAmericas Asia OceaniaEurope
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Disclaimer: The designations employed and 
the presentation of material on this map do not 
imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever 
on the par t of the Secretariat of the United 
Nations concerning the legal status of any 
country, territory, city or area or of its authori-
ties, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers 
or boundaries.

Regional groupingsMap 4.6
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United Nations E-Government Survey 2010
Leveraging e-government at a time of financial and economic crisis

The United Nations global survey of e-government presents a systematic assessment of the use and potential of 

information and communication technology to transform the public sector by enhancing transparency, efficiency, 

access to public services and citizen participation in all countries and at all levels of development. By studying broad 

patterns of e-government around the world, the report identifies leading countries in e-government development. 

It also suggests a way forward for those that have yet to take advantage of its tremendous power.

The 2010 edition of the survey was prepared against a backdrop of financial and economic crisis that is putting 

tremendous pressure on governments to do more with less. The report examines transparency of stimulus funding 

and finds that open data – the free sharing of government information based on common standards – could do a 

great deal to assuage unease and regain the public trust. The authors also argue that e-government technology, 

while no substitute for good policy, may provide regulators with a much-needed means of grappling with the speed 

and complexity of financial markets. Similarly, e-government can add agility to public service delivery and help 

governments respond to an expanded set of demands even as revenues fall short and deficits soar. This report, the 

fifth in the United Nations e-government series, tells us how.

The United Nations E-Government Survey is a product of the United Nations Department of Economic and 

Social Affairs. The department, through its Division for Public Administration and Development Management, has 

published this world report on e-government since 2003 and is regularly called upon to advise national administra-

tions on ways to expand public sector use of ICT to advance on internationally-agreed development goals, including 

the Millennium Development Goals.

For more information

Visit the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs at:  

http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/

Visit the UN Division for Public Administration and Development Management at:  

http://www.unpan.org/dpag/

Visit the UN E-Government Knowledge Base at: 

http://www2.unpan.org/egovkb/




