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Abstract 

There is a core concept of good governance, the combination of authority and 

responsibility to pursue the common good that goes back over millennia in different geographies 

around the world. Based on a contemporary interpretation of this concept, the paper develops a 

measure of the quality of governance as service delivery. This measure is applied to rate and 

rank the governance performance of major states in India in 2001-02 and 2011-12. The 

governance measure has been derived from the three main pillars of the government, i.e., the 

legislature, the judiciary and, especially, the executive. These pillars are represented by five 

dimensions: infrastructure services; social services; fiscal performance; justice, law & order; and 

quality of the legislature. Performance on each dimension of governance has been measured 

using indicators that are based exclusively on official factual data, not perceptions or opinions 

drawn from unrepresentative samples. The results show considerable stability of the cluster of 

high performing and low performing governments at the top and the bottom of governance 

rankings over the period analysed, though there are also some interesting dynamics of change. 

The paper also presents a second set of results that correct for the strong correlation between 

governance quality and the level of development.  When we correct for the effect of development 

on the quality of governance, it turns out that some of the poorer states significantly improve their 

rank, implying their governance performance is much better than would be expected at their level 

of development. 
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Negative indicators 
The Zij’s corresponding to the negative indicators are multiplied by the factor (-1) to make 

them unidirectional with the rest. 

Constructing the index 

The development adjusted score for a particular dimension (DAG) is computed by taking 
the average of the normalized scores (Xij’s) of the adjusted indicators. The av-erage of the 

scores of each dimension yields the Development Adjusted Governance Index (DAGI). 
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Table A7: Fiscal Performance

2001 2011 DAG
fiscal

 2011

States ordered by 
2011 actual rank 

Dev. 
Exp.  %               
of Total 

Exp. 
2001-02 

Own 
tax 

revenue       
%                
of 

GSDP, 
2001-02 

Composite 
Score 

Rank 

Dev. 
Exp.               

of Total 
Exp. 

2011-12 

% 
Change 
2001 to 

2011 

Own 
tax 

revenue       
%                
of 

GSDP, 
2011-12 

% 
Change 
2001 to 

2011 

Composite 
Score 

Rank 

Rank 
change 

w.r.t.
2001

Dev. 
Exp.  %               
of Total 

Exp. 
2011-12 

Own 
tax 

revenue       
%                
of 

GSDP, 
2011-12 

Composite 
Score 

Rank 

Rank 
change 

w.r.t.
2011

actual

Karnataka 67 8.18 0.94 1 73.4 9.55 10.13 23.84 0.97 1 (0) 7.88 3.08 0.97 1 (0) 

Chhattisgarh 65 6.15 0.67 6 75.1 15.54 8.06 31.06 0.81 2 (+4) 9.58 1.01 0.81 2 (0) 

Madhya Pradesh 65.6 5.1 0.56 9 68.3 4.12 8.65 69.61 0.74 3 (+6) 2.78 1.60 0.74 3 (0) 

Andhra Pradesh 65.4 6.95 0.77 4 71 8.56 8.04 15.68 0.73 4 (0) 5.48 0.99 0.73 4 (0) 

Tamil Nadu 58.1 8.08 0.76 5 63.4 9.12 8.95 10.77 0.67 5 (0) -2.12 1.89 0.67 5 (0) 

Gujarat 70.4 6.95 0.86 2 69.8 -0.85 7.44 7.05 0.65 6 (-4) 4.28 0.39 0.65 6 (0) 

Haryana 64.8 7.55 0.82 3 71.8 10.80 6.76 -10.46 0.63 7 (-4) 6.28 -0.30 0.63 7 (0) 

Maharashtra 55.6 7.24 0.62 7 68.4 23.02 7.31 0.97 0.62 8 (-1) 2.88 0.25 0.62 8 (0) 

Odisha 52.1 4.87 0.28 16 69.7 33.78 6.21 27.52 0.54 9 (+7) 4.18 -0.85 0.54 9 (0) 

Rajasthan 59.3 5.67 0.51 11 68.4 15.35 6.29 10.93 0.52 10 (+1) 2.88 -0.76 0.52 10 (0) 

Uttar Pradesh 51.2 5.18 0.30 15 59.2 15.63 7.75 49.61 0.48 11 (+4) -6.32 0.70 0.48 11 (0) 

Uttarakhand 63.3 5.87 0.60 8 67.8 7.11 5.75 -2.04 0.46 12 (-4) 2.28 -1.30 0.46 12 (0) 

Himachal Pradesh 62.3 5.11 0.50 12 63.2 1.44 6.32 23.68 0.43 13 (-1) -2.32 -0.73 0.43 13 (0) 

Assam 60.1 4 0.33 14 63.9 6.32 6.07 51.75 0.42 14 (0) -1.62 -0.98 0.42 14 (0) 

Kerala 53.3 7.03 0.55 10 52.2 -2.06 8.35 18.78 0.40 15 (-5) -13.32 1.30 0.40 15 (0) 

Bihar 46.7 3.81 0.06 19 66.9 43.25 5.1 33.86 0.39 16 (+3) 1.38 -1.95 0.39 16 (0) 

Jharkhand 66.6 3.88 0.44 13 66.9 0.45 4.83 24.48 0.36 17 (-4) 1.38 -2.22 0.36 17 (0) 

Punjab 43.4 6.04 0.26 17 48.8 12.44 7.35 21.69 0.25 18 (-1) -16.72 0.30 0.25 18 (0) 

West Bengal 53.2 4.17 0.22 18 56.7 6.58 4.63 11.03 0.15 19 (-1) -8.82 -2.42 0.15 19 (0) 
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Table A8: Justice, Law & Order 

2001 2011 DAGlawor 2011 

States ordered by 
2011 actual rank 

Rate of 
Violent 
Crimes 

Proportion 
of trials 

completed 
within 3 

years (%) 

Composite 
Score 

Rank 
Rate of 
Violent 
Crimes 

% 
Change 
2001 to 

2011 

Proportion 
of trials 

completed 
within 3 

years (%) 

% 
Change 
2001 to 

2011 

Composite 
Score 

Rank 

Rank 
change 

w,r.t. 
2001 

Rate of 
Violent 
Crimes 

Proportion 
of trials 

completed 
within 3 

years (%) 

Composite 
Score 

Rank 

Rank 
change 

w.r.t.
2011

actual

Gujarat 13.7 53 0.58 7 12.7 -7.30 70.22 32.49 0.92 1 (+6) -11.02 1.35 0.80 5 (-4) 

Andhra Pradesh 15.2 71.2 0.71 3 14.5 -4.61 75.5 6.04 0.89 2 (+1) -9.22 12.69 0.90 2 (0) 

Uttarakhand 19.4 47.3 0.35 15 14.8 -23.71 74.33 57.15 0.87 3 (+12) -8.92 7.19 0.84 4 (-1) 

Punjab 11.9 75.2 0.90 1 15.1 26.89 61.96 -17.61 0.75 4 (-3) -8.62 -2.69 0.73 9 (-5) 

Tamil Nadu 20.1 77.5 0.64 5 20 -0.50 74.47 -3.91 0.72 5 (0) -3.72 6.33 0.77 6 (-1) 

Chhattisgarh 20.3 81.3 0.68 4 19.9 -1.97 71.22 -12.40 0.69 6 (-2) -3.82 15.54 0.86 3 (+3) 

Madhya Pradesh 27 70 0.46 11 20.7 -23.33 72.07 2.96 0.69 7 (+4) -3.02 20.38 0.90 1 (+6) 

Rajasthan 36.6 56.9 0.25 16 15.6 -57.38 54.55 -4.13 0.66 8 (+8) -8.12 -0.92 0.74 7 (+1) 

Karnataka 23.4 67.6 0.49 10 28.3 20.94 75.34 11.45 0.61 9 (+1) 4.58 12.92 0.73 8 (+1) 

Himachal Pradesh 20.7 72.7 0.58 6 17 -17.87 49.91 -31.35 0.58 10 (-4) -6.72 -17.24 0.56 13 (-3) 

Haryana 19.1 68.7 0.58 8 26.7 39.79 69.94 1.80 0.58 11 (-3) 2.98 0.41 0.62 10 (+1) 

Kerala 36.3 70.9 0.40 13 42.7 17.63 79.14 11.62 0.54 12 (+1) 18.98 12.52 0.56 14 (-2) 

West Bengal 11.3 57.7 0.76 2 24.7 118.58 48.47 -16.00 0.41 13 (-11) 0.98 -8.77 0.55 16 (-3) 

Odisha 18.6 60 0.50 9 28.6 53.76 52.05 -13.25 0.40 14 (-5) 4.88 -2.24 0.57 12 (+2) 

Jharkhand 27 41.1 0.17 17 25.2 -6.67 45.57 10.88 0.38 15 (+2) 1.48 -7.92 0.56 15 (0) 

Maharashtra 18.6 46 0.35 14 23.5 26.34 41.73 -9.28 0.37 16 (-2) -0.22 -27.69 0.37 18 (-2) 

Uttar Pradesh 23 32.5 0.13 19 16.5 -28.26 22.17 -31.78 0.35 17 (+2) -7.22 -24.57 0.49 17 (0) 

Bihar 28.9 40 0.14 18 30 3.81 42.98 7.45 0.31 18 (0) 6.28 2.80 0.61 11 (+7) 

Assam 33.3 74.7 0.45 12 54.2 62.76 50.71 -32.12 0.25 19 (-7) 30.48 -0.12 0.29 19 (0) 
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Table A9: Quality of Legislature 

2001 2011 DAGlegis 2011 

States ordered by 
2011 actual rank 

% of 
MLA's 
with 

serious 
criminal 
charges 
pending
, 2003-

08 

% of 
Women 
MLA's,  
2003-08 

Composite 
Score R

an
k 

% of 
MLA's 
with 

serious 
criminal 
charges 
pending, 
2009-13 

% 
Change 
2001 to 

2011 

% of 
Women 
MLA's, 
2009-13 

% 
Change 
2001 to 

2011 

Composite 
Score R

an
k 

Rank 
change 

w.r.t.
2001

% of 
MLA's 
with 

serious 
criminal 
charges 
pending, 
2009-13 

% of 
Women 
MLA's, 
2009-13 

Composite 
Score R

an
k 

Rank 
change 

w.r.t.
2011

actual

Assam 4 10.3 0.93 1 6.4 60.00 11.2 8.74 0.86 1 (0) -13.86 0.29 0.80 3 (-2) 

Punjab 4.3 6 0.70 2 6.8 58.14 12 100.00 0.86 2 (0) -6.42 4.28 0.86 2 (0) 

Rajasthan 9.2 6.1 0.42 10 9.5 3.26 14.1 131.15 0.78 3 (+7) -8.39 4.26 0.90 1 (+2) 

Chhattisgarh 6.6 6.6 0.54 5 8.9 34.85 11.1 68.18 0.69 4 (+1) -8.89 1.31 0.76 4 (0) 

Uttarakhand 10 5.7 0.38 13 7.1 -29.00 7.1 24.56 0.64 5 (+8) -4.84 -0.04 0.62 7 (-2) 

Andhra Pradesh 10.4 8.7 0.50 6 9.5 -8.65 10.2 17.24 0.62 6 (0) -4.65 2.06 0.72 5 (+1) 

Madhya Pradesh 15.4 8.4 0.41 11 19.6 27.27 13 54.76 0.52 7 (+4) -0.21 2.29 0.65 6 (+1) 

Himachal Pradesh 11.8 7.4 0.42 9 7.4 -37.29 4.4 -40.54 0.50 8 (+1) -4.54 -2.74 0.49 11 (-3) 

Bihar 29.2 10.3 0.43 8 32.6 11.64 14.5 40.78 0.50 9 (-1) 6.92 1.12 0.47 14 (-5) 

Gujarat 12.1 8.8 0.47 7 13.7 13.22 8.8 0.00 0.43 10 (-3) 2.64 2.06 0.59 8 (+2) 

Haryana 14.4 7.8 0.40 12 14.4 0.00 8.9 14.10 0.42 11 (+1) 3.67 2.31 0.58 9 (+2) 

West Bengal 10.6 12 0.64 3 25.6 141.51 11.6 -3.33 0.41 12 (-9) 8.61 2.17 0.49 10 (+2) 

Kerala 12.2 5 0.31 15 9.5 -22.13 5.1 2.00 0.41 13 (+2) -2.71 -2.16 0.48 12 (+1) 

Tamil Nadu 10.7 9.8 0.54 4 15.8 47.66 7.3 -25.51 0.33 14 (-10) 4.36 0.39 0.48 13 (+1) 

Jharkhand 25 6.9 0.29 16 32.5 30.00 10.4 50.72 0.33 15 (+1) 13.60 0.10 0.30 16 (-1) 

Uttar Pradesh 18.7 5.7 0.27 17 22.2 18.72 8.1 42.11 0.29 16 (+1) -0.14 -3.76 0.36 15 (+1) 

Odisha 16.6 7.6 0.37 14 21.2 27.71 4.8 -36.84 0.17 17 (-3) 2.71 -5.31 0.23 18 (-1) 

Maharashtra 18.8 4.2 0.20 18 19.7 4.79 3.9 -7.14 0.15 18 (0) 8.91 -2.71 0.24 17 (+1) 

Karnataka 8.3 0.5 0.20 19 17.6 112.05 2.3 360.00 0.10 19 (0) 3.25 -5.93 0.19 19 (0)
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Table A10: Composite Governance Index 
2001 2011 DAGI 2011 

States ordered by 2011 
actual rank 

GPI 2001 Rank GPI 2011 Rank 

Rank 
change 

compared to 
2001 

DAGI 
2011 

Rank 

Rank 
change 

compared to 
2011 Actual 

Gujarat 0.66 1 0.65 1 (0) 0.60 6 (-5) 

Tamil Nadu 0.60 2 0.61 2 (0) 0.61 4 (-2) 

Andhra Pradesh 0.53 6 0.59 3 (+3) 0.61 5 (-2) 

Kerala 0.57 4 0.59 4 (0) 0.57 9 (-5) 

Punjab 0.60 3 0.58 5 (-2) 0.58 8 (-3) 

Karnataka 0.51 7 0.57 6 (+1) 0.62 3 (+3) 

Uttarakhand 0.36 14 0.56 7 (+7) 0.50 12 (-5) 

Chhattisgarh 0.48 10 0.54 8 (+2) 0.64 1 (+7) 

Haryana 0.55 5 0.53 9 (-4) 0.50 11 (-2) 

Maharashtra 0.50 8 0.50 10 (-2) 0.46 13 (-3) 

Himachal Pradesh 0.50 9 0.50 11 (-2) 0.46 14 (-3) 

Rajasthan 0.34 16 0.50 12 (+4) 0.58 7 (+5) 

Madhya Pradesh 0.38 13 0.49 13 (0) 0.63 2 (+11) 

Assam 0.43 12 0.35 14 (-2) 0.41 18 (+-4) 

West Bengal 0.44 11 0.34 15 (-4) 0.43 16 (-1) 

Odisha 0.35 15 0.31 16 (-1) 0.42 17 (-1) 

Jharkhand 0.27 17 0.30 17 (0) 0.41 19 (-2) 

Bihar 0.16 19 0.29 18 (+1) 0.55 10 (+8) 

Uttar Pradesh 0.19 18 0.29 19 (-1) 0.45 15 (+4) 
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Appendix 3: Comparison of Different State Performance Estimates 

We have here compared the relative rankings for the set of nineteen states that were 
covered in our study. Though the different studies evaluate state performance by different criteria, 
the composition of best and worst performing states is remarkably robust. Thus, the top three 
best performers are the same in Mundle et al. 2015 and Debroy et al. 2013: Gujarat, Tamil Nadu 
and Andhra. The same three states appear in the group of six best performing states in three out 
of the five studies. Karnataka also appears in the best performing group in 3 studies (Table A11). 

At the other end the same six states appear in the group of worst performing states in 
both Mundle et al. 2015 and Debroy et al. 2013: Assam and Bihar appear among the bottom six 
in all five studies. Bengal, Odisha, and Jharkhand appear in the bottom six in three out of the five 
studies. The main outlier among the studies is Jharkhand, which appears among the top six in the 
World Bank ranking but in the bottom six in all other rankings. 

Six Best Performing States 

Public Service 
Delivery 

Economic 
Freedom 

Competitiveness Ease of Doing 
Business 

Policy Effectiveness 
Index 

(Mundle et al. 2015) (Debroy et al. 2013) 
(LKY 2015) 

(World Bank 2015) (Malhotra 2014) 

Gujarat Gujarat Maharashtra Gujarat Punjab 

Tamil Nadu Tamil Nadu Tamil Nadu Andhra Pradesh Himachal Pradesh 

Andhra Pradesh Andhra Pradesh Karnataka Jharkhand Karnataka 

Kerala Haryana Gujarat Chhattisgarh Haryana 

Punjab Himachal Pradesh Andhra Pradesh Madhya Pradesh Maharashtra 

Karnataka Madhya Pradesh Uttar Pradesh Rajasthan Tamil Nadu 

Public Service 
Delivery 

Economic 
Freedom 

Competitiveness Ease of Doing 
Business 

Mundle et  al. 2015 Debroy et al. 2013
LKY 2015 

World Bank 2015 

Policy Effectiveness 
Index 

Assam Odisha Himachal 
Pradesh 

Punjab Kerala 

West Bengal Uttar Pradesh Bihar Himachal Pradesh West Bengal 

Odisha West Bengal Assam Kerala Assam 

Jharkhand Jharkhand Uttarakhand Bihar Madhya Pradesh 
(+Chhattisgarh) 

Bihar Assam Chhattisgarh Assam Bihar 
(+Jharkhand) 

Uttar Pradesh Bihar Jharkhand Uttarakhand Odisha 
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Six Worst Performing States 

Table A11: Comparison of Different States’ Performance Estimates 

(Malhotra 2014) 
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