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Appendix A: Sampling Frame and Survey Participant 
Characteristics 
 
Appendix A contains information about members of the 2014 Reform Efforts Survey sampling frame 
compared to survey recipients and survey participants, as well as additional demographic information 
about survey participants, which we collected via the survey questionnaire. 
 
Survey Recipient and Participant Distribution by Sex 
 
Table A.1 indicates that the global recipient sample included 30,926 male and 12,513 female survey 
recipients, a ratio of roughly 247 males per every 10049 females. This ratio, though significantly higher 
than the 101:100 male-to-female ratio in the general world population, almost certainly reflects the 
patriarchalism of public sector staffing in developing countries (World Bank 2011, 2014). Despite 
significant differences in male and female participation rates, the male-to-female ratio among survey 
participants was only slightly higher than that of both sampling frame members and survey recipients. 
4,976 males and 1,768 females participated in the survey, yielding a male-to-female ratio among 
participants of 281:100. 
 

Table A.1: The Sex of Sampling Frame Members, by Level of 
Participation in Survey 
 Sampling Frame Recipient Sample Participants 
 # % # % # % 
Female 15412 28.03% 12513 28.81% 1768 26.22% 
Male 39578 71.97% 30926 71.19% 4976 73.78% 

 
Survey Recipient and Participant Distribution by Stakeholder Group 

Table A.2 shows the distribution and number of sampling frame members, survey recipients, and survey 
participants by each of the five stakeholder groups: host government officials, development partner staff, 
NGO/CSO leaders, private sector representatives, and independent country experts. Analysis of the 
participant sample vis-à-vis the recipient sample finds that we have lower than expected participation 
rates among host government officials and private sector representatives, and higher than expected 
participation rates among development partner staff, CSO/NGO leaders, and independent experts. 
Despite this, the overall distribution of survey participants by stakeholder group suggests that, at the 
stakeholder group level, our sample of survey participants is substantively representative of the sampling 
frame.  

Table A.2: The Distribution and Number of Sampling Frame Members, Survey 
Recipients, and Survey Participants by Stakeholder Group 

 

# in 
Sampling 
Frame 

% of 
Sampling 
Frame 

# in 
Recipient 
Sample 

% of 
Recipient 
Sample 

# of 
Participants 

% of 
Participants 

Overall 54,990  43,439  6,744  
Host Government 33,723 61.33% 25,919 59.67% 3,407 50.52% 
Development 
Partners 9,728 17.69% 8,371 19.27% 1,473 21.84% 
CSO/NGO 4,416 8.03% 3,362 7.74% 738 10.94% 
Private Sector 3,204 5.83% 2,610 6.01% 319 4.73% 
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Independent Experts 3,919 7.13% 3,177 7.31% 807 11.97% 
 
For example, while 59.6% of the survey recipient sample is made up of host government officials, 50.2% 
of the participants in the 2014 Reform Efforts Survey are from this same stakeholder group. Whereas 
development partner officials make up 19.2% of the survey recipient sample, they represent 21.8% of the 
survey participant sample. A similar pattern is observed among civil society representatives. Additionally, 
rather than suggest bias, our survey results indicate that we managed to secure the participation of a 
broad and representative cross-section of development policymakers and practitioners across each of the 
five different stakeholder groups. 
 
Survey Recipient and Participant Distribution by Country 

Table A.3 indicates the count and share of sampling frame members, survey recipients, and survey 
participants by country. As shown in Figure A1.1, the distribution of survey recipients by country 
demonstrates a roughly normal distribution with a country mean of 345 and a median of 359.5 survey 
recipients. The five largest sample country strata by survey recipients are diverse; they include Ecuador 
(784), Afghanistan (768), Indonesia (690), Morocco (667), and Georgia (573). Small islands (e.g., Cape 
Verde), semi-autonomous states (e.g., Puntland, Somaliland, and Zanzibar), and highly repressive 
regimes (e.g., Turkmenistan and North Korea) account for the countries with the smallest recipient 
sample strata.  

The distribution of survey participants by country largely mirrors this pattern. The five countries with the 
largest number of survey recipients include Afghanistan (196), Georgia (132), Jordan (131), Haiti (113), 
and Liberia (109), while the five countries with the smallest number of survey participants include 
Zanzibar (3), Puntland (9), Equatorial Guinea (9), Somaliland (12), and Cuba (13). The bivariate 
correlation between the percent of survey recipients and the percent of survey participants by country is 
both strong (0.767) and statistically significant. 

Figure A1.1: The Distribution of Survey Recipients by Sample Country 
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While there is significant variation in response rates by country, the results in Table A.3 demonstrate that 
we did obtain relatively high numbers of responses from nearly all sample countries. Between the overall 
survey recipient and participant samples, the coefficient of variation in country-specific sample size 
increases from 44.18% to 55.46%; however, we find no evidence that this result owes its explanation to 
low levels of response in smaller sample countries.1 Nor do we find that the variation in participant country 
sample size is attributable to unusually high levels of response from already large sample countries.  

The data provided in Table A.3 indicate that countries with unusually high response rates vary in sample 
size, as do countries with unusually low response rates.2 We do find greater variation in the number of 
survey participants from mid-size sample countries than from either the smallest or largest sample 
countries (see Figure A1.2). This helps to explain the increase in the coefficient of variation among 
country-specific samples without suggesting that it is due to either unusually low response rates in small 
sample countries or unusually high response rates in large sample countries. 

Table A.3: The Distribution and Number of Sampling Frame Members, Survey 
Recipients, and Survey Participants by Country3 

ISO-
3 Country 

# in 
Sampl
ing 
Frame 

% of 
Sampl
ing 
Frame 

# of 
Recipie
nts 

% of 
Recipie
nts 

# of 
Particip
ants 

% of 
Particip
ants 

% 
Change
: 
Samplin
g Frame 
to 
Particip
ants 

AFG Afghanistan 927 1.69% 768 1.77% 196 2.91% 
+72.40

% 
ALB Albania 505 0.92% 373 0.86% 59 0.87% -4.74% 
DZA Algeria 365 0.66% 298 0.69% 40 0.59% -10.64% 
AGO Angola 504 0.92% 365 0.84% 46 0.68% -25.58% 

ARM Armenia 532 0.97% 414 0.95% 93 1.38% 
+42.54

% 
AZE Azerbaijan 500 0.91% 364 0.84% 45 0.67% -26.61% 
BGD Bangladesh 550 1.00% 466 1.07% 68 1.01% +0.81% 
BLR Belarus 210 0.38% 206 0.47% 25 0.37% -2.93% 

BLZ Belize 225 0.41% 163 0.38% 39 0.58% 
+41.33

% 
BEN Benin 440 0.80% 338 0.78% 40 0.59% -25.87% 

BTN Bhutan 251 0.46% 192 0.44% 43 0.64% 
+39.69

% 
BOL Bolivia 511 0.93% 487 1.12% 63 0.93% +0.53% 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1 An insignificant Pearson’s correlation coefficient of -0.144 between the relative size of a sample country recipient stratum and that 
country’s response rate—and examination of an accompanying scatterplot—suggests that, although variation in sample size 
between countries increases among survey participants, smaller sample countries did not, on average, have lower response rates 
than other sample countries. Country-specific sample sizes in both the overall survey recipient and participant samples were 
measured by survey participant and recipient counts. 
2 The average over-sampled country had 448.33 sampling frame members, while the average under-sampled country had 509.88 
sampling frame members. A difference in means test between the two groups of sample countries resulted in an insignificant p-
value of 0.869.   
3 Green shading indicates a higher than expected receipt rate or participation rate at p<0.05, based on the overall receipt and 
participation rates of 78.99% and 12.26%, and given the country distribution of sampling frame members. Red shading indicates a 
lower than expected receipt or participation rate. 
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BIH 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 501 0.91% 417 0.96% 78 1.16% 

+26.95
% 

BWA Botswana 272 0.49% 249 0.57% 24 0.36% -28.05% 
BRA Brazil 568 1.03% 461 1.06% 53 0.79% -23.92% 
BGR Bulgaria 410 0.75% 365 0.84% 54 0.80% +7.39% 
BFA Burkina Faso 537 0.98% 415 0.96% 64 0.95% -2.82% 
BDI Burundi 497 0.90% 366 0.84% 54 0.80% -11.41% 

KHM Cambodia 713 1.30% 529 1.22% 98 1.45% 
+12.07

% 
CMR Cameroon 453 0.82% 361 0.83% 38 0.56% -31.60% 
CPV Cape Verde 306 0.56% 255 0.59% 31 0.46% -17.39% 

CAF 
Central African 
Republic 331 0.60% 259 0.60% 30 0.44% -26.10% 

TCD Chad 286 0.52% 208 0.48% 24 0.36% -31.58% 
CHN China 467 0.85% 360 0.83% 29 0.43% -49.37% 
COL Colombia 586 1.07% 562 1.29% 68 1.01% -5.38% 
COM Comoros 292 0.53% 237 0.55% 26 0.39% -27.40% 
COD DRC 546 0.99% 406 0.93% 67 0.99% +0.06% 
COG Congo 327 0.59% 255 0.59% 24 0.36% -40.15% 
CIV Côte D'Ivoire 463 0.84% 359 0.83% 38 0.56% -33.08% 
CUB Cuba 210 0.38% 205 0.47% 13 0.19% -49.52% 
DJI Djibouti 256 0.47% 204 0.47% 22 0.33% -29.93% 

DOM Dominican Republic 393 0.71% 376 0.87% 64 0.95% 
+32.79

% 
ECU Ecuador 801 1.46% 784 1.80% 45 0.67% -54.19% 
EGY Egypt 548 1.00% 454 1.05% 71 1.05% +5.64% 

SLV El Salvador 316 0.57% 303 0.70% 53 0.79% 
+36.76

% 
GNQ Equatorial Guinea 110 0.20% 106 0.24% 9 0.13% -33.29% 
ERI Eritrea 194 0.35% 142 0.33% 22 0.33% -7.53% 

ETH Ethiopia 626 1.14% 469 1.08% 85 1.26% 
+10.72

% 
FJI Fiji 259 0.47% 148 0.34% 31 0.46% -2.40% 
GMB Gambia 365 0.66% 283 0.65% 46 0.68% +2.76% 

GEO Georgia 714 1.30% 573 1.32% 132 1.96% 
+50.74

% 
GHA Ghana 758 1.38% 557 1.28% 83 1.23% -10.72% 

GTM Guatemala 352 0.64% 332 0.76% 64 0.95% 
+48.25

% 
GIN Guinea 498 0.91% 359 0.83% 34 0.50% -44.33% 
GNB Guinea-Bissau 244 0.44% 187 0.43% 31 0.46% +3.59% 

GUY Guyana 273 0.50% 222 0.51% 39 0.58% 
+16.48

% 

HTI Haiti 611 1.11% 492 1.13% 113 1.68% 
+50.80

% 

HND Honduras 539 0.98% 511 1.18% 75 1.11% 
+13.46

% 
IND India 486 0.88% 427 0.98% 47 0.70% -21.15% 
IDN Indonesia 832 1.51% 690 1.59% 108 1.60% +5.84% 
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IRN Iran 514 0.93% 393 0.90% 36 0.53% -42.89% 

IRQ Iraq 510 0.93% 428 0.99% 99 1.47% 
+58.28

% 

JAM Jamaica 281 0.51% 213 0.49% 44 0.65% 
+27.68

% 

JOR Jordan 694 1.26% 519 1.19% 131 1.94% 
+53.91

% 
KAZ Kazakhstan 391 0.71% 378 0.87% 26 0.39% -45.78% 
KEN Kenya 670 1.22% 488 1.12% 72 1.07% -12.38% 

KIR Kiribati 120 0.22% 83 0.19% 20 0.30% 
+35.90

% 

PRK North Korea4 121 0.22% 94 0.22% 23 0.34% 
+54.99

% 

XKX Kosovo 547 0.99% 336 0.77% 87 1.29% 
+29.69

% 

KUI Kurdistan 125 0.23% 106 0.24% 27 0.40% 
+76.12

% 

KGZ Kyrgyzstan 515 0.94% 474 1.09% 79 1.17% 
+25.08

% 
LAO Laos 385 0.70% 274 0.63% 37 0.55% -21.64% 
LSO Lesotho 289 0.53% 170 0.39% 19 0.28% -46.39% 

LBR Liberia 653 1.19% 512 1.18% 109 1.62% 
+36.11

% 
MKD Macedonia 527 0.96% 418 0.96% 71 1.05% +9.85% 

MDG Madagascar 551 1.00% 408 0.94% 91 1.35% 
+34.67

% 

MWI Malawi 619 1.13% 492 1.13% 96 1.42% 
+26.46

% 
MDV Maldives 281 0.51% 207 0.48% 28 0.42% -18.75% 
MLI Mali 520 0.95% 415 0.96% 62 0.92% -2.78% 

MHL Marshall Islands 154 0.28% 126 0.29% 26 0.39% 
+37.66

% 
MRT Mauritania 449 0.82% 364 0.84% 56 0.83% +1.70% 

FSM Micronesia 130 0.24% 86 0.20% 20 0.30% 
+25.44

% 

MDA Moldova 545 0.99% 378 0.87% 94 1.39% 
+40.64

% 
MNG Mongolia 490 0.89% 304 0.70% 48 0.71% -20.12% 
MNE Montenegro 387 0.70% 288 0.66% 41 0.61% -13.61% 
MAR Morocco 839 1.53% 667 1.54% 77 1.14% -25.17% 
MOZ Mozambique 739 1.34% 553 1.27% 67 0.99% -26.07% 
MM
R Myanmar 341 0.62% 277 0.64% 58 0.86% 

+38.69
% 

NAM Namibia 531 0.97% 395 0.91% 49 0.73% -24.76% 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
4 We collected the contact information of North Korean government officials and of other stakeholder group representatives 
physically located in North Korea. However, due to safety considerations, we intentionally removed each of these cohorts from the 
final sampling frame. Thus, the North Korean segment of final sampling frame includes only those development partner staff and 
officials, CSO/NGO representatives, private sector representatives, and independent country experts who we identified as working 
outside of North Korea at the time of the survey. It does not include North Korean government officials or any other individuals 
physically located in North Korea. 
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NPL Nepal 595 1.08% 444 1.02% 95 1.41% 
+30.19

% 
NIC Nicaragua 516 0.94% 483 1.11% 68 1.01% +7.45% 
NER Niger 544 0.99% 404 0.93% 51 0.76% -23.56% 
NGA Nigeria 756 1.37% 557 1.28% 77 1.14% -16.95% 
PAK Pakistan 509 0.93% 414 0.95% 65 0.96% +4.13% 

PSE Palestine 432 0.79% 348 0.80% 95 1.41% 
+79.31

% 
PNG Papua New Guinea 289 0.53% 196 0.45% 21 0.31% -40.75% 

PRY Paraguay 330 0.60% 318 0.73% 51 0.76% 
+26.02

% 

PER Peru 530 0.96% 513 1.18% 73 1.08% 
+12.31

% 

PHL Philippines 569 1.03% 439 1.01% 98 1.45% 
+40.44

% 
PSM Puntland 88 0.16% 62 0.14% 9 0.13% -16.61% 
ROU Romania 397 0.72% 308 0.71% 40 0.59% -17.84% 
RWA Rwanda 633 1.15% 530 1.22% 58 0.86% -25.29% 
WS
M Samoa 229 0.42% 197 0.45% 32 0.47% 

+13.94
% 

STP 
Sao Tome and 
Principe 188 0.34% 156 0.36% 20 0.30% -13.26% 

SEN Senegal 548 1.00% 453 1.04% 53 0.79% -21.14% 
SRB Serbia 472 0.86% 229 0.53% 46 0.68% -20.53% 
SLE Sierra Leone 479 0.87% 356 0.82% 52 0.77% -11.48% 
SLB Solomon Islands 260 0.47% 208 0.48% 27 0.40% -15.32% 

SOM Somalia 332 0.60% 256 0.59% 54 0.80% 
+32.62

% 

SSM Somaliland 52 0.09% 42 0.10% 12 0.18% 
+88.17

% 
ZAF South Africa 630 1.15% 520 1.20% 52 0.77% -32.70% 
SSD South Sudan 290 0.53% 220 0.51% 26 0.39% -26.90% 
LKA Sri Lanka 431 0.78% 330 0.76% 44 0.65% -16.76% 

SDN Sudan 426 0.77% 315 0.73% 58 0.86% 
+11.02

% 
SUR Suriname 253 0.46% 210 0.48% 31 0.46% -0.09% 
SWZ Swaziland 234 0.43% 196 0.45% 17 0.25% -40.76% 
SYR Syria 592 1.08% 374 0.86% 73 1.08% +0.55% 

TJK Tajikistan 369 0.67% 348 0.80% 53 0.79% 
+17.12

% 
TZA Tanzania 745 1.35% 515 1.19% 55 0.82% -39.80% 
THA Thailand 664 1.21% 538 1.24% 41 0.61% -49.65% 
TLS Timor-Leste 571 1.04% 448 1.03% 73 1.08% +4.24% 
TGO Togo 336 0.61% 268 0.62% 38 0.56% -7.78% 
TON Tonga 219 0.40% 143 0.33% 26 0.39% -3.20% 
TUN Tunisia 377 0.69% 333 0.77% 45 0.67% -2.67% 
TUR Turkey 545 0.99% 439 1.01% 53 0.79% -20.71% 

TKM Turkmenistan 83 0.15% 73 0.17% 17 0.25% 
+67.01

% 
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TUV Tuvalu 156 0.28% 100 0.23% 23 0.34% 
+20.22

% 
UGA Uganda 709 1.29% 520 1.20% 71 1.05% -18.35% 
UKR Ukraine 440 0.80% 328 0.76% 49 0.73% -9.20% 

UZB Uzbekistan 286 0.52% 226 0.52% 40 0.59% 
+14.04

% 

VUT Vanuatu 228 0.41% 165 0.38% 50 0.74% 
+78.81

% 
VNM Vietnam 451 0.82% 362 0.83% 39 0.58% -29.49% 

YEM Yemen 565 1.03% 455 1.05% 105 1.56% 
+51.53

% 
ZMB Zambia 737 1.34% 534 1.23% 77 1.14% -14.81% 
EAZ Zanzibar 52 0.09% 37 0.09% 3 0.04% -52.96% 
ZWE Zimbabwe 475 0.86% 361 0.83% 51 0.76% -12.45% 

Coefficient of Variation 
42.94

%  
44.18

%  55.46%  
 

 

Figure A1.2: Country Size in Participant Sample by Country Size in Recipient Sample 

 
Note: The R value of 0.844 indicates a very strong, positive linear relationship between an average country's recipient sample size 
and participant sample size. 
 
Survey Recipient and Participant Distribution by Institution Type 
 
In Tables D.1-D.5, readers will note that the percentages in the “% of [Stakeholder Group] Recipients” 
column and the “% of [Stakeholder Group] Participants” closely mirror each other. For example, while 
2.40% of the host government individuals in the sampling frame (that received an email invitation) worked 
for a host government anti-corruption institution, 2.61% of host government survey participants worked for 
an anti-corruption institution. The statistically significant Pearson’s correlation coefficient between these 
two indicators (measured at the level of the institution type) is 0.9855, which suggests that the distribution 
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of survey participants is broadly representative of the distribution of survey recipients, especially after 
controlling for stakeholder group effects on the likelihood of survey participation.5  
 
The Professional Backgrounds of Survey Participants 
 
We also collected a significant amount of demographic data from those individuals who participated in the 
survey. Unfortunately, we do not have comparable demographic data for our non-participants that would 
allow us to draw inferences about the representativeness of our sample on these dimensions. However, it 
is important to understand the attributes of the survey participants in our sample, irrespective of the 
question of whether and to what degree they are representative of the individuals in the master sampling 
frame.  
 
Positions Held by Survey Participants 

Table A.4: Positions Held by Survey Participants 

Position 
# of 
Participants 

% of Stakeholder 
Group 

 
Host Government 
Head of State or Government 47 1.67% 
Vice Head of State or Government 18 0.64% 
Chief of Staff, Adviser, or Assistant to Head of State or 
Government or Vice Head of State or Government 59 2.10% 
Head of a Government Ministry/Agency/Commission 249 8.86% 
Vice Minister, Deputy Minister, Assistant Minister, State 
Minister, Joint Secretary, Deputy Commissioner 139 4.94% 
Secretary General, Permanent Secretary, or Director General 193 6.87% 
Chief of Staff, Chief of Cabinet, Adviser/Assistant to Head of a 
Government Ministry/Agency/Commission 83 2.95% 
Director/Head of Technical Unit, Department, or Office Within 
the Government Ministry/Agency/Commission 999 35.49% 
Technical Specialist, Adviser, or Consultant 444 15.80% 
Program Manager, Project Manager, Program Coordinator, 
Project Coordinator 264 9.39% 
Other 260 9.25% 
Don't Know 59 2.10% 
 
Development Partners 
Head of Organization 28 2.24% 
Chief of Staff, Adviser, or Assistant to Head of Organization 43 3.44% 
Ambassador, Mission Director, Country Director, Country 
Representative, Head of Mission/Country Office 242 19.34% 
Chargé, Deputy Chief of Mission, Deputy/Assistant Resident 
Representative, Deputy/Assistant Country Director, Deputy 
Country Representative, Deputy Head of Mission/Country 
Office 107 8.55% 
Director/Head of Technical Unit, Department, or Office within 138 11.03% 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
5 Alternatively, one can examine the representativeness of the survey participant sample vis-à-vis the master sampling frame (i.e. 
individuals in the master sampling frame who received an email invitation to participate in the survey and individuals in the master 
sampling frame who we were unable to reach via email). A comparison between these two groups is available upon request.  
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the Mission/Embassy/Country Office 
Program Manager, Project Manager, Program Coordinator, 
Project Coordinator 226 18.05% 
Technical Specialist, Adviser, or Consultant 329 26.30% 
Country Desk Officer or Specialist at Development Partner 
Headquarters 43 3.44% 
Other 83 6.63% 
Don't Know 11 0.88% 
 
CSO/NGO 
Leader of the Organization 373 57.92% 
Technical Specialist, Adviser, or Consultant 63 9.78% 
Program Manager, Project Manager, Program Coordinator, 
Project Coordinator 142 22.05% 
Other 57 8.85% 
Don't Know 7 1.09% 
 
Private Sector 
Chairperson, CEO 118 51.08% 
Board Member 41 17.75% 
Technical Specialist, Adviser, or Consultant 18 7.79% 
Program Manager, Project Manager, Program Coordinator, 
Project Coordinator 24 10.39% 
Other 24 10.39% 
Don't Know 5 2.16% 
 

 

Table A.5: The Distribution of Survey Participants by Years of Experience Working on 
Policy/Programmatic Issues in our Country of Interest 

 Overall 
Host 
Government 

Development 
Partners CSO/NGO 

Private 
Sector 

Independent 
Experts 

Years # % # % # % # % # % # % 
0-4 
years 1005 15.25% 247 7.45% 626 43.29% 43 5.87% 50 16.45% 39 4.93% 
5-9 
years 1394 21.16% 588 17.73% 437 30.22% 154 21.04% 77 25.33% 138 17.45% 
10-14 
years  1287 19.53% 645 19.45% 200 13.83% 201 27.46% 74 24.34% 167 21.11% 
15-20 
years 1066 16.18% 577 17.40% 105 7.26% 164 22.40% 48 15.79% 172 21.74% 
20 
years 
or 
more 1837 27.88% 1259 37.97% 78 5.39% 170 23.22% 55 18.09% 275 34.77% 
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Table A.6: Number of Participants Who Reported Experience Interacting with Specific 
Development Partners6 
World Bank (2721) SIDA (255) Embassy of Austria (69) 

EU (2533) 
Embassy of the Netherlands 
(249) NZAID (66) 

UNDP (2400) Embassy of Norway (187) AMF (65) 
USAID (2196) JBIC (186) Embassy of Denmark (65) 
UN (2111) OFID (181) Embassy of Qatar (61) 
US Embassy (1499) Embassy of South Africa (181) Ex-Im Bank of India (56) 

UNICEF (1317) BTC (180) 
Caribbean Development Bank 
(55) 

JICA (1286) KOICA (178) IFAD (51) 
GIZ (1261) TIKA (167) Embassy of Libya (41) 
IMF (1250) SDC (164) Embassy of Venezuela (41) 
DFID (1160) Embassy of Belgium (157) Embassy of Russia (40) 
Embassy of France (1013) China Ex-Im Bank (149) Embassy of New Zealand (39) 
British Embassy (1004) Embassy of South Korea (139) Embassy of Greece (33) 
CIDA (911) KFAED (138) Finland Embassy (31) 
Germany Embassy (898) Global Fund (131) Taiwan Embassy (30) 
AfDB (813) Sweden Embassy (120) BNDES (27) 
Japan Embassy (762) GEF (112) PetroCaribe (26) 
AFD (724) BADEA (110) LuxDev (23) 
AsDB (677) ABC (105) LFADA (19) 
MCC (659) Switzerland Embassy (101) GAVI Alliance (16) 
Canada Embassy (628) Saudi Arabia Embassy (99) Luxembourg Embassy (14) 
KfW (597) Danida (94) Ireland Embassy (12) 
AusAID (585) UAE Embaay (89) Irish Aid (10) 
China Embassy (585) Norad (87) BANDES (9) 
Australia Embassy (434) China Development Bank (84) AFESD (7) 
IADB (409) CAF (83) Hellenic Aid (6) 
AECID (327) CABEI (80) Taiwan ICDF (5) 
India Embassy (284) Kuwait Embaasy (80) Norfund (4) 
EBRD (280) ADA (79) Poland Embassy (4) 
Turkey Embassy (279) Iran Embassy (78) Bulgaria Embassy (2) 
Spain Embassy (278) Portugal Embassy (74) ALBA (1) 
IsDB (273) SFD (71) Bank of the South (0) 
Brazil Embassy (259) ADFD (70)  
 
 

Table A.7: Impact of Participant Interactions with Development Partners on Perception of 
External Assessment Influence at Agenda-Setting Stage, Overall and by Participant 
Stakeholder Group 

 Overall 
Host 
Government 

Development 
Partners CSO/NGO Private Sector 

Pearson -0.0037 0.0360 -0.0404 0.1141 0.2601 
Participants 2910 1653 743 397 117 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
6 This data is based on responses to survey question 12. 
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P-value 0.871 0.145 0.276 0.023 0.005 
 
 

Table A.8: Impact of Participant Interactions with Development Partners on Perception of 
External Assessment Influence at Reform Design Stage, Overall and by Participant 
Stakeholder Group 

 Overall 
Host 
Government 

Development 
Partners CSO/NGO Private Sector 

Pearson -0.0218 0.0315 -0.0658 0.1124 0.1984 
Participants 2810 1629 691 381 109 
P-value 0.265783 0.205273 0.087755 0.028256 0.038632 
 
 

Table A.9: The Development Partner Employment Histories of Survey Participants, by 
Stakeholder Group7 

 Overall Host Government 
Development 
Partners CSO/NGO Private Sector 

Independent 
Experts 

Ra
nk 

Organiza
tion 

% of 
Grou
p 

Organiza
tion 

% of 
Grou
p 

Organiza
tion 

% of 
Grou
p 

Organiza
tion 

% of 
Grou
p 

Organiza
tion 

% of 
Grou
p 

Organiza
tion 

% of 
Grou
p 

1 
World 
Bank 

24.3
0% 

World 
Bank 

23.2
9% UNDP 

27.1
5% 

World 
Bank 

20.6
3% USAID 

30.9
9% 

World 
Bank 

28.3
3% 

2 UNDP 
23.5
0% UNDP 

22.4
7% 

World 
Bank 

26.0
8% UNDP 

19.3
7% UNDP 

27.4
6% UNDP 

24.2
5% 

3 USAID 
17.5
7% USAID 

13.9
3% USAID 

24.1
6% USAID 

15.7
9% 

World 
Bank 

26.7
6% USAID 

18.6
7% 

4 UN 
13.4
1% EU 

12.2
9% UN 

15.5
5% UN 

12.8
4% EU 

16.9
0% UN 

14.5
9% 

5 EU 
12.7
3% UN 

12.2
9% 

US 
Embassy 

15.3
1% EU 

11.5
8% UN 

14.0
8% EU 

13.5
2% 

6 
US 
Embassy 

8.57
% GIZ 

7.25
% EU 

13.2
8% UNICEF 

7.58
% GIZ 

11.9
7% 

US 
Embassy 

10.3
0% 

7 GIZ 
7.38

% UNICEF 
7.04

% DFID 
8.01

% GIZ 
7.16

% UNICEF 
8.45

% DFID 
9.44

% 

8 UNICEF 
6.99

% 
US 
Embassy 

5.81
% GIZ 

6.82
% DFID 

7.16
% 

US 
Embassy 

7.75
% UNICEF 

8.37
% 

9 DFID 
6.26

% AfDB 
4.94

% UNICEF 
5.50

% 
US 
Embassy 

6.53
% AsDB 

6.34
% GIZ 

7.73
% 

10 AsDB 
4.58

% DFID 
4.52

% CIDA 
5.02

% CIDA 
5.05

% DFID 
6.34

% AsDB 
6.44

% 

11 AfDB 
4.32

% AsDB 
4.42

% AfDB 
4.55

% AsDB 
3.79

% CIDA 
5.63

% AusAID 
6.01

% 

12 CIDA 
3.83

% IADB 
3.44

% AsDB 
4.07

% JICA 
3.37

% IADB 
4.93

% CIDA 
4.94

% 

13 MCC 
3.23

% MCC 
3.44

% AusAID 
3.71

% MCC 
2.95

% MCC 
4.93

% IMF 
4.08

% 

14 JICA 
3.11

% JICA 
3.24

% MCC 
3.47

% IADB 
2.74

% KfW 
4.23

% AfDB 
3.86

% 

15 IADB 
3.08

% IMF 
3.19

% 
UK 
Embassy 

2.63
% AusAID 

2.53
% IMF 

4.23
% JICA 

3.65
% 

16 IMF 
2.95

% CIDA 
2.62

% JICA 
2.27

% 
UK 
Embassy 

2.53
% SDC 

4.23
% IADB 

3.00
% 

17 AusAID 
2.92

% AusAID 
1.90

% IADB 
2.15

% AfDB 
2.11

% AfDB 
3.52

% 
UK 
Embassy 

2.79
% 

18 UK 1.76 AFD 1.65 IMF 2.03 Germany 2.11 AusAID 3.52 MCC 1.72

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
7 This data is based on all responses to survey question 47. 
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Embassy % % % Embassy % % % 

19 KfW 
1.71

% KfW 
1.39

% KfW 
1.91

% KfW 
2.11

% AFD 
3.52

% 
Canada 
Embassy 

1.50
% 

20 AFD 
1.58

% 
France 
Embassy 

0.98
% 

France 
Embassy 

1.44
% IMF 

2.11
% JICA 

3.52
% KfW 

1.50
% 

 
 
The Educational Backgrounds of Survey Participants 
 
More than two-thirds of all survey participants who completed the survey indicated that they received their 
highest degree from a university outside of the country about which we asked them survey questions.  
While this is perhaps not surprising for development partner participants and independent country 
experts, it is surprising that nearly two-thirds of host government officials and private sector 
representatives are also foreign-educated (see Table A.10 for a detailed breakdown of where participants 
earned their highest degree, by stakeholder group).8  
 

Table A.10: Where Participants Earned their Highest Degrees, by Stakeholder Group 

 Overall 
Host 
Government 

Developmen
t Partners CSO/NGO 

Private 
Sector 

Independen
t Experts 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % 
In 
[Coun
try] 1299 

32.65
% 798 

39.92
% 66 

7.76
% 253 

55.00
% 52 35.62% 

13
0 

24.90
% 

Out of 
[Coun
try] 2679 

67.35
% 1201 

60.08
% 785 

92.24
% 207 

45.00
% 94 64.38% 

39
2 

75.10
% 

 
Further examination of Table A.11 reveals that a majority of survey participants (56.91%) possess a 
terminal postgraduate degree, but not a doctorate. This percentage is highest among development 
partner (67.15%) and host government officials (60.74%), and lowest among independent experts 
(34.49%), who are significantly more likely to possess a doctoral degree (52.92%). Our survey 
participants are, on average, highly educated—78.50% possess at least a terminal postgraduate 
degree—and this high level of education helps to explain the predominantly foreign nature of their 
education. A plausible explanation for this pattern is that universities located within the low income and 
lower-middle income countries in our sample do not offer many (desirable) advanced degrees. As such, 
the foreign nature of respondent education likely reflects the high level of education found across the 
sampling frame as a whole, rather than non-response bias resulting from the lower levels of participation 
by locally-educated sampling frame members. 
 

Table A.11: Respondent Levels of Education, by Stakeholder Group 

 Overall 
Host 
Government 

Developme
nt Partners CSO/NGO 

Private 
Sector 

Independe
nt Experts 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Primary 2 
0.05

% 1 
0.05

% 1 
0.11

% 0 
0.00

% 0 
0.00

% 0 
0.00

% 

Secondary 13 
0.31

% 6 
0.29

% 1 
0.11

% 4 
0.80

% 1 
0.64

% 1 
0.18

% 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
8 The high percentage (92.4%) of development partner participants with a foreign education likely reflects a tendency for 
development partner officials in senior positions to be expatriates, rather than local hires. This interpretation is further supported by 
the relatively low levels of in-country experience among development partner participants, shown in Table A.5. 
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Technical/Vocati
onal 49 

1.17
% 14 

0.67
% 6 

0.67
% 20 

3.98
% 5 

3.21
% 4 

0.73
% 

College/Universit
y 

83
5 

19.97
% 426 

20.42
% 

11
1 

12.49
% 

17
2 

34.19
% 

6
2 

39.74
% 64 

11.68
% 

Postgraduate 
23
80 

56.91
% 

126
7 

60.74
% 

59
7 

67.15
% 

25
0 

49.70
% 

7
7 

49.36
% 

18
9 

34.49
% 

Doctorate 
90

3 
21.59

% 372 
17.83

% 
17

3 
19.46

% 57 
11.33

% 
1
1 

7.05
% 

29
0 

52.92
% 

 
Table A.12 presents the number of years since participants’ highest degrees were conferred; as a proxy 
for survey participant age, underscores the exceptional professional experience of survey participants. 
More than two-fifths of all survey participants received their highest degree at least 15 years ago, while 
another 17.57% received their degree no later than 2004. Additionally, the distribution of survey 
participants by years-since-degree largely follows the same pattern as years of in-country experience 
(shown in Table A.5), with one notable exception. Development partners were the stakeholder group with 
the highest share of participants that received their highest degree at least 10 years ago (87.22%). When 
this finding is considered in light of the exceptionally high level of education and uniquely low level of in-
country experience among participants from the development partner stakeholder group, it further 
highlights the fleeting nature of country-specific work by donor, international organization, and foreign 
embassy personnel. By contrast, the next youngest stakeholder group was the private sector, with 
81.51% of participants having received their highest degree at least 10 years ago. 
 

Table A.12: Years Since Participants Earned Highest Degree, by Stakeholder Group 

 Overall 
Host 
Government 

Developme
nt Partners CSO/NGO 

Private 
Sector 

Independe
nt Experts 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % 

0-4 years 
39

9 
9.97

% 220 
10.90

% 39 
4.57

% 68 
14.69

% 
1
2 

8.22
% 60 

11.49
% 

5-9 years 
59

6 
14.89

% 354 
17.54

% 70 
8.21

% 75 
16.20

% 
1
5 

10.27
% 82 

15.71
% 

10-14 years 
70

3 
17.57

% 387 
19.18

% 
13

1 
15.36

% 76 
16.41

% 
2
5 

17.12
% 84 

16.09
% 

15-19 years 
58

3 
14.57

% 294 
14.57

% 
13

9 
16.30

% 72 
15.55

% 
2
0 

13.70
% 58 

11.11
% 

20 or more years 
17
21 

43.00
% 763 

37.81
% 

47
4 

55.57
% 

17
2 

37.15
% 

7
4 

50.68
% 

23
8 

45.59
% 

 
The Current Employment of Survey Participants 
 
Towards the end of the survey questionnaire, we asked survey participants to indicate their current 
location of employment.  We were surprised to find that over 70% of survey participants still work in the 
country about which we asked them survey questions, while just over a quarter report working in another 
country. Further breakdown of the location of respondent work by stakeholder group follows expected 
patterns. Around 90% of host government, CSO/NGO, and private sector survey participants current work 
in their country of study, followed by 58.39% of independent experts (still a reasonably high percentage) 
and just over 30% of development partner staff. 
 
 



	
  

	
  15  

Table A.13: The Current Employment Locations of Participants, by Stakeholder Group 

 Overall 
Host 
Government 

Developme
nt Partners CSO/NGO 

Private 
Sector 

Independen
t Experts 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % 

In Country 
269

7 
73.33

% 
161

5 
89.23

% 
24

1 
30.86

% 
42

9 
92.46

% 
13

0 
92.86

% 
28

2 
58.39

% 
Out of 
Country 981 

26.67
% 195 

10.77
% 

54
0 

69.14
% 35 7.54% 10 7.14% 

20
1 

41.61
% 

 
 
We also asked participants to indicate the nature of their current work. As indicated in Table A.14, a 
smaller proportion of survey participants currently work for a host government institution or program 
(30.13%) than indicated in the global sampling frame (61.33%) or the survey participant sample (50.52%). 
This decline seems largely driven by the movement of host government participants into development 
organizations, NGOs, CSOs, universities, and retirement. Indeed, this movement seems in part to have 
resulted in a slight increase in CSO and NGO employment and affiliation—from 8.03% of the global 
sampling frame and 10.94% of the participant sample up to a current proportion of 12.58%. 
 
The data highlighted in green in Table A.14 also underscores the “revolving door” nature of public sector 
work in the developing world. Since holding the positions about which we asked participants questions, at 
least 10.35% of government officials have transitioned into employment at a development partner 
institution, while 31.05% of development partner staff now work for their (former) counterpart 
governments. This revolving door also extends to the private sector: 10.48% of private sector participants 
now work as host government officials. 
 

Table A.14: The Current Employer or Employment Status of Participants, by 
Stakeholder Group 

 Overall 
Host 
Government 

Development 
Partners CSO/NGO Private Sector 

Independent 
Experts 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % 
Government institution 
or program 

179
4 

30.13
% 

127
5 

42.71
% 

34
5 

31.05
% 81 9.87% 26 

10.48
% 66 8.37% 

Development partner 892 
14.98

% 309 
10.35

% 
44

2 
39.78

% 70 8.53% 20 8.06% 51 6.46% 

Civil society program 414 6.95% 146 4.89% 30 2.70% 
16

7 
20.34

% 19 7.66% 52 6.59% 
Non-governmental 
organization 749 

12.58
% 256 8.58% 55 4.95% 

27
0 

32.89
% 42 

16.94
% 

12
6 

15.97
% 

Private sector council, 
chamber, or 
association 399 6.70% 216 7.24% 37 3.33% 34 4.14% 80 

32.26
% 32 4.06% 

Labor union or 
workers association 74 1.24% 36 1.21% 4 0.36% 17 2.07% 7 2.82% 10 1.27% 

The media 200 3.36% 52 1.74% 11 0.99% 44 5.36% 11 4.44% 82 
10.39

% 

University or think tank 870 
14.61

% 382 
12.80

% 69 6.21% 95 
11.57

% 23 9.27% 
30

1 
38.15

% 
In School 11 0.18% 5 0.17% 3 0.27% 2 0.24% 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 

Retired 434 7.29% 235 7.87% 
10

2 9.18% 30 3.65% 15 6.05% 52 6.59% 
Unemployed/Unknown 118 1.98% 73 2.45% 13 1.17% 11 1.34% 4 1.61% 17 2.15% 

 
Survey Questionnaire Language 
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The 2014 Reform Efforts Survey online questionnaire was distributed in five languages, including English, 
French, Spanish, Russian, and Portuguese. As Table A.15 indicates, nearly 95% of all survey participants 
chose to take the survey in English, French, or Spanish, while fewer than 6.5% took it in Russian or 
Portuguese. This pattern not only reflects the distribution of sample countries by language of government, 
but also the internationalization of our survey participants. Even within the stakeholder group with the 
lowest percentage of English language survey participants (CSO/NGO leaders), 64.91% of survey 
participants opted for the English-language questionnaire. Not surprisingly, the stakeholder group with the 
highest share of English language survey participants was development partner staff, with 90.69% of 
surveys taken in English. 
  

Table A.15: The Distribution and Number of Participants by Survey Language 

 Overall 
Host 
Government 

Development 
Partners CSO/NGO Private Sector 

Independent 
Experts 

Language # % # % # % # % # % # % 
English 5032 74.61% 2294 67.27% 1334 90.69% 479 64.91% 234 73.58% 691 85.63% 
French 826 12.25% 549 16.10% 81 5.51% 111 15.04% 38 11.95% 47 5.82% 
Spanish 457 6.78% 293 8.59% 31 2.11% 66 8.94% 32 10.06% 35 4.34% 

Russian 234 3.47% 127 3.72% 16 1.09% 56 7.59% 10 3.14% 25 
3.10% 

 
Portuguese 195 2.89% 147 4.31% 9 0.61% 26 3.52% 4 1.26% 9 1.12% 
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Appendix B: Respondent Characteristics and the 
Likelihood of Survey Completion 
 
Despite a reasonably high survey completion rate of 62.72%, not all survey participants were equally 
likely to complete the 2014 Reform Efforts Survey. It is therefore important to examine the factors 
contributing to survey attrition and completion. Additionally, while many characteristics of our non-
respondent sample are unknown, we did uncover some initial evidence that the determinants of survey 
completion can be used as proxies to estimate the causes of survey response and non-response.9 
 
We undertook a large battery of tests to determine whether any of the following respondent-level 
characteristics were statistically associated with survey completion and non-completion: sex; stakeholder 
group; number of years of in-country experience; formal position type; role(s) played in the policy process; 
number of roles played; political, technical, or administrative focus; level of education; foreign or domestic 
education; number of years since conferral of highest degree; foreign or domestic location of current work; 
type of current work; survey questionnaire language; whether or not a respondent used a write-in 
organization; perception of the amount of reform attempted; and satisfaction with the amount of reform 
attempted. 
 
Tables B.1 and B.2 list the respondent characteristics that were significantly associated with an increased 
or decreased likelihood of survey completion. There are several notable findings. First, many of these 
traits mirror the distribution of survey participant characteristics described in the main body of the report. 
For example, those who elected to take the survey in Spanish were more likely than an average 
respondent to complete the survey than those who took the survey in other languages. By contrast, those 
who selected Portuguese were less likely to complete the survey. Similarly, participants with 10-14 years 
of in-country experience were more likely to complete the survey, while those with fewer than five years’ 
experience were less likely. 
 
Second, many determinants of survey completion seem to reflect higher and lower levels of salience of 
the survey’s content among different sample subgroups. The 2014 Reform Efforts Survey was designed 
to collect information about the causes and consequences of reform efforts in developing countries. It is 
therefore not too surprising that those more involved with policy formulation and evaluation and those 
responsible for the implementation and oversight of programs were most likely to complete the survey 
questionnaire. As seen in Tables B.1 and B.2, chiefs of staff, advisers to heads of government, and 
program and project managers were more likely to complete the survey than heads of state. Additionally, 
those involved in agenda setting, advocacy, policy formulation, and monitoring and evaluation were 
significantly more likely to complete the survey questionnaire that the average survey respondent. 
 

Table B.1: Respondent Characteristics Associated with Unusually High Completion 
Rates 

Question/Vari
able Group Response/Value 

Participa
nts 

Completi
ons 

Complet
ion Rate 

vs. 
Others 
in 
Group 

vs. 
Group 
Mean 

Survey 
Language Overall Spanish 457 312 68.27% 

+5.92
% 

+5.52
% 

Stakeholder Overall CSO/NGO 737 505 68.52% +6.48 +5.77

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
9 There are significant positive correlations between the response rates and completion rates of individual stakeholder groups within 
specific sample countries. On average, the higher the response rate of a stakeholder group in a given country, the higher its 
completion rate, and vice versa. 
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Group % % 
Stakeholder 
Group Overall Independent Expert 807 552 68.40% 

+6.42
% 

+5.65
% 

Years of in-
Country 
Experience Overall 10-14 years 1287 861 66.90%  

+3.10
% 

Position 

Host 
Governm
ent 

Chief of Staff, Chief of 
Cabinet, 
Adviser/Assistant to 
Head of a 
Government 
Ministry/Agency/Com
mission 83 65 78.31% 

+10.5
5% 

+10.2
4% 

Position 

Host 
Governm
ent 

Program Manager, 
Project Manager, 
Program Coordinator, 
Project Coordinator 264 197 74.62% 

+7.22
% 

+6.54
% 

Position 
CSO/NG
O Don't Know 7 7 

100.00
% 

+26.7
7% 

+26.4
8% 

Roles Overall Agenda setting 2861 2059 71.97%  
+1.98

% 

Roles Overall Advocacy 2422 1755 72.46%  
+2.47

% 

Roles Overall Policy formulation 3276 2347 71.64%  
+1.65

% 

Roles Overall 
Policy monitoring and 
evaluation 2944 2114 71.81%  

+1.82
% 

Roles Overall Program design 3054 2203 72.13%  
+2.15

% 
Amount of 
Reform 
Attempted Overall No Reform At All10 241 218 90.46% 

+13.9
1% 

+13.2
8% 

Satisfaction 
with Amount 
of Reform 
Attempted Overall Too Little 2611 2058 78.82% 

+2.24
% 

+1.14
% 

 

Table B.2: Respondent Characteristics Associated with Unusually Low Completion Rates 

Question/Varia
ble Group 

Response/Val
ue 

Participan
ts 

Completio
ns 

Completi
on Rate 

vs. 
Others 
in 
Group 

vs. 
Group 
Mean 

Survey 
Language Overall Portuguese 195 108 62.97% 

-
7.59% 

-
7.37% 

Stakeholder 
Group Overall Private Sector 318 159 50.00% 

-
13.38

% 

-
12.75

% 
Years of in- Overall 0-4 years 1005 590 58.71%  -
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
10 Those who selected the response options “No Reform At All” were routed forward to the last substantive section of the survey, on 
the national policy environment. 
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Country 
Experience 

5.10% 

Position 

Host 
Governme
nt 

Head of State 
or 
Government 46 25 54.35% 

-
13.96

%  

Position 

Host 
Governme
nt Other 260 156 60.00% 

-
8.90% 

-
8.08% 

Position 

Host 
Governme
nt Don't Know 59 27 45.76% 

-
22.79

% 

-
22.31

% 

Position 
Developme
nt Partners Other 83 45 54.22% 

-
14.16

% 

-
13.22

% 
Amount of 
Reform 
Attempted Overall 

No Response 
Provided 106 42 39.62% 

-
38.31

% 

-
37.55

% 
Satisfaction 
with Amount of 
Reform 
Attempted Overall 

Don't 
Know/Not 
sure 356 257 72.19% 

-
5.89% 

-
5.49% 

Satisfaction 
with Amount of 
Reform 
Attempted Overall Refusal 95 43 45.26% 

-
33.01

% 

-
32.42

% 
 
Nevertheless, we have not yet uncovered much evidence that these discrepancies in survey completion 
rates introduced any consistent pro- or anti-reform biases into our survey results. Consider Table B.3, 
which provides a list of the variables that influenced both the likelihood of survey completion and a 
respondent’s reported satisfaction with the amount of reform that was attempted in his or her country (a 
proxy for pro- or anti-reform bias).  
 

Table B.3: Respondent Characteristics with Significant Impacts on the Estimate of 
Overall Satisfaction with the Amount of Reform Attempted 

Question/ 
Variable Response/Value 

Impact on 
Completion 

Difference from 
Expected 
Satisfaction P-value 

Impact on Global 
Statistic 

# of 
Participants 

% of 
Participants 

Roles Advocacy + -0.05 0.000 

Underestimate of 
reform 
satisfaction 2422 48.07% 

Roles 
Policy 
formulation + 0.02 0.025 

Overestimate of 
reform 
satisfaction 3276 65.03% 

Activities 

Policy 
monitoring and 
evaluation + 0.03 0.001 

Overestimate of 
reform 
satisfaction 2944 58.44% 

Survey 
Language Portuguese - 0.33 0.000 

Underestimate of 
reform 
satisfaction 195 2.89% 

Years of 
In-Country 
Experience 0-4 years - -0.11 0.000 

Overestimate of 
reform 
satisfaction 1005 15.25% 
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The results reported in this table are noteworthy for three reasons. First, out of the 24 respondent 
characteristics related to abnormally high and low completion rates, only five are associated with a 
significantly high or low reform satisfaction. Second, the magnitude of the impact of these five 
characteristics on reform satisfaction, though statistically significant, is small. On a possible response 
scale of -1 = “Too little reform [was attempted]” to 1 = “Too much reform [was attempted]”, only two 
respondent characteristics are associated with a change from the expected response value that is greater 
in magnitude than 0.1. Third, these characteristics, on the whole, are not associated with an abnormally 
large share of survey participants. It is therefore stands to reason that—even though five respondent 
characteristics are associated with some measure of pro- and anti-reform bias—our final sample of 
survey completers is not substantially more or less reform-oriented than that of non-completers.11     
 
In fact, in combination with their impacts on survey completion rates, the five respondent characteristics 
associated with pro- or anti-reform bias have countervailing impacts on the global estimate of respondent 
satisfaction with the amount of reform attempted. While a high completion rate among advocates and a 
low completion rate among Lusophone participants is associated with an underestimate in the reform 
satisfaction of the overall sample, the remaining three characteristics are associated with an overestimate 
in overall reform satisfaction. It is likely that few the identifiable sources of pro- or anti-reform bias cancel 
each other out, and there is little, if any, remaining evidence of consistent bias in the overall sample.  
 
Additional testing for sources of non-response bias is ongoing and will most likely be included in an 
additional note, to be published in 2015. 
 
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
11 Though participants who selected “Too little reform [was attempted]” were 2.24% more likely to complete the survey than other 
participants, on the whole there is not a consistent trend that suggests survey completers are systematically more pro- or less anti-
reform than survey non-completers. The only other response option that had a significant (p<0.05) impact on the likelihood of 
completion is “Don’t know/Not sure”. It is not surprising that participants who were hesitant or unable to provide an opinion on 
satisfaction with the amount of reform attempted were also less likely to complete the survey in its entirely. Responses of “Too much 
reform” or “About the right amount” did not have significant impacts on the likelihood of survey completion. 
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Appendix C: Weighting Scheme for Aggregate Statistics 
 
In order to generate unbiased and comprehensive aggregate statistics based on the individual 
respondent-level data, we employ a two-stage weighting scheme, as needed. The purpose of the 
weighting process is to give equal weight to every country-policy area (i.e. economic, governance, social 
and environmental, and general) pair in all aggregate statistics. 
 
Unweighted statistics based on raw response data would likely exhibit bias in favor of Western donors, 
assessments, and ideas and against non-Western donors, assessments, and ideas. This is due to (1) 
uneven participant counts by country and (2) the construction of the sampling frame itself: non-Western 
donor staff and officials from closed and autocratic states proved more difficult to identify and contact. We 
expect that an average survey participant has more interaction and socialization with Western donors 
than the overall population and tends to work in countries and policy areas in which Western donors have 
had relatively higher presence and influence.  
 
Pro-Western bias aside, response counts vary greatly between countries and policy areas. A dual 
purpose of the weighting scheme is to ensure that our global statistics reflect the true global influence and 
effects of each external assessment, rather than its outsized impact on policy-making in only a subset of 
countries or policy areas. 
 
Here is a specific example. To counteract expected pro-Western bias and provide truly global assessment 
influence statistics, we conduct a separate, two-stage weighting process using data and response counts 
specific to each individual assessment. In the first stage, we up-weight all responses so that each country 
receives equal weight in the calculation of our global statistics. These country-level weights are calculated 
by finding the inverse proportion of the number of responses from a country against the maximum number 
of responses found in a single country across all sample countries. 
 
In the second stage, we give equal weight to all policy area responses within each sample country. In-
country policy area weights are calculated using the inverse proportion of the number of responses from a 
policy area within a country against the maximum number of responses found in a single policy area in 
that same country. In-country policy area weights are then incorporated into global statistics via a two-
step procedure. First, they are multiplied by the appropriate country-level weights from the first stage of 
the overall weighting process. Then the product of the two weights is rescaled to ensure that countries still 
receive equal weight in our global statistics. 
 
Some levels of data aggregation below the global level require country-level weighting or in-country policy 
area weighting, but not both. Statistics unique to each policy area or each specific policy domain do not 
combine data from multiple policy areas and, therefore, only involve country-level weighting. Country-
specific statistics, on the other hand, do not combine data from multiple countries and, therefore, only 
involve in-country policy area weighting.  
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Appendix D: Sampling Frame Inclusion Criteria and the 
2014 Reform Efforts Survey Sample 
 
Few efforts had been made to conduct large-n cross-country elite survey research in a systematic 
manner. In a recent literature review, Hoffmann-Lange (2007) notes that while “elite” and “opinion leader” 
surveys abound only three “truly comparative elite surveys” have ever been conducted and even these 
studies disclose little information about the composition of their samples or sampling frames. 
 
As such, defining the population of interest for inclusion in the sampling frame for the 2014 Reform Efforts 
Survey was a crucial first step to provide a basis for evaluating the representativeness of our sample.12 If 
appropriate care had not been taken to ensure that survey population strata were comparable, our 
research team could have easily introduced a significant source of bias (i.e. coverage error).   
 
Our research team sought to improve upon previous efforts by carefully constructing sampling frames for 
each country that applied a standardized and explicit set of inclusion criteria (detailed below in Tables 
D.1-D.5), while accounting for the fact that every government and non-governmental organization has a 
unique set of organizational structures and leadership positions. 
 
We focused on identifying “functional equivalents” at both the institution and leadership position level. For 
example, almost every country in the world has some version of a “supreme audit institution” that 
oversees the government’s management of public finances, yet there is significant diversity in how 
institutions are structured to perform this function. Some countries have an independent Auditor General 
that periodically submits audit reports to a Public Accounts Committee in the legislature. Other countries 
have a Court of Accounts within the judicial branch that oversees the use of public funds and operates 
independently of the executive and legislative. Still other countries use a Board or Collegiate model in 
which some type of governing board or “college” produces and submits audit reports to Parliament. For 
the purposes of the 2014 Reform Efforts Survey, our objective was to identify institutional functional 
equivalents and map them across the 126 countries included in our sample. Tables 29-33 provide a list of 
the “ideal type” institutions to which country-specific institutions were mapped.  
 
We also sought to identify functionally equivalent leadership positions within these institutions. For 
example, in most developing countries, every line ministry has a non-partisan senior civil servant—usually 
called a “Permanent Secretary” or “Secretary General”—who is responsible for day-to-day management 
and leading the ministry during times of government transition. However, in other countries, no such 
position exists and a “Deputy Minister” or “Vice Minister” effectively performs this function. We therefore 
sought to map job titles—as best as possible—to functional responsibilities. Finally, with support from 15 
regional and country specialists, we drew on a wide variety of print and web-based information sources to 
identify the individuals who met the inclusion criteria. These sources, detailed in Tables D.1-D.5, include 
the 2004-2013 editions of the Country Background Notes produced by the U.S. Department of State, the 
2004-2013 editions of the Directory of Chiefs of State and Cabinet Members of Foreign Governments 
published by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency, Africa Confidential’s Who’s Who Database, various 
editions of the International Who’s Who publication, and the U.S. Department of State's Staff Directory. 
 
Another innovation of the 2014 Reform Efforts Survey is its scope. Rather than drawing a random sample, 
we have sought to survey all individuals in the master sampling frame (i.e., the entire identifiable 
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
12 All of the analysis provided in this report relies on the 1.0 version of the 2014 Reform Efforts Survey dataset. Future analysis will 
rely on the 1.1 version of the dataset, which contains small adjustments and corrections resulting from (a) small numbers of missing 
values for codes pertaining to specific questions, and (b) small numbers of participants with missing response data, and (c) errors 
that occurred when exporting coded response data. We have made every reasonable effort to ensure that the main findings 
presented in this report do not reflect any errors or omissions found in the 1.0 version of the 2014 Reform Efforts Survey dataset. 
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population), which we believe will significantly strengthen the generalizability of our empirical claims. Five 
primary stakeholder groups comprise the sampling frame for each of the 126 countries included in the 
survey: (1) senior and mid-level executive branch government officials (e.g. ministers, vice ministers, 
chiefs of staff, secretary generals, special assistants and advisors) who formulate and execute policies 
and programs in a specific set of policy areas; (2) representatives of bilateral and multilateral aid agencies 
and foreign embassies (DFID, World Bank, UNDP, IADB, USAID, etc.) who maintain a policy and 
programmatic dialogue with government authorities; (3) leaders of domestic civil society organizations 
(CSOs); (4) leaders and members of business associations who are knowledgeable about government 
programs and the domestic policy-making process; and (5) independent country experts who monitor 
reform patterns and processes and donor relationships with host governments. The population was 
further restricted to individuals who occupied such positions between 2004 and 2013.  
 
We believe that this methodological approach represents a significant improvement over previous cross-
country elite surveys in that it is more transparent, systematic, and replicable. However, we also 
acknowledge that it is not possible to make definitive claims about the representativeness of our sample 
or sampling frame. Though we took great care to clearly define a population of interest, identifying the 
entire true (unobservable) population of development policymakers, practitioners, and experts (i.e. 
constructing a truly comprehensive sample frame without any errors of omission or commission) is almost 
certainly not possible. At the same time, we believe the methodological approach outlined here offers 
several major advantages—most notably, the transparent and systematic manner in which the sampling 
frame was constructed (to ensure some minimum level of representativeness within and across 
countries).   
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Table D.1: Host Government Inclusion Criteria 
Institution Inclusion Criteria Sources # in 

Recipient 
Sample 

% of Host 
Governme
nt 
Recipients  

# of 
Survey 
Participa
nts 

% of Host 
Government 
Participants 

Overall   25,919  3,407  
Ministry of 
Finance/Econo
my 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Chief of 
Staff, Special Assistant to the 
Minister, Senior Advisor, Chief 
Economist, Accountant General, 
Deputy Accountant General, 
Head of Department (e.g. Tax, 
Customs, Budget, Debt 
Management, Public 
Procurement, Internal Audit, 
Public Investment, External 
Finance, Research and Policy 
Analysis, Public Enterprise 
Reform) 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign Government, 
various editions; International 
Who’s Who Publication, various 
editions; Register of participants 
World Bank/IMF, AsDB, AfDB, 
and IADB Board of Governor 
meetings; Africa Confidential’s 
“Who’s Who” Database; The 
International Association of 
Treasury Services (AIST) 
Conference Records; AfDevInfo 
database; various ministry 
websites 

3,316 12.79% 431 12.65% 

Ministry of 
Planning/Nation
al Planning 
Commission 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Director 
General, Special Assistant to the 
Minister, Chief of Staff, Senior 
Advisor, Chief Economist, Head 
of Department (e.g. External 
Finance and International 
Cooperation, Monitoring and 
Evaluation, Policy and 
Research) 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
various Ministry and National 
Planning Commission websites 

1,551 5.98% 229 6.72% 

Ministry of 
Health 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Chief 
Public Health Officer, Head of 
Department (e.g. Primary Health 
Care, Health Systems Reform, 
Epidemiology and Immunization, 
Research and Policy Analysis, 
Monitoring and Evaluation, 
HIV/AIDS, Malaria); Focal Point 
for National Health Accounts 

Global Fund Country Coordinating 
Mechanism (CCM) “Key 
Contacts”; WHO Ministerial 
Conference Records; U.S. State 
Department “Country Background 
Notes”; CIA Directory of Chiefs of 
State and Cabinet Members of 
Foreign Governments, various 
editions; International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Asian Development Bank’s PPMS 
(Project Performance 
Management System) Database 
of Developing Member Country 
Officials; Africa Confidential’s 
“Who’s Who” Database; 
AfDevInfo database; various 
ministry websites 

1,504 5.80% 229 6.72% 

Ministry of 
Industry/Trade/ 
Commerce/ 
Competitivenes
s 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, WTO 
Accession Focal Point; Head of 
Department (e.g. Customs, 
Business Environment Reform 
Unit); Director of Commerce, 
Director of Industry 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
WTO National Focal Points, 
various editions; Participants in 

1,413 5.45% 193 5.66% 
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Ministerial Conferences on 
Central Asia Regional Economic 
Cooperation; Participants in 
World Export Development 
Forum; Participants in 
International Workshop on Public 
Private Dialogue; Members of 
IADB Regional Policy Dialogue; 
Africa Confidential’s “Who’s Who” 
Database; AfDevInfo database; 
various ministry websites 

Office of 
President/Prime 
Minister 

President, Prime Minister, 
Cabinet Secretary, Secretary 
General of Government, Minister 
without Portfolio, Charge de 
Mission, Chef de Service, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments; List of Delegations 
to the annual UN General 
Assembly, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Office of the Presidency National 
Websites; Office of the Prime 
Minister National Websites 

1,337 5.16% 179 5.25% 

Central Bank Governor, Vice Governor, Head 
of Operations, Head of 
Department (e.g. Operations, 
Research and Policy Analysis) 
Department, Senior Advisors 

Register of participants from 
World Bank/IMF, AsDB, AfDB, 
and IADB Board of Governor 
meetings; Members of the Central 
Bank Governance Forum; 
Conference records from annual 
meetings of the Association of 
African Central Banks (AACB); 
Members of Latin American 
Network of Central Banks and 
Finance Ministries; various central 
bank websites (from the Bank for 
International Settlements’ “Central 
Bank Hub”) 

1,037 4.00% 168 4.93% 

Ministry of 
Foreign 
Affairs/Internatio
nal Cooperation 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Chief of 
Staff, Special Assistant to the 
Minister, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department (e.g. North America, 
Europe, IFIs, United Nations, 
International Organizations, 
External Finance, Research and 
Policy Analysis) 

UN General Assembly 
Conference Records; U.S. State 
Department “Country Background 
Notes”; CIA Directory of Chiefs of 
State and Cabinet Members of 
Foreign Governments, various 
editions; International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Africa Confidential’s “Who’s Who” 
Database; AfDevInfo database; 
various ministry websites 

1,549 5.98% 167 4.90% 

Ministry of 
Natural 
Resources/Envir
onment 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department (e.g. Monitoring and 
Evaluation, Research and Policy 
Analysis), UNFCCC Designated 
National Authority, CBD National 
Contact, GEF Political Focal 
Point, GEF Operational Focal 
Point 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; GEF 
Political Focal Points and 
Operational Focal Points; 
Convention on Biodiversity (CBD) 
National Contacts; United Nations 
Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
Designated National Authorities); 
Asian Development Bank’s PPMS 
(Project Performance 
Management System) Database 

1,586 6.12% 160 4.70% 
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of Developing Member Country 
Officials; Members of IADB 
Regional Policy Dialogue; various 
ministry websites 

Ministry of 
Education 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department (e.g. Early 
Childhood Education, Primary 
Education, Secondary 
Education, Tertiary Education), 
EFA National Coordinator, 
UNESCO Representative 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
UNESCO Directory of National 
“Education for All” (EFA) 
Directors; Participants in High 
Level Group Meetings on 
Education For All (HLG5); Asian 
Development Bank’s PPMS 
(Project Performance 
Management System) Database 
of Developing Member Country 
Officials; Members of IADB 
Regional Policy Dialogue; Africa 
Confidential’s “Who’s Who” 
Database; AfDevInfo database; 
various ministry websites 

974 3.76% 129 3.79% 

Ministry of 
Labor/Social 
Security/Social 
Welfare/Social 
Protection 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Asian Development Bank’s PPMS 
(Project Performance 
Management System) Database 
of Developing Member Country 
Officials; Africa Confidential’s 
“Who’s Who” Database; 
AfDevInfo database; various 
ministry websites 

1,042 4.02% 125 3.67% 

National 
Statistical Office 

Director General, Deputy 
Director General, Senior Advisor 

International Statistical Institute’s  
(ISI) Directory of Official Statistical 
Agencies & Societies; National 
Statistical Office information from 
the United Nations Statistics 
Division (UNSD) website; 
Managing for Development 
Results (MFDR) network of 
experts; statistical experts 
associated with the United 
Nations Economic and Social 
Commission for Western Asia 
(ESCWA); the United Nations 
Economic and Social Commission 
for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP); 
United Nations Statistical Institute 
for Asia and the Pacific (SIAP); 
the Partnership in Statistics for 
Development in the 21st Century 
(PARIS21); The Statistical, 
Economic and Social Research 
and Training Centre for Islamic 
Countries (SESRIC); Economic 
Commission for Latin America 
and the Carribbean (ECLAC); and 

676 2.61% 116 3.40% 
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Observatoire économique et 
statistique d'Afrique 
Subsaharienne (AFRISTAT); 
various Statistical Office websites 

Ministry of 
Agriculture/Rura
l 
Development/La
nd Reform/Food 
Security 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Asian Development Bank’s PPMS 
(Project Performance 
Management System) Database 
of Developing Member Country 
Officials; Africa Confidential’s 
“Who’s Who” Database; 
AfDevInfo database; various 
ministry websites 

982 3.79% 111 3.26% 

Ministry of 
Justice/ Office 
of the Attorney 
General 

Minister, Deputy Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisors, 
Attorney General, Deputy 
Attorney General, Prosecutor 
General/Chief Prosector, 
Solicitor General 

Membership directory of The 
International Association of 
Prosecutors (IAP); Participants in 
various Third World Summits of 
Prosecutor Generals, Attorney 
Generals, and Chief Prosecutors; 
Ibero-American Association of 
Prosecutor's Offices; Participants 
in the Intergovernmental Expert 
Working Group on Review of the 
Implementation of the United 
Nations Convention against 
Corruption; List of participants in 
International Anti-Corruption 
Conferences (IACC); Members of 
the Ibero-American Legal 
Assistance Network (IberRed); 
various Ministry of Justice and 
Attorney General websites 

869 3.35% 100 2.94% 

Civil Service 
Agency/Commis
sion 

Head of Agency; Deputy Head of 
Agency, Department Head, 
Chief of Staff, Senior Advisor 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Membership lists from the United 
Nations Online Network in Public 
Administration (UNPAN); the 
African Training and Research 
Centre in Administration for 
Development (CAFRAD); African 
Management Development 
Institutes' Network (AMDIN); the 
African Association for Public 
Administration and Management 
(AAPAM); Regional School of 
Public Administration (RESPA); 
Support for Improvement in 
Governance and Management 
(SIGMA) initiative; UN Program 
for Innovation in the Euro-
Mediterranean Region 
(INNOVMED); the Arab 
Administrative Development 
Organization (ARADO); Eastern 

670 2.58% 95 2.79% 
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Regional Organization for Public 
Administration (EROPA); 
Caribbean Centre for 
Development Administration 
(CARICAD); Centro 
Latinoamericano de 
Administración para el Desarrollo 
(CLAD); The Instituto 
Centroamericano de 
Administración Pública (ICAP); 
various government agency 
websites 

Aid 
Effectiveness 
and 
Coordination 
Units/Directorat
es 

Head of Unit/Directorate; Senior 
Advisors 

Participants in the OECD Aid 
Effectiveness Working Group, 
various years; Participants in 
OECD Surveys on Monitoring the 
Paris Declaration, various years; 
List of Accra High-Level 
Conference Participants; 
Members of African Community of 
Practice (AfCoP) and the Asian 
Pacific Community of Practice 
(CoP-MfDR Asia Pacific) on 
Managing for Development 
Results (MfDR); various ministry 
websites 

483 1.86% 94 2.76% 

Anti-Corruption 
Agency/Ministry
/ 
Commission/Co
uncil/ Task 
Force 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Executive Director, 
Commissioner, Deputy 
Commissioner, Senior Adviser, 
Head of Department (e.g. 
Investigations, Corruption 
Prevention and Education, 
Income and Asset Verification, 
Financial Intelligence and Anti-
Money Laundering)  

Membership registry of 
International Association of Anti-
Corruption Agencies (IAACA); List 
of participants in various 
International Anti-Corruption 
Conferences (IACC); Participants 
in Global Forum V on Fighting 
Corruption and Safeguarding 
Integrity; UNCAC Conference 
Records; Intergovernmental 
Expert Working Group on Review 
of the Implementation of the 
United Nations Convention 
against Corruption; Participants in 
AsDB/OECD Anti-Corruption 
Initiative for Asia and the Pacific; 
International Center for Asset 
Recovery Country Profiles; 
Eastern and Southern African 
Anti-Money Laundering Group 
(ESAAM) National Contact 
Points;  Members of the East 
African Association of Anti 
Corruption Authorities (EAAACA); 
National Focal Points for Council 
of Europe Group of States 
Against Corruption (GRECO); 
Members of Research Network of 
Anti-Corruption Agencies 
(ANCORAGE-NET); Members of 
OECD Anti-Corruption Network 
for Transition Economies; various 
anti-corruption institution websites 

622 2.40% 89 2.61% 

Ministry of 
Energy/Oil/Mine
ral Resources 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department, National EITI Focal 
Point; Member of EITI Steering 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments,; Participants in 
IAEA annual meetings, various 

722 2.79% 87 2.55% 
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Committee editions; EITI online register of 
National EITI Focal Points and 
Steering Committee Members; 
GEF Political Focal Points and 
Operational Focal Points; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Africa Confidential’s “Who’s Who” 
Database; AfDevInfo database; 
various ministry websites 

Local 
Millennium 
Challenge 
Account (MCA) 
Implementation 
Units and 
Eligibility Task 
Forces 

CEO, Deputy CEO, Project 
Director, Government Board 
Member, Head of MCC Eligibility 
Task Forces 

MCC website; MCA country 
websites 

376 1.45% 77 2.26% 

Ministry of 
Public 
Works/Transpor
t 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Asian Development Bank’s PPMS 
(Project Performance 
Management System) Database 
of Developing Member Country 
Officials; Africa Confidential’s 
“Who’s Who” Database; 
AfDevInfo database; various 
ministry websites 

780 3.01% 73 2.14% 

Investment 
Promotion 
Agency 

Head of the Agency, Deputy 
Head of the Agency, Senior 
Advisor 

Membership records from World 
Association of Investment 
Promotion Agencies (WAIPA); 
Participants in the Investment 
Committee For South East 
Europe Working Group on 
Investment Promotion; 
Participants in various World 
Export Development Forum 
meetings; various national 
investment promotion agency 
websites 

447 1.72% 70 2.05% 

Ministry of 
Family/Gender 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Asian Development Bank’s PPMS 
(Project Performance 
Management System) Database 
of Developing Member Country 
Officials; Africa Confidential’s 
“Who’s Who” Database; 
AfDevInfo database; various 
ministry websites 

441 1.70% 52 1.53% 

Ministry of 
Interior 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department (e.g. Economic and 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 

412 1.59% 50 1.47% 
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Financial Crimes, Criminal 
Investigations, Anti-Human 
Trafficking) 

International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Asian Development Bank’s PPMS 
(Project Performance 
Management System) Database 
of Developing Member Country 
Officials; Africa Confidential’s 
“Who’s Who” Database; 
AfDevInfo database; various 
ministry websites 

Embassy 
officials 
stationed at the 
United Nations 
in New York or 
Geneva 

Ambassador and Permanent 
Representative, Deputy 
Permanent Representative, First 
Secretary/Counselor, Second 
Secretary/Counselor, Third 
Secretary/Counselor, Senior 
Advisors 

United Nations Office of Protocol 
“List of Permanent 
Representatives and Observers 
to the United Nations in New 
York”; Permanent Mission 
websites at www.un.org 

507 1.96% 48 1.41% 

Embassy 
officials 
stationed in the 
United States 

Ambassador, Deputy Chief of 
Mission, First 
Secretary/Counselor, Second 
Secretary/Counselor, Third 
Secretary/Counselor, Senior 
Advisor 

Various Editions of the 
“Diplomatic List” from the U.S. 
State Department’s Office of the 
Chief of Protocol 

497 1.92% 45 1.32% 

Public 
Procurement 
Agency 

Head of Agency; Deputy Head of 
Agency, Senior Advisor 

The European Public 
Procurement Network (PPN); 
Commonwealth Public 
Procurement Network (CPPN); 
Asia Pacific Procurement Forum; 
National Partners of the United 
Nations Procurement Capacity 
Development Centre; various  
public procurement agency 
websites 

257 0.99% 44 1.29% 

Supreme Audit 
Institution 

Auditor/Inspector General, 
Deputy Auditor/Inspector 
General, Comptroller, Head of 
the Court of Account, Deputy 
Head of the Court of Account, 
Member of the Public Accounts 
Committee, Senior Advisor 

Membership list from the 
International Organization of 
Supreme Audit Institutions 
(INTOSAI), the African 
Organization of English-Speaking 
Supreme Audit Institutions 
(AFROSAI-E), The Organization 
of Latin American and Caribbean 
Supreme Audit Institutions 
(OLACEFS), European 
Organization of Supreme Audit 
Institutions (EUROSAI), South 
Pacific Association of Supreme 
Audit Institutions (SPASAI), 
Pacific Association of Supreme 
Audit Institutions (PASAI), The 
Asian Organization of Supreme 
Audit Institutions (ASOSAI), and 
The Arab Organization of 
Supreme Audit Institutions 
(ARABOSAI); various Supreme 
Audit Institution websites 

374 1.44% 43 1.26% 

Ministry of 
Lands/Property 
Registrar 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Chief of 
Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department, Property Registrar, 
Deputy Property Registrar 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes,” various 
editions; CIA Directory of Chiefs 
of State and Cabinet Members of 
Foreign Governments, various 
editions; International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Doing Business Online Database 
of Local Partners; UN-HABITAT 
annual conference registration 

251 0.97% 43 1.26% 
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records; various Ministry and 
Property Registrar websites 

Ministry of 
Public 
Service/Public 
Administration 

Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Secretary General, Special 
Assistant to the Minister, Chief 
of Staff, Senior Advisor, Head of 
Department 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments, various editions; 
International Who’s Who 
Publication, various editions; 
Membership lists from the United 
Nations Online Network in Public 
Administration (UNPAN); the 
African Training and Research 
Centre in Administration for 
Development (CAFRAD); African 
Management Development 
Institutes' Network (AMDIN); the 
African Association for Public 
Administration and Management 
(AAPAM); Regional School of 
Public Administration (RESPA); 
Support for Improvement in 
Governance and Management 
(SIGMA) initiative; UN Program 
for Innovation in the Euro-
Mediterranean Region 
(INNOVMED); the Arab 
Administrative Development 
Organization (ARADO); Eastern 
Regional Organization for Public 
Administration (EROPA); 
Caribbean Centre for 
Development Administration 
(CARICAD); Centro 
Latinoamericano de 
Administración para el Desarrollo 
(CLAD); The Instituto 
Centroamericano de 
Administración Pública (ICAP); 
Red de Líderes de Gobierno 
Electrónico de América Latina y 
El Caribe (Red GEALC); various 
ministry websites 

243 0.94% 41 1.20% 

Independent 
Human Rights 
Commission/Off
ice of the 
Ombudsman 

Commissioner, Deputy 
Commissioner, Senior Advisor, 
Ombudsman, Deputy 
Ombudsman, Head of 
Department 

Membership Directory of 
International Ombudsman 
Association; Membership records 
from Network of National Human 
Rights Institutions, including the 
Asia Pacific Forum (APF) of 
National Human Rights 
Institutions, the Ibero American 
Federation of the Ombudsman 
(FIO); OmbudsNet (Sistema 
Integrado de Información y 
Comunicación para las oficinas 
de Ombudsman en América 
Latina y el Caribe), La Red de 
Instituciones Nacionales para la 
Promoción y Protección de los 
Derechos Humanos del 
Continente Americano (Rindhca), 
and the European Coordinating 
Committee of National Human 
Rights Institutions; List of 
Participants in OSCE Human 

344 1.33% 37 1.09% 
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Dimension Implementation 
Meetings; various Human Rights 
Commission and Ombudsman 
websites 

Independent 
Electoral 
Institution 

Commissioner, Deputy 
Commissioner, Senior Advisor, 
Director of Elections, Deputy 
Director of Elections 

Members of ACE Electoral 
Knowledge Network; various 
election commission websites 

234 0.90% 26 0.76% 

Poverty 
Reduction 
Units/Directorat
es 

Head of Unit/Directorate; Senior 
Advisors 

Participants in the OECD Aid 
Effectiveness Working Group, 
various years; List of Accra High-
Level Conference Participants; 
Forum on National Plans as 
Poverty Reduction Strategies in 
East Asia; Members of African 
Community of Practice (AfCoP) 
and the Asian Pacific Community 
of Practice (CoP-MfDR Asia 
Pacific) on Managing for 
Development Results (MfDR); 
various ministry websites 

186 0.72% 24 0.70% 

Business 
Registration 
Office 

Executive Director, Deputy 
Director, Senior Advisor 

State Department Investment 
Climate Statements; U.S. Country 
Commercial Guide; Doing 
Business Online Database of 
Local Partners; Participants in 
International Workshops on 
Public Private Dialogue; Business 
registry websites 

126 0.49% 20 0.59% 

Office of the 
Vice 
President/Deput
y Prime Minister 

Vice President, Secretary 
General, Minister without 
Portfolio, Charge de Mission, 
Chief of Staff, Senior Advisor 

U.S. State Department “Country 
Background Notes”; CIA Directory 
of Chiefs of State and Cabinet 
Members of Foreign 
Governments; List of Delegations 
to the annual UN General 
Assembly; International Who’s 
Who Publication, various editions; 
Office of the Vice Presidency 
National Websites 

111 0.43% 12 0.35% 
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Table D.2: Development Partner Inclusion Criteria 
Institution Inclusion Criteria Sources # in 

Recipient 
Sample 

% of 
Development 
Partner 
Recipients 

# of 
Participants 

% of 
Development 
Partner 
Participants 

Overall   8,371  1,473  

U.S. Embassy Staff Ambassador, Deputy 
Chief of Mission, 
Political/Econ Chief, 
Political Officer, 
Economic Officer 

U.S. State Department 
“Country Background Notes,”; 
Council of American 
Ambassadors Membership 
Records; US Embassy 
websites 

1,532 18.30% 338 22.95% 

UNDP/United Nations 
Missions 

Country Director, 
Resident 
Representative, Deputy 
Resident 
Representative, Project 
Manager, Lead 
Economist, Adviser, 
Special Representative 
of the U.N. Secretary 
General; Deputy 
Special Representative 
of the U.N. Secretary 
General 

United Nations Development 
Group (UNDG) Country Team 
Database 

1,488 17.78% 234 15.89% 

World Bank Country Director, 
Country Manager, Lead 
Economist, Sector 
Specialist, Desk 
Economist 

United Nations Development 
Group (UNDG) Country Team 
Database; World Bank website 

1,030 12.30% 188 12.76% 

USAID Mission Director, 
Deputy Mission 
Director, Office 
Director, Senior 
Advisor, Program 
Officer 

U.S. State Department 
“Country Background Notes”; 
Federal Executive Yellow 
Book; USAID Mission websites 

1,182 14.12% 172 11.68% 

Other Foreign 
Embassies, 
International 
Organizations, and 
Development Finance 
Institutions with an In-
country Presence 

Ambassador, Deputy 
Chief of Mission, 
Country Director, 
Deputy Country 
Director, 
Project/Program 
Director, Adviser, 
Country Economist 

Various Development Partner 
websites 

626 7.48% 119 8.08% 

European Commission Head of the EC 
Delegation, Project 
Director, Adviser 

EC Website 341 4.07% 79 5.36% 

UK Embassy/DFID Ambassador, Deputy 
Chief of Mission, 
Country Director, 
Economist, Adviser 

UK Online Directory of 
Overseas Missions; various 
DFID websites 

384 4.59% 62 4.21% 

German 
Embassy/GIZ/GTZ/KfW 

Ambassador, Deputy 
Chief of Mission, 
Country Director, 

GTZ, BMZ, and KFW websites 226 2.70% 43 2.92% 
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Deputy Country 
Director, 
Project/Program 
Director, Adviser, 
Country Economist 

State Department 
Headquarters/National 
Security Council Staff 

Assistant Secretary, 
Deputy Assistant 
Secretary, Principal 
Deputy Assistant 
Secretary, Office 
Director, Desk Officer 

Federal Executive Yellow 
Book; State Department 
website; various conference 
proceedings 

219 2.62% 34 2.31% 

MCC Resident Country 
Director, Deputy 
Resident Country 
Director, Program 
Officer 

Federal Executive Yellow 
Book; MCC website 

128 1.53% 28 1.90% 

WHO/PAHO Country 
Representative, Adviser 

United Nations Development 
Group (UNDG) Country Team 
Database 

263 3.14% 23 1.56% 

Australian 
Embassy/AUSAID/ 
DFAT 

Ambassador, Deputy 
Chief of Mission, 
Country Director, 
Deputy Country 
Director, 
Project/Program 
Director, Adviser, 
Country Economist 

AUSAID, Embassy/DFAT 
websites 

96 1.15% 21 1.43% 

AsDB Country Director, Lead 
Economist, Sector 
Specialist 

United Nations Development 
Group (UNDG) Country Team 
Database; AsDB website 

71 0.85% 21 1.43% 

AfDB Country Director, Lead 
Economist, Sector 
Specialist 

AfDB website 60 0.72% 20 1.36% 

IADB Country 
Representative, Lead 
Economist, Sector 
Specialist, Desk 
Economist 

IADB website 52 0.62% 20 1.36% 

IMF Resident 
Representative, Lead 
Economist, Special 
Advisor to the 
Government, Desk 
Economist 

United Nations Development 
Group (UNDG) Country Team 
Database; IMF website 

156 1.86% 19 1.29% 

JICA/JBIC/Japanese 
Embassy 

Ambassador, Deputy 
Chief of Mission, 
Country 
Representative, Deputy 
Country 
Representative, 
Project/Program 
Director, Adviser, 
Country Economist 

Japan’s Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs (MOFA) website and  

192 2.29% 15 1.02% 

French Embassy/AFD Ambassador, Deputy 
Chief of Mission, 

Various French Embassy and 
AFD websites 

205 2.45% 13 0.88% 
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Country Director, 
Deputy Country 
Director, 
Project/Program 
Director, Adviser, 
Country Economist 

UNESCO Country 
Representative, Adviser 

United Nations Development 
Group (UNDG) Country Team 
Database 

97 1.16% 12 0.81% 

EBRD Country Director, 
Economist 

EBRD website 23 0.27% 12 0.81% 
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Table D.3: Civil Society and Non-Government Organization Inclusion Criteria 
Institution Inclusion Criteria Sources # in 

Recipient 
Sample 

% of 
CSO/NGO 
Recipients 

# of 
Participants 

% of 
CSO/NGO 
Participants 

Overall   3,362  738  

Social Sector NGOs 
(e.g. health, 
education) 

Executive Director, Deputy 
Director, Project Director 

Global Fund CCM Country 
websites; Membership records of 
national consortium/association of 
NGOs 

1,185 35.25% 210 28.46% 

Democracy and 
Human Rights NGOs 

Executive Director, Deputy 
Director, Project Director 

The Institute for Democracy and 
Electoral Assistance’s (IDEA) 
NGO Directory; Membership 
records from Network of National 
Human Rights Institutions; 
Membership records of national 
consortium/association of NGOs 

788 23.44% 209 28.32% 

Anti-Corruption and 
Transparency NGOs 

Executive Director, 
Country Director, Program 
Manager, and Country 
Expert 

Transparency International 
Annual Reports; national 
Transparency International 
chapter websites; Open Budget 
Partnership’s Country 
Researchers; Publish What You 
Fund National Contacts; Open 
Society Institute (OSI) Directory of 
Experts; Soros Foundation 
Directory of Experts; Asia 
Foundation Directory of Experts 

598 17.79% 161 21.82% 

Environmental NGOs Executive Director, Deputy 
Director, Project Director 

Environment Encyclopedia and 
Directory (multiple editions); 
Caucasus Environmental NGO 
Network (CENN); GEF and World 
Bank conference proceedings 

294 8.74% 62 8.40% 

Independent 
Journalist 
Associations 

Executive Director, 
Secretary General 

Country-specific press unions 
(e.g. Union Des Journalistes 
Privés Nigériens, Gambia Press 
Union); CIA Factbook list of 
“political pressure groups and 
leaders”; State Department 
Country Reports on Human Rights 
Practices 

277 8.24% 51 6.91% 

National 
Coalition/Consortium/ 
Association of NGOs 

Executive Director, Deputy 
Director, Senior Advisor 

CIA Factbook list of “political 
pressure groups and leaders”; 
World Association of Non-
Governmental Organizations; 
International Forum of National 
NGO Platforms; Local 
Newspapers; country-specific 
online sources 

220 6.54% 45 6.10% 
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Table D.4: Private Sector Inclusion Criteria 
Institution Inclusion Criteria Sources # in 

Recipient 
Sample 

% of 
Private 
Sector 
Recipients 

# of 
Participants 

% of 
Private 
Sector 
Participants 

Overall   2,610  319  

National Chambers of 
Commerce 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

World Bank Directory of Private 
Sector Liaison Officers; 
Participants in International 
Workshops on Public Private 
Dialogue 

542 20.77% 69 21.63% 

Sectoral Business 
Associations/Institutions  

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

Country-Specific Sectoral 
Business (e.g. textiles, 
agriculture, manufacturing) 
Association Websites 

369 14.14% 42 13.17% 

Finance and Banking 
Associations/Institutions 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

Country-Specific Finance and 
Banking Association Websites 

390 14.94% 39 12.23% 

U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

U.S. Commercial Service 
“Country Commercial Guide for 
U.S. Companies”; Local U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce chapter 
websites 

229 8.77% 39 12.23% 

Small-/Medium-Sized 
and Young 
Entrepreneurs Business 
Associations 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

Country-Specific Websites for 
Small-/Medium-Sized and Young 
Entrepreneurs Business 
Associations 

156 5.98% 22 6.90% 

Labor Unions and 
Workers Associations 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

Country-Specific Websites for 
Labor Unions and Workers 
Associations 

133 5.10% 22 6.90% 

Western European 
Chamber of Commerce 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

World Bank Directory of Private 
Sector Liaison Officers; various 
websites 

182 6.97% 19 5.96% 

International Chamber 
of Commerce 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

International Chamber of 
Commerce websites 

163 6.25% 19 5.96% 

Women’s Business 
Associations 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

Country-Specific Websites for 
Women’s Business Associations 

127 4.87% 17 5.33% 

Export-Import 
Associations 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

Country-Specific Export-Import 
Association Websites 

183 7.01% 15 4.70% 

Other Domestic Private 
Sector Organizations 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

Various websites 105 4.02% 9 2.82% 

Other International 
Private Sector 
Organizations 

Executive Director, 
Deputy Director, Senior 
Advisor 

Various websites 31 1.19% 7 2.19% 
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Table D.5: Independent Country Expert Inclusion Criteria 
Institution Inclusion Criteria Sources # in 

Recipient 
Sample 

% of 
Independent 
Expert 
Recipients 

# of 
Participants 

% of 
Independent 
Expert 
Participants 

Overall   3,177  807  

In-Country Think 
Tanks, Policy 
Institutes, and 
Universities 

Executive Director, Deputy 
Director, Professor, 
Research Fellow, Analyst 

Freedom House Directory of Think 
Tanks in Central and Eastern 
Europe; Think Tank Initiative 
Directory; NIRA's World Directory 
of Think Tanks (NWDTT), Harvard 
Library’s Think Tank Search, 
Various University Websites 

1,866  58.73% 447 55.39% 

International 
Think Tanks, 
Policy Institutes, 
Risk Rating 
Agencies and 
Universities 

Executive Director, Deputy 
Director, Professor, 
Research Fellow, Senior 
Analyst, Analyst 

Country researchers and policy 
analysts from the Bertelsmann 
Foundation; Eurasia Group, Inter-
American Dialogue, Council on 
Foreign Relations, Center for 
Strategic and International Studies 
(CSIS), Congressional Research 
Service, Economist Intelligence 
Unit, International Crisis Group, 
Global Insight, Freedom House, 
Global Integrity; Human Rights 
Watch, the Atlantic Council, 
Middle East Policy Council; Royal 
Institute of International Affairs; 
Chatham House; Various 
University Websites 

1,311  41.27% 360 44.61% 
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Appendix E: 2014 Reform Efforts Survey Questionnaire13 
 
Q1 Over your entire career, for approximately how many years have you worked with or for the 
Government <<of.countrylong>>? 
 
¡ 0-4 years (1) 
¡ 5-9 years (2) 
¡ 10-14 years (3) 
¡ 15-20 years (4) 
¡ 20 or more years (5) 
 
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
13 The questionnaire text provided in Appendix D corresponds to that seen by the average Host Government survey respondent. 
Please contact the research team for information concerning the alternative questions wordings and/or additional questions provided 
to members of other surveyed stakeholder groups. Red text indicates a questionnaire item number (i.e., question, sub-question, 
response option, etc.), while green text refers to personal information pulled form the sampling frame and purple text refers to text 
provided by the respondent in response to another, earlier survey question. Page breaks have been preserved and reflect those 
shown to the respondent. 
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Q2 It is our understanding that, since 2004, you have held at least one position with <<Org.l.1>> 
<<in.countryshort>>. Are our records correct that you have held at least one position with <<Org.s.1>>? 
 
¡  Yes (1) 
¡  No (2) 
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Q3 We believe the experiences you gained while working with <<Org.s.1>> give you an important 
perspective on policies and programs <<in.countryshort>>. Do you feel that you are able to accurately 
answer questions about your time with <<Org.s.1>>? 
 
¡  Yes (1) 
¡  No (2) 
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Q4 Thinking of all of the professional assignments you have held <<in.countryshort>> since 2004, are you 
able to answer questions about your experience with a government institution or program other than 
<<Org.s.1>>?  
 
¡  Yes (1) 
¡  No (2) 
 
Q5 Please write the full name of this other institution or program in the space below.  
(Do not provide an acronym.) 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________
_ 
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Q6 While with <<Org.s.1>>, did you work with any development partners (i.e., international organizations, 
foreign embassies, and development finance agencies)? 
 
¡  Yes (1) 
¡  No (2) 
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Q7 Please think of the one position you held with <<Org.s.1>> in which you had the most interaction with 
development partners working <<in.countryshort>>. 
(The questions in this survey will ask you about the experiences you gained while working in this 
position.) 
 
(1) What was the name of this position? (E.g., Director) 
             
 _____________________________________________________________________________
_ 
 
(2) In which of the following years did you hold this position? 
 (Please select all that apply.) 
  

¨ 2004 (1) 
¨ 2005 (2) 
¨ 2006 (3) 
¨ 2007 (4) 
¨ 2008 (5) 
¨ 2009 (6) 
¨ 2010 (7) 
¨ 2011 (8) 
¨ 2012 (9) 
¨ 2013 (10) 
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Q9 Thinking of your time spent working as <<pos.Q7.1>> with <<Org.s.1>>, which of the following best 
describes your primary area of focus? 
(Please select one issue area.) 
 
¡  Macroeconomic management (1) 
¡  Finance, credit, and banking (2) 
¡  Trade (3) 
¡  Business regulatory environment (4) 
¡  Investment (5) 
¡  Health (6) 
¡  Education (7) 
¡  Family and gender (8) 
¡  Social protection and welfare (9) 
¡  Labor (10) 
¡  Environmental protection (11) 
¡  Agriculture and rural development (12) 
¡  Energy and mining (13) 
¡  Land (14) 
¡  Infrastructure (15) 
¡  Decentralization (16) 
¡  Anti-corruption and transparency (17) 
¡  Democracy (18) 
¡  Public administration (19) 
¡  Justice and security (20) 
¡  Tax (21) 
¡  Customs (22) 
¡  Public expenditure management (23) 
¡  Foreign policy (24) 
¡  I did not have a particular area of focus. (25) 
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Q10 Thinking of an average day working as <<pos.Q7.1>>, did you usually participate in each of the 
following activities? 
(Please select all that apply.) 
 
¨ Research and analysis (1) 
¨ Agenda setting (2) 
¨ Advocacy (3) 
¨ Consultation (4) 
¨ Coordination (5) 
¨ Resource mobilization (6) 
¨ Policy formulation (7) 
¨ Policy implementation (8) 
¨ Policy monitoring and evaluation (9) 
¨ Program design (10) 
¨ Program implementation (11) 
¨ Program monitoring and evaluation (12)  
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Q11 On an average day working as <<pos.Q7.1>>, approximately what percentage of your time would 
you say was spent on each of the following: 
 
Political matters (1)       
 __________________________  
Technical issues (2)       
 __________________________ 
Administrative tasks (3)      
 __________________________ 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Total (Values must sum to 100.)      
 __________________________ 
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The remaining questions in this survey refer to the period of time you spent as <<pos.Q7.1>> with 
<<Org.s.1>> between <<startyear.Q7.2>> and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / in <<startyear.Q7.2>>.  
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Q12 Thinking of your time as <<pos.Q7.1>>, please select all of the development partners (i.e., 
international organizations, foreign embassies, and development finance agencies) that you worked 
directly with on <<issue domain 4>> <<in.countryshort>>. 
(Please select all that apply.) 
 
¨ <<Organization 1>> (1) 
¨ <<Organization 2>> (2) 
¨ ... 
¨ <<Organization N>> (n) 
¨ Other (Please indicate): (n+1 to n+3)           

______________________________________ (n+1) 
______________________________________ (n+2) 
______________________________________ (n+3) 

¡  I did not work with any development partners. (n+4) 
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Q13 During your time as <<pos.Q7.1>>, approximately how often did you communicate with each of the 
following development partners about <<issue domain 4>> <<in.countryshort>>? We are interested in any 
of the following forms of communication: phone, video, email, or face-to-face. 
(Please refer to the year(s) in which you communicated most often with each development partner.) 
 

 
Once a 
year or 
less (1) 

2 or 3 
times a 
year (2) 

About 
once a 

month (3) 

2 or 3 
times a 

month (4) 

About 
once a 

week (5) 

Almost 
daily (6) 

<<Organization 1>> (1) ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

<<Organization 2>> (2) ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

… ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

<<Organization N>> 
(n+3) ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 
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Q14 Please take a moment to think about any advice that you may have received from each of the 
following development partners on issues related to <<issue domain 4>> <<in.countryshort>>. 
Approximately how often did this advice contain useful information about ways to address <<issue domain 
16>> <<in.countryshort>>? 
 

 Almost 
never (1) 

Less than 
half the time 

(2) 

About half 
the time (3) 

More than 
half the time 

(4) 

Almost 
always (5) 

<<Organization 1>> (1) ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

<<Organization 2>> (2) ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

… ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

<<Organization N>> (n+3) ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 
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Q15 To what extent did development partners coordinate their positions on specific policy issues with 
those of other development partners? 
(Please select the statement that best reflects your views.) 
 
¡ Development partners never made efforts to coordinate their positions on policy issues with those of 

other development partners. (1) 
¡ Development partners occasionally made efforts to coordinate their positions on policy issues with 

those of other development partners, but were rarely able to do so because of conflicting interests. (2) 
¡ Development partners often made efforts to coordinate their positions on policy issues with those of 

other development partners, but were only sometimes able to do so because of conflicting interests. 
(3) 

¡ Development partners consistently coordinated their positions on policy issues with those of other 
development partners. (4)  
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Before you move on to the next section of the survey, we would like to ask you a couple a brief questions 
about the specific activities of <<Org.s.1>> <<in.countryshort>> between <<startyear.Q7.b>> and 
<<endyear.Q7.b>> / in <<startyear.Q7.b>>.  
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Q16 You have indicated that you were in regular communication with <<Organization A>>. Between 
<<startyear.Q7.2>> and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / In <<startyear.Q7.2>>, how often did <<Organization A>> 
do the following: 
 

 Never (1) Rarely (2) Frequently 
(3) 

Almost 
always (4) 

Don’t 
know / Not 

sure (5) 

Provide the Government 
<<of.countryshort>> with information 
about the successful <<issue domain 
4>> adopted by other countries (1a) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Provide the Government 
<<of.countryshort>> with data or 

empirical evidence for use in decision-
making (1b) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Provide Government 
<<of.countryshort>> staff and officials 
with professional training opportunities 

(2a) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Invest in the creation of new positions 
for additional government staff (2b) ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Modernize the government’s technical 
equipment and information systems 

(2c) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Contract with local experts to provide 
short-term technical assistance to the 

government (3a) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Contract with international experts to 
provide short-term technical assistance 

to the government (3b) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Hire local experts to provide long-term 
technical assistance to the government 

(3c) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Hire international experts to provide 
long-term technical assistance to the 

government (3d) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Provide general budget support to the 
Government <<of.countryshort>> (4a) ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Deliver program funds through the 
Government <<of.countryshort>>’s 

public procurement or financial 
management systems (4b) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 
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 Never (1) Rarely (2) Frequently 
(3) 

Almost 
always (4) 

Don’t 
know / Not 

sure (5) 

Ensure that the <<issue domain 4>> 
supported by <<Organization A>> 

aligned with the government’s national 
development strategy (5a) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Pay the government upon the 
achievement of pre-agreed outputs or 

outcomes (5b) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Request that the government set up a 
separate unit in charge of program 

implementation (5c) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Ask the government to identify 
problems that <<issue domain 4>> 

<<in.countryshort>> should try to solve 
(6a) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Ask local communities to identify 
problems that <<issue domain 4>> 

<<in.countryshort>> should try to solve 
(6b) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Seek government input during the 
design of <<issue domain 4>> 

<<in.countryshort>> (6c) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Seek local community input during the 
design of <<issue domain 4>> 

<<in.countryshort>> (6d) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Involve the government in the 
implementation of <<issue domain 4>> 

<<in.countryshort>> (6e) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

Involve local communities in the 
implementation of <<issue domain 4>> 

<<in.countryshort>> (6f) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 
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Q17 How useful do you think each of the following practices were to the development efforts of 
<<Organization A>> <<in.countryshort>>? 
(Please use the slider to answer on a scale of 0 to 5, where 0 means not at all useful and 5 means 
extremely useful. You can use any number between 0 and 5.) 
 
______ Providing the Government <<of.countryshort>> with information about the successful <<issue 
domain 4>> adopted by other countries (1a) 
______ Providing the Government <<of.countryshort>> with data or empirical evidence for use in 
decision-making (1b) 
______ Providing Government <<of.countryshort>> staff and officials with professional training 
opportunities (2a) 
______ Investing in the creation of new positions for additional government staff (2b) 
______ Modernizing the government’s technical equipment and information systems (2c) 
______ Contracting with local experts to provide short-term technical assistance to the government (3a) 
______ Contracting with international experts to provide short-term technical assistance to the 
government (3b) 
______ Hiring local experts to provide long-term technical assistance to the government (3c) 
______ Hiring international experts to provide long-term technical assistance to the government (3d) 
______ Providing general budget support to the Government <<of.countryshort>> (4a) 
______ Delivering program funds through the Government <<of.countryshort>>’s public procurement or 
financial management systems (4b) 
______ Ensuring that the <<issue domain 4>> supported by <<Organization A>> were aligned with the 
government’s national development strategy (5a) 
______ Paying the government upon the achievement of pre-agreed outputs or outcomes (5b) 
______ Requesting that the government set up a separate unit in charge of program implementation (5c) 
______ Asking the government to identify problems that <<issue domain 4>> <<in.countryshort>> should 
try to solve (6a) 
______ Asking local communities to identify problems that <<issue domain 4>> <<in.countryshort>> 
should try to solve (6b) 
______ Seeking government input during the design of <<issue domain 4>> <<in.countryshort>> (6c) 
______ Seeking local community input during the design of <<issue domain 4>> <<in.countryshort>> (6d) 
______ Involving the government in the implementation of <<issue domain 4>> <<in.countryshort>> (6e) 
______ Involving local communities in the implementation of <<issue domain 4>> <<in.countryshort>> 
(6f)  
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Now we would like you to think about the major <<issue domain 20>> that the Government 
<<of.countryshort>> attempted between <<startyear.Q7.2>> and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / in 
<<startyear.Q7.2>>. 
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Q18 To the best of your knowledge, how much <<issue domain 17>> did the Government 
<<of.countryshort>> attempt between <<startyear.Q7.2>> and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / in 
<<startyear.Q7.2>>? 
 
¡  No reform at all (1) 
¡  Minor reform (2) 
¡  Substantial reform (3) 
¡  Comprehensive reform (4) 
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Q19 Given the political, economic, and social realities <<in.countryshort>> between <<startyear.Q7.2>> 
and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / in <<startyear.Q7.2>>, do you think the Government <<of.countryshort>> 
attempted too much <<issue domain 17>>, too little reform, or about the right amount? 
 
¡  Too much reform (1) 
¡  Too little reform (2) 
¡  About the right amount (3) 
¡  Don’t know / Not sure (4) 
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Q20 What specific <<issue domain 16>> did the reforms pursued by the Government <<of.countryshort>> 
try to solve? 
(Please list up to three problems.) 
 
Problem 1: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Problem 2: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Problem 3: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q21 To the best of your knowledge, how much influence did each of the following development partners 
have on the Government <<of.countryshort>>’s decision to pursue reforms focused on these particular 
<<issue domain 16>>? 
(Please answer on a scale of 0 to 5,where 0 means no influence at all and 5 means a maximum 
influence. You can use any number between 0 and 5.) 
 
______ <<Organization 1>> (1) 
______ <<Organization 2>> (2) 
______ ... 
______ <<Organization N>> (n+3) 
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Q22 How much influence did each of the following development partners have on the design of the 
Government <<of.countryshort>>’s <<issue domain 18>>? 
(Please answer on a scale of 0 to 5,where 0 means no influence at all and 5 means a maximum 
influence. You can use any number between 0 and 5.) 
 
______ <<Organization 1>> (1) 
______ <<Organization 2>> (2) 
______ ... 
______ <<Organization N>> (n+3) 
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Q23 How much progress did the reforms pursued between <<startyear.Q7.2>> and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / 
in <<startyear.Q7.2>> make towards solving each of the following problems <<in.countryshort>>? 
 
(1)  <<Q20.Sub 1>> 
 

¡ No progress at all (1) 
¡ Only a little progress (2) 
¡ A moderate amount of progress (3) 
¡ A great deal of progress (4) 

 
(2)  <<Q20.Sub 2>> 

 
¡ No progress at all (1) 
¡ Only a little progress (2) 
¡ A moderate amount of progress (3) 
¡ A great deal of progress (4) 
 

(3)  <<Q20.Sub 3>> 
 

¡ No progress at all (1) 
¡ Only a little progress (2) 
¡ A moderate amount of progress (3) 
¡ A great deal of progress (4) 
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Q24 To the best of your knowledge, which of the following development partners were involved in the 
implementation of the Government <<of.countryshort>>’s <<issue domain 18>>? 
(Please select all that apply.) 
 
¨ <<Organization 1>> (1) 
¨ <<Organization 2>> (2) 
¨ ... 
¨ <<Organization N>> (n+3) 
¨ Other (Please indicate): (n+4 to n+6)           

______________________________________ (n+4) 
______________________________________ (n+5) 
______________________________________ (n+6) 

¡ No development partners were involved in reform implementation efforts. (n+7) 
¡ Don’t know / Not sure (n+8) 
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Q25 When involved, how helpful do you think each of the following development partners was to the 
implementation of the Government <<of.countryshort>>’s <<issue domain 18>>? 
(Please answer on a scale of 0 to 5,where 0 means not at all helpful and 5 means extremely helpful. You 
can use any number between 0 and 5.) 
 
______ <<Organization 1>> (1) 
______ <<Organization 2>> (2) 
______ ... 
______ <<Organization N>> (n+6)  
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Q26 In your opinion, did the reforms pursued between <<startyear.Q7.2>> and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / in 
<<startyear.Q7.2>> focus on the most critical <<issue domain 16>> <<in.countryshort>>? 

¡ Yes (1) 
¡ No (2) 
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Q27 What critical <<issue domain 16>> did the government’s reform efforts overlook? 
(Please list up to three problems.) 
 
Problem 1: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Problem 2: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Problem 3: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q28 Why do you think the <<issue domain 20>> pursued by the Government <<of.countryshort>> were 
not focused on these problems? 
(Please select any and all statements that apply.) 
 
¨ Development partners did not express support for the requisite reforms. (1) 
¨ Development partners expressed support for the requisite reforms, but did not provide the assistance 

needed for implementation. (2) 
¨ The government lacked the necessary technical expertise. (3) 
¨ The government did not have enough time to design and implement the requisite reforms. (4) 
¨ The national leadership <<of.countryshort>> did not support the requisite reforms. (5) 
¨ Legislators <<in.countryshort>> did not support the requisite reforms. (6) 
¨ Government staff responsible for execution of policies and programs did not support the requisite 

reforms. (7) 
¨ Domestic stakeholders outside of the Government <<of.countryshort>> did not support the requisite 

reforms. (8) 
¨ International best practices did not provide sufficient guidance for addressing these problems. (9) 
¨ Issues of corruption or undue personal influence <<in.countryshort>> prevented these problems from 

being addressed. (10) 
¨ Influential domestic political actors <<in.countryshort>> did not fully understand the critical nature of 

these problems. (11) 
¨ Other problems were viewed by the Government <<of.countryshort>> as more important. (12) 
  
 
  



	
  

	
  67  

Now we would like to ask you a few questions about external assessments of government performance 
and their influence on <<issue domain 18>> <<in.countryshort>>. 
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Q29 Are you familiar with any of the following assessments of government performance? 
(Please select all that apply. Note that the list provided below may include performance-based aid, trade, 
or debt relief programs. All of these programs involve either explicit or implicit assessments 
of government performance.) 
 
¨ <<Assessment 1>> (1) 
¨ <<Assessment 2>> (2) 
¨ <<Assessment 3>> (3) 
¨ <<Assessment 4>> (4) 
¨ <<Assessment 5>> (5) 
¨ <<Assessment 6>> (6) 

 
¨ <<Assessment 7>> (7) 
¨ <<Assessment 8>> (8) 
¨ <<Assessment 9>> (9) 
¨ <<Assessment 10>> (10) 
¨ <<Assessment 11>> (11) 
¨ <<Assessment 12>> (12) 

 
¨ … 

 
¨ <<Assessment 31>> (31) 
¨ <<Assessment 32>> (32) 
¨ <<Assessment 33>> (33) 
¨ <<Assessment 34>> (34) 
¨ <<Assessment 35>> (35) 
¨ <<Assessment 36>> (36) 

 
 

Q30 From your experience with <<Org.s.1>>, can you think of any other external assessments of 
government performance that may have informed the <<issue domain 18>> of the Government 
<<of.countryshort>> between <<startyear.Q7.2>> and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / in <<startyear.Q7.2>>? 
 
¡ Yes (Please list up to three assessments): (1) 
 Assessment 1: 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 Assessment 2: 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 Assessment 3: 
__________________________________________________________________ 
¡ No (2) 
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Q31 Earlier you indicated that the Government <<of.countryshort>> undertook reforms to address these 
specific <<issue domain 16>>: 
 
(1) <<Q20.Sub 1>> 
(2) <<Q20.Sub 2>> 
(3) <<Q20.Sub 3>> 
 
How much influence did each of the following assessments have on the Government 
<<of.countryshort>>’s decision to pursue <<issue domain 20>> focused on solving these particular 
problems? 
(Please answer on a scale of 0 to 5,where 0 means no influence at all and 5 means a maximum 
influence. You can use any number between 0 and 5.) 
 
______ <<Assessment 1>> (1) 
______ <<Assessment 2>> (2) 
______ ... 
______ <<Assessment N>> (n+3) 
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Q32 How much influence did each of the following assessments have on the design of the Government 
<<of.countryshort>>’s <<issue domain 18>>? 
(Please answer on a scale of 0 to 5,where 0 means no influence at all and 5 means a maximum 
influence. You can use any number between 0 and 5.) 
 
______ <<Assessment 1>> (1) 
______ <<Assessment 2>> (2) 
______ ... 
______ <<Assessment N>> (n+3) 
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Q33 You identified <<Assessment A>> as an assessment that influenced the Government 
<<of.countryshort>>’s <<issue domain 18>>. In your opinion, why was <<Assessment A>> influential? 
(Please select any and all statements that apply.) 
 
¨ It created a way for the government to highlight its policy credentials to key development partners. (1) 
¨ It created a way for the government to highlight its policy credentials to foreign investors. (2) 
¨ It strengthened the government's legitimacy among key domestic political constituencies. (3) 
¨ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of national leadership. (4) 
¨ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of key legislators. (5) 
¨ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of influential civil society 

organizations. (6) 
¨ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of influential private sector groups. 

(7) 
¨ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of technical advisors working for the 

government. (8) 
¨ It helped the government clearly identify practical approaches for addressing critical <<issue domain 

16>>. (9) 
¨ It provided the government with a direct financial incentive to undertake specific <<issue domain 

20>>. (10) 
¨ It helped the authorities fully acknowledge the critical nature of <<issue domain 16>> that were not 

otherwise entirely understood or appreciated. (11) 
¨ It provided the government with the flexibility needed to successfully adapt to changing circumstances 

during the design and implementation of <<issue domain 18>>. (12) 
¨ It provided the government with access to the technical assistance of development partner staff. (13) 
¨ It was seen as respecting the sovereign authority <<of.countryshort>> over final policy decisions. (14) 
¨ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that complemented other existing reform efforts 

<<in.countryshort>>. (15) 
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Q34 Now, please select the one statement that you think best explains the influence of <<Assessment 
A>> on the government’s <<issue domain 18>>. 
(Please select one statement.) 
 
¡ It created a way for the government to highlight its policy credentials to key development partners. (1) 
¡ It created a way for the government to highlight its policy credentials to foreign investors. (2) 
¡ It strengthened the government's legitimacy among key domestic political constituencies. (3) 
¡ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of national leadership. (4) 
¡ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of key legislators. (5) 
¡ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of influential civil society 

organizations. (6) 
¡ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of influential private sector groups. 

(7) 
¡ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that aligned with the priorities of technical advisors working for the 

government. (8) 
¡ It helped the government clearly identify practical approaches for addressing critical <<issue domain 

16>>. (9) 
¡ It provided the government with a direct financial incentive to undertake specific <<issue domain 

20>>. (10) 
¡ It helped the authorities fully acknowledge the critical nature of <<issue domain 16>> that were not 

otherwise entirely understood or appreciated. (11) 
¡ It provided the government with the flexibility needed to successfully adapt to changing circumstances 

during the design and implementation of <<issue domain 18>>. (12) 
¡ It provided the government with access to the technical assistance of development partner staff. (13) 
¡ It was seen as respecting the sovereign authority <<of.countryshort>> over final policy decisions. (14) 
¡ It promoted <<issue domain 20>> that complemented other existing reform efforts 

<<in.countryshort>>. (15) 
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Q35 We would also like you to take a moment to reflect on the overall effects of <<Assessment A>> on 
the <<issue domain 15>> <<in.countryshort>>. To what extent do you feel that <<Assessment A>> had 
each of the following effects? 
(Please answer on a scale of 0 to 5,where 0 means not at all and 5 means very strongly. You can use 
any number between 0 and 5.) 
 
______ It focused the government's attention on critical <<issue domain 16>>. (1) 
______ It drew the government's attention away from important <<issue domain 16>>. (2) 
______ It enabled civil society organizations and journalists to more effectively advocate for <<issue 
domain 20>>. (3) 
______ It helped development partners coordinate their <<issue domain 10>> with that of the 
government. (4) 
______ It helped the government measure its own <<issue domain 14>>. (5) 
______ It limited the policy autonomy of the government in a negative manner. (6) 
______ It strengthened the government's resolve to successfully implement its <<issue domain 18>>. (7) 
______ It increased the likelihood that the government would build upon previously adopted <<issue 
domain 8>>. (8) 
______ It helped reformers within the government weaken opposition to <<issue domain 17>>. (9) 
______ It helped reformers within the government build domestic coalitions of support for <<issue domain 
17>>. (10) 
______ It helped the government to better monitor the implementation of development partner projects. 
(11) 
______ It empowered the government to more effectively design and implement its own <<issue domain 
20>>. (12) 
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Before we conclude, we would like to ask you a couple of questions about the domestic policy 
environment <<of.countryshort>> between <<startyear.Q7.2>> and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / in 
<<startyear.Q7.2>>.   
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Q36 Please indicate how often each of the following statements applied to the <<issue domain 15>> 
<<in.countryshort>> between <<startyear.Q7.2>> and <<endyear.Q7.2>> / in <<startyear.Q7.2>>. 

 

 Almost 
never (1) 

Less than 
half the 
time (2) 

About half 
the time 

(3) 

More than 
half the 
time (4) 

Almost 
always (5) 

Don’t 
know / 

Not sure 
(6) 

The government clearly 
defined its <<issue domain 

13>> (1a)  
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

A majority of domestic 
political actors agreed with 
the government’s <<issue 

domain 9>> (1b) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

The government’s <<issue 
domain 9>> were supported 
by sound empirical evidence 

(1c) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

National leadership 
prevented differences of 

opinion on <<issue domain 
12>> from becoming 

irreconcilable conflicts (1d) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

The government sought the 
input of civil society 
organizations (2a) 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

The government sought the 
input of private sector groups 

(2b) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

The government sought the 
input of development 

partners (2c) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

The government sought the 
input of local communities 

(2d) 
¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 
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Q37 To the best of your memory, which of the following groups expended substantial time, effort, or 
resources to promote <<issue domain 17>> <<in.countryshort>>? 
(Please select all that apply.) 
 
¨ Office of the President, King, etc. (1) 
¨ Office of the Prime Minister (2) 
¨ The legislature (3) 
¨ The judiciary (i.e., the courts) (4) 
¨ Specific government ministries, offices, or agencies (Please indicate which ones): (5) 

________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Think tanks, policy institutes, or research institutions (Please indicate which ones): (6) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Non-governmental or civil society organizations (Please indicate which ones): (7) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Specific businesses (Please indicate which ones): (8) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Private sector councils, chambers, or associations (Please indicate which ones): (9) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Labor unions or workers associations (Please indicate which ones): (10) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ The military (11) 
¨ Specific political parties (Please indicate which ones): (12) 

________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Other (Please indicate): (13) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¡ None of these (14) 
¡ Don’t know / Not sure (15) 
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Q38 Which of the following groups expended substantial time, effort, or resources to obstruct <<issue 
domain 17>> <<in.countryshort>>? 
(Please select all that apply.) 
 
¨ Office of the President, King, etc. (1) 
¨ Office of the Prime Minister (2) 
¨ The legislature (3) 
¨ The judiciary (i.e., the courts) (4) 
¨ Specific government ministries, offices, or agencies (Please indicate which ones): (5) 

________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Think tanks, policy institutes, or research institutions (Please indicate which ones): (6) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Non-governmental or civil society organizations (Please indicate which ones): (7) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Specific businesses (Please indicate which ones): (8) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Private sector councils, chambers, or associations (Please indicate which ones): (9) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Labor unions or workers associations (Please indicate which ones): (10) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ The military (11) 
¨ Specific political parties (Please indicate which ones): (12) 

________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¨ Other (Please indicate): (13) 
________________________________________________________________________________
_ 

¡ None of these (14) 
¡ Don’t know / Not sure (15) 
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To close, we would like to learn a little bit more about your education and professional background. 
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Q42 What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 
¡ Primary (1) 
¡ Secondary (2) 
¡ Technical/Vocational (3) 
¡ College/University (4) 
¡ Postgraduate (5) 
¡ Doctorate (6) 

 
Q43 Please provide the following information about your most advanced degree: 
 
(1) Name of degree (e.g., Bachelor of Arts in Economics):  
 _____________________________________________________________________________
_ 
(2) Year degree earned: <<Drop down list 1940 - 2014>> 
(3) Name of university (e.g., University of London): 
 _____________________________________________________________________________
_ 
(4) Country of university: <<Global list of countries, sorted by continent, with headers by continent>> 
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Q45 Do you currently work for any of the following organizations or groups, either <<in.countryshort>> or 
in another country? 
(Please check all boxes that apply, if any.) 
 

 <<In.countryshort>> 
(1) In another country (2) 

Government institution or program (1) ¨ ¨ 

Development partner (2) ¨ ¨ 

Civil society organization (3) ¨ ¨ 

Non-governmental organization (4) ¨ ¨ 

Private sector council, chamber, or association (5) ¨ ¨ 

Labor union or workers association (6) ¨ ¨ 

The media (7) ¨ ¨ 

University or think tank (8) ¨ ¨ 
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Q46 About how long have you held your current position? 
(If you hold more than one position, please refer to your primary position in your response.) 
 
¡ 0-6 months (1) 
¡ 7-12 months (2) 
¡ 1-2 years (3) 
¡ 3-4 years (4) 
¡ 5 or more years (5)  
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Q47 Have you ever worked as a full-time employee, part-time employee, or consultant or in any other 
capacity for any of the following international organizations or development partners? 
(Please check all boxes that apply, if any.) 

 

 Full-time (1) Part-time (2) Consultant (3) Other (4) 

<<Organization 1>> (1) ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 

<<Organization 2>> (2) ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 

… ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 

<<Organization N>> (n) ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 

Other (Please indicate): (n+1) ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 

Other (Please indicate): (n+2) ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 

Other (Please indicate): (n+3) ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
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Thank you very much for taking the time to participate in this survey. We value your insights and 
opinions. Later this year we will send you a summary of our findings. We will also post the survey results 
at http://www.wm.edu/offices/itpir/index.php. 
 
Q48 In the future, would you be willing to consider participating in a follow-up survey or interview? We are 
interested in receiving your updated views about the role that development partners and external 
assessments play in the policy-making process of countries <<like.countryshort>>. 
 
¡ Yes, you can contact me at the following e-mail address: (1) 

________________________________________ 
¡ No (2) 
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Appendix F: External Assessment of Government Performance Inclusion Criteria 
 
We used eight inclusion criteria to determine the initial list of external assessments of government 
performance that would be routed to participants, depending on their country, area of specialization (i.e. 
policy domain), and years of service in a given position: 
 

● measured government performance in low income and lower middle income countries, as defined 
by the World Bank 

● national in scope rather than specific to a project or program 
● produced by some other entity than the government(s) being assessed14 
● measured performance in one or more of our 23 specific policy domains 
● in operation at some point during our 2004-2013 period of study 
● undertaken in more than one country without necessarily involving cross-country benchmarking 
● publicly available 
● provided some measure of diagnostic and/or advisory content 

 
This set of inclusion criteria yielded an initial list of 182 external assessments of government performance. 
However, after conducting survey pre-tests and cognitive interviews at the OpenGov Hub in Washington 
D.C., Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government, AidData, and the College of William and 
Mary’s Institute of the Theory and Practice of International Relations, we found that long lists of 
assessments overwhelmed participants, causing excessive levels of respondent burden without 
producing more detailed or accurate data. To reduce this burden, we established a maximum number of 
assessments (40) to be routed to any single respondent according to his or her country, policy domain, 
and years of service. We then pared down this initial list of assessments from 182 to 103—using the 
maximization of coverage across country-policy-domain-year triads as our guiding criterion—in order to 
stay within this maximum value of 40 assessments. 
 
To mitigate any effects of bias introduced by this assessment selection method, we also allowed all 
participants to identify up to three “write-in” assessments not included in our final list, which each 
respondent was encouraged to identify and analyze on his or her own. The write-in assessments were 
then mapped back to our initial list of 182 assessments. This report includes findings on the following 
three write-in assessments, which met either our global sample size requirement of at 10 least 
participants or our sample size requirement for aggregation below the global level (e.g., region, policy 
domain, problem type, etc.) of at least five participants: The IMF’s Financial Sector Assessment Program 
(FSAP), The IMF’s Article IV Consultations, and Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions 
Index. An alphabetized list of the remaining 103 assessments included in the survey questionnaire is 
supplied below:  
 

1. The AsDB's Country Diagnostic Study 
2. The AsDB's Country Economic Reviews 
3. The AsDB's Country Environmental Analysis 
4. The AsDB's Country Gender Assessments 
5. The AsDB's Country Performance Assessment (CPA) and Performance-Based Allocation 

System 
6. The AsDB's Country Poverty Analysis 
7. The AsDB's Policy-Based Loans and Program Loans 
8. The AsDB's Results-Based Lending 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
14 While an eligible assessment had to be externally supplied, the government(s) being assessment could still have played some 
role in its production. For example, the assessment could have incorporated performance data supplied by the assessed 
government(s). 
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9. The AsDB's Transport Sector Assessment 
10. The AfDB's Country Governance Profiles 
11. The AfDB's Country Performance Assessment (CPA) and Performance-Based Allocation 

System 
12. The AfDB's Policy-Based Loans and Budget Support 
13. The Africa Infrastructure Country Diagnostic 
14. The African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA) Eligibility Criteria 
15. The African Peer Review Mechanism 
16. The Assessment of Country Compliance with EITI Requirements 
17. The CDB's Poverty Reduction Effectiveness Situation (PRES) Assessment and 

Performance-Based Allocation System 
18. DFID's Resource Allocation Model 
19. The EBRD's Country Law Assessment 
20. The EBRD's Energy Sector Assessment 
21. The EBRD's Public Procurement Sector Assessment 
22. The Egmont Group of Financial Intelligence Units' Membership Requirements 
23. The EU's "MDG Contracts" Program 
24. The EU's Association Agenda 
25. The EU's Association Agreements 
26. The EU's Economic Partnership Agreements for ACP Countries 
27. The EU's Governance Initiative and Governance Incentive Tranche 
28. The EU's Partnership and Cooperation Agreements 
29. The EU's Poverty Reduction Budget Support Program 
30. The EU's Special Incentive Arrangement for Sustainable Development and Good 

Governance 
31. The EU's Stabilization and Association Agreements 
32. The European Neighborhood Policy Action Plans and Country Reports 
33. The Financial Action Task Force (FATF) Blacklist 
34. The GAVI Alliance's Health Systems Strengthening Window 
35. The GAVI Alliance's Immunization Data Quality Assessment 
36. The GAVI Alliance's Immunization Services Support (ISS) Window 
37. The Global Environment Facility's Performance Index and Resource Allocation 

Framework 
38. The Global Integrity Report 
39. The Governance Facility of the European Neighborhood and Partnership Instrument 
40. The HIPC Initiative's "Decision Point" and "Completion Point" 
41. The IADB's Citizen Security Sector Note 
42. The IADB's Country Environmental Analysis 
43. The IADB's Country Institutional and Policy Evaluation (CIPE) and Performance-Based 

Allocation System 
44. The IADB's Debt Relief Initiative 
45. The IADB's Education Sector Note 
46. The IADB's Growth Diagnostics 
47. The IADB's Performance-Driven Loans 
48. The IADB's Policy-Based Loans 
49. The IADB's Social Protection Sector Note 
50. The IADB's Trade Sector Policy Note 
51. The IADB's Transport Sector Note 
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52. The Ibrahim Index of African Governance 
53. The IFAD's Rural Sector Performance Assessment and Performance-Based Allocation 

System 
54. The ILO's Global Monitoring and Analysis of Conditions of Work and Employment 
55. The IMF's Extended Credit Facility and Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility 
56. The IMF's Policy Support Instrument 
57. The IMF's Rapid Credit Facility 
58. The IMF's Reports on the Observance of Standards and Codes 
59. The IMF's Standby Credit Facility 
60. The International Budget Partnership’s Open Budget Index 
61. The Kimberly Process Certification Scheme 
62. The Mechanism for the Review and Implementation of the United Nations Convention 

against Corruption 
63. The Millennium Challenge Corporation's Eligibility Criteria and Country Scorecards 
64. The Multilateral Debt Relief Initiative 
65. NATO's Membership Action Plan and Annual Progress Report 
66. The OECD's International Database of Budget Practices and Procedures 
67. The OECD's Program for International Student Assessment 
68. The Paris Declaration Indicators 
69. Performance-Based Funding from the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and 

Malaria 
70. The Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability Assessment (PEFA) 
71. The U.S. State Department's "Country Reports on Human Rights Practices" 
72. The U.S. State Department's "Trafficking in Persons" Report 
73. The U.S. Trade Representative's "Special 301" Report 
74. The UN's Millennium Development Goals 
75. The UNESCO Education for All Development Index 
76. The "Variable Tranche" of the EU's Budget Support Program 
77. The World Bank and IFC's Doing Business Report 
78. The World Bank and IFC's Enterprise Surveys 
79. The World Bank’s Bulletin Board on Statistical Capacity 
80. The World Bank’s Country Economic Memorandum 
81. The World Bank’s Country Environmental Analysis 
82. The World Bank’s Country Financial Accountability Assessment 
83. The World Bank’s Country Gender Assessment 
84. The World Bank’s Diagnostic Trade Integration Studies 
85. The World Bank’s Decentralization Indicators 
86. The World Bank’s Development Policy Loans Program 
87. The World Bank’s Development Policy Review 
88. The World Bank’s Education Management Information System Assessment Tool 
89. The World Bank’s Education Sector Review 
90. The World Bank’s Growth Diagnostic Studies 
91. The World Bank’s Health Sector Review 
92. The World Bank’s Logistics Performance Index 
93. The World Bank’s Poverty Assessment 
94. The World Bank’s Rural Access Index 
95. The World Bank’s Trade Competitiveness Diagnostic Toolkit 
96. The World Bank’s Women, Business, and the Law Assessment 
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97. The World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators 
98. The World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) and Performance-

Based Allocation System 
99. The World Economic Forum's "Global Competitiveness Report" 
100. The WTO's Accession Working Party Reports and Accession Protocols 
101. The WTO's Trade Policy Review Mechanism 
102. UNDP's Human Development Index 
103. UNECA's African Gender and Development Index 
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Appendix G: Codebook for the “Attributes of External 
Assessments of Government Performance” Dataset 
 
The purpose of this codebook is to identify the variable definitions and decision rules that were used to 
collect data on the observable attributes of the 106 external assessments of government performance 
included in this study. 

AgendaSettingInfluence_Q31 

Weighted Average Influence at the Agenda-Setting Stage of the Policymaking Process 
 
This variable measures the weighted average influence of each individual external assessment of 
government performance at the agenda-setting stage of the policymaking process.  The data are drawn 
from responses to Question 31 in the 2014 Reform Efforts Survey, which asks participants: 
 
“How much influence did each of the following assessments have on the Government of [Country X’s] 
decision to pursue [issue domain] reforms on solving these particular problems?” 
 
Participants were routed a list of assessments with which they stated they were familiar and then asked to 
rank the influence of those assessments—on a scale of 0 to 5, with 0 indicating no influence at all and 5 
indicating maximum influence—during the agenda-setting stage of the policymaking process. 
 
Using these data, we calculate the weighted average influence of each of the assessments based on the 
score the participants assigned to the assessments they chose. Each response is weighted by the 
country and policy area of the respondent to reduce bias. 
 

ReformDesignInfluence_Q32 

Weighted Average Influence at the Reform Design Stage of the Policymaking Process 
 
This variable measure the weighted average influence of each individual external assessment of 
government performance at the reform design stage of the policymaking process.  The data are drawn 
from responses to Question 32 in the 2014 Reform Efforts Survey, which asks participants, 
 
“How much influence did each of the following assessments have on the design of the Government of 
[Country X’s] [issue domain] reforms?” 
 
Participants were routed a list of assessments with which they stated they were familiar and then asked to 
rank the influence of those assessments—on a scale of 0 to 5, with 0 indicating no influence at all and 5 
indicating maximum influence—during the reform design stage of the policymaking process. 
 
Using these data, we can calculate the weighted average influence of each of the assessments based on 
the value the participants assigned to the assessments they chose.  Each response is weighted by the 
country and policy area of the respondent to reduce bias. 
 

NatureofSupplier 

Nature of the External Assessment Supplier 
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[1] The supplier of the assessment is a host government attempting to assess its own performance. 
[2]  The supplier of the assessment is a non-governmental sponsor (e.g., think tank, private 

foundation) headquartered in the country of study attempting to assess its own country’s 
performance. 

[3] The supplier of the assessment is a private sector organization (e.g., business association, 
chamber, credit rating agency, etc.) headquartered in the country of study attempting to assess 
its own country’s performance. 

[4] The supplier of the assessment is a global inter-governmental organization, development bank, 
partnership, or union. 

[5] The supplier of the assessment is a regional inter-governmental organization, development bank, 
partnership, or union. 

[6] The supplier of the assessment is a non-governmental sponsor (e.g., think tank, private 
foundation) headquartered outside the country of study. 

[7] The supplier of the assessment is a private sector organization (e.g., business association, 
chamber, credit rating agency, etc.) headquartered outside the country of study. 

 

NatureofSupplier_V1 

Inter-governmental Organization Supplier of an External Assessment 
 
Using the NatureofSupplier variable, this dummy variable measures whether or not the assessment is 
supplied by an inter-governmental organization. 
 
[1] The supplier of the assessment is a global or regional inter-governmental organization. 
[0] The supplier of the assessment is not an inter-governmental organization. 
 

CrossCountryNature 

The Cross-Country or Country-Specific Nature of an External Assessment 
 
[1] The assessment is country-specific.  This means that the assessment is only carried out in one 

country. 
[2] The assessment is undertaken in multiple countries but does not involve cross-country 

benchmarking.  This means that there is no explicit, numerical comparison or ranking across 
countries. 

[3] The assessment is part of a cross-country benchmarking exercise.  This means that there is an 
explicit, numerical, comparison or ranking across countries 

 

CrossCountryNature_V1 

Cross-Country Benchmarking 
 
Using the original CrossCountryNature variable, this variable measures whether the assessment engages 
in cross-country benchmarking or not. 
 
[1] The assessment is part of a cross-country benchmarking exercise. 
[0] The assessment is not part of a cross-country benchmarking exercise. 
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PrescriptiveDescriptive 

Nature of External Assessment Contents 
 
This variable measures whether a given assessment provides specific guidance about how the 
government can improve its performance on the assessment. 
 
[1] The assessment is prescriptive in nature.  It provides specific guidance to the government about 

how the government can improve its performance on the assessment. 
[2] The assessment is descriptive in nature.  It does not provide the government with specific 

guidance about how the government can improve its performance on the assessment. 
 

PartyReponsible_1 

Party Responsible: Supplier of External Assessment 
 
This dummy variable measures whether the supplier of the assessment is involved in the collection and/or 
measurement of the data used to create the external assessment. 
 
[1] The party that provides/publishes the assessment is also responsible for measuring performance 

or compliance. 
[0] The party that provides/publishes the assessment is not responsible for measuring performance 

or compliance. 
 
Note: An external assessment can take the value of “1” for multiple PartyResponsible_# variables. 

PartyResponsible_2 

Party Responsible: Target of the External Assessment 

 
This dummy variable measures whether the target country of the assessment is involved in the collection 
and/or measurement of the data used to produce the assessment. 
 
[1] The party whose performance/compliance is being measured through the assessment (i.e. the 

target government) is also responsible for measuring the performance/compliance. 
[0] The party whose performance/compliance is being measured through the assessment (i.e. the 

target government) is not responsible for measuring the performance/compliance. 
 
Note: An external assessment can take the value of “1” for multiple PartyResponsible_# variables. 
 

PartyResponsible_3 

Party Responsible: Third Party Involvement in the External Assessment 
 
This dummy variable measures whether a third party (not the assessment supplier or the target country) 
is involved in the collection and/or measurement of the data used to produce the external assessment. 
 
[1] A party other than the supplier or the target of the assessment is responsible for measuring 

performance/compliance. 
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[0] A party other than the supplier or the target of the assessment is not responsible for measuring 
performance/ compliance. 

 
Note: An external assessment can take the value of “1” for multiple PartyResponsible_# variables. 
 

PartyResponsible_V1 

Collection and Measurement Exclusively Out-sourced to a Third Party 
 
This dummy variable measures whether the collection and/or measurement of the data used to create the 
assessment was exclusively out-sourced to a third party. 
 
[1] The only party responsible for measurement is a third party. 
[0] A third party is not the only party responsible for measurement. 
 

PartyResponsible_V2 

Involvement of the Assessment Supplier and Assessment Target in Measurement/Data 
Collection 
 
This dummy variable measures whether both the supplier of the assessment and the target of the 
assessment are involved in measurement and/or collection of the data used for creating the assessment. 
 
[1] Both the supplier of the assessment and the target of the assessment are involved in 

performance measurement or data collection. 
[0] The supplier and the target of the assessment are not both involved in performance measurement 

or data collection.  
 
Note: A value of “1” can be applied in cases where the supplier of the assessment, the target of the 
assessment, and a third party were all involved in performance measurement and/or data collection. 
 

PostiveIncentive_1 

Positive Incentive: The Availability of a Direct Financial or Material Benefit 
 
[1] The assessment links the provision of a significant financial or material benefit to the target 

country’s performance on the assessment. This benefit is explicitly stated in official 
documentation or another authoritative source of information (e.g., press materials, policy 
guidance, etc.), and is linked to the target country’s performance on the assessment. The benefit 
can refer to an (a) actual payment, loan, assistance, trade, investment, etc., (b) the increased 
likelihood of a payment, loan, assistance, trade, investment, etc., and/or (c) eligibility for payment, 
loan, assistance, trade, investment, etc. 

[0] The assessment does not link the provision of a significant financial or material benefit to the 
target country’s performance on the assessment. 

 
Note: An external assessment can take the value of “1” for all multiple PositiveIncentive_# variables. 
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PostiveIncentive_2a 

Positive Incentive: Direct Reputational Benefit 
 
[1] The assessment links the provision of a direct reputational benefit to the target country’s 

performance on the assessment; this benefit is explicitly stated as an official goal of the 
assessment in official assessment documentation or another authoritative source of information 
(e.g., press materials, policy guidance, etc.). 

[0] The assessment does not link the provision of a direct reputational benefit to the target country’s 
performance on the assessment. 

 
Note: An assessment can take the value of “1” for all multiple PositiveIncentive_# variables. 
 

PostiveIncentive_2b 

Positive Incentive: Indirect Reputational Benefit 
 
[1] The assessment links the provision of a significant reputational benefit to the target country’s 

performance on the assessment; however, this benefit is not explicitly stated as an official goal of 
the assessment in official assessment documentation or any other authoritative source of 
information (e.g., press materials, policy guidance, etc.). 

[0] There is no known indirect reputational benefit. 
 
Note: An assessment can take the value of “1” for all multiple PositiveIncentive_# variables. 
 

PositiveIncentive_3 

Positive Incentive: No Benefit 
 
[1] The assessment is not directly or indirectly linked to the provision of a significant 

financial/material or reputational benefit. 
[0] The assessment is directly or indirectly linked to the provision of a significant financial/material or 

reputational benefit. 
 
Note: If an assessment is directly or indirectly linked to the provision of a significant financial/material or 

reputational benefit it assumes a value of “1” for any of the variables PositiveIncentive_1, 
PositiveIncentive_2a, or PositiveIncentive_2b. 

 

PositiveIncentive_V1 

Positive Incentive Potency (Financial Benefit > Reputational Benefit) 
 
This variable seeks to provide an ordinal measure of the strength of the benefits linked to a given 
assessment.  It assumes that assessments with certain types of benefits are more attractive to target 
countries.  For PositiveIncentive_V1, the underlying assumption is made that (a) assessments that are 
linked to more benefits will be more attractive, (b) financial/material benefits are more attractive than 
reputational benefits, and (c) direct benefits are more attractive than indirect benefits. 
 
[5] The assessment is linked to a direct financial/material benefit and a direct reputational benefit. 
[4] The assessment is linked to a direct financial/material benefit and an indirect reputational benefit. 
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[3] The assessment is linked to a direct financial/material benefit. 
[2] The assessment is linked to a direct reputational benefit. 
[1] The assessment is linked to an indirect reputational benefit. 
[0] The assessment is not linked to any known financial/material or reputational benefit. 
 
Based upon these assumptions, assessments that assume a value of “5” represent those assessments 
that (in principle) provide the most attractive set of benefits. Assessments that assume a value a value of 
“0” represent those assessments that provide no known material/financial or reputational benefits. 

PostiveIncentive_V2 

Positive Incentive Potency (Reputational Benefit > Financial Benefit) 
 
This variable seeks to provide an ordinal measure of the strength of the benefits linked to a given 
assessment.  It assumes that assessments with certain types of benefits are more attractive to target 
countries.  For PositiveIncentive_V2, the underlying assumption is made that (a) assessments that are 
linked to more benefits will be more attractive, (b) reputational benefits are more attractive than 
financial/material benefits, and (c) direct benefits are more attractive than indirect benefits. 
 
[5] The assessment is linked to a direct reputational benefit and a direct financial /material benefit. 
[4] The assessment is linked to an indirect reputational benefit and a direct financial /material benefit. 
[3] The assessment is linked to a direct reputational benefit. 
[2] The assessment is linked to a direct financial /material benefit. 
[1] The assessment is linked to an indirect reputational benefit. 
[0] The assessment is not linked to any known financial/material or reputational benefit. 
 
Note: Based upon these assumptions, assessments that assume a value of “5” represent those 
assessments that (in principle) provide the most attractive set of benefits. Assessments that assume a 
value a value of “0” represent those assessments that provide no known material/financial or reputational 
benefits. 
 

NegativeIncentive_1 

Negative Incentive: Direct Financial or Material Penalty 
 
[1] If the target of an assessment fails to meet specific policy conditions or performance standards, a 

guaranteed financial or material penalty is directly imposed by the assessment supplier (i.e. the 
organization responsible for administering an award, competition, loan, grant, disbursement, 
benchmarking exercise, or membership/accession procedures). This penalty must be stated in 
official documentation or another authoritative source of information (e.g., press materials, policy 
guidance, etc.). 

[0] If the target of an assessment does not meet specific policy conditions or particular performance 
standards, it will face no known direct financial or material penalties. 

 
Note: An external assessment can take the value of “1” for all multiple NegativeIncentive_# variables. 
 

NegativeIncentive_2a 

NegativeIncentive: Direct Reputational Penalty 
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[1] If the target of an assessment fails to meet specific policy conditions or performance standards, a 
guaranteed reputational penalty is directly imposed by the assessment supplier (i.e. the 
organization responsible for administering an award, competition, loan, grant, disbursement, 
benchmarking exercise, or membership/accession procedures). This penalty must be stated in 
official documentation or another authoritative source of information (e.g., press materials, policy 
guidance, etc.). 

[0] If the target of an assessment does not meet specific policy conditions or performance standards, 
it will face no known direct reputational penalties. 

 
Note: An assessment can take the value of “1” for all multiple NegativeIncentive_# variables. 
 

NegativeIncentive_2b 

Negative Incentive: Indirect Reputational Penalty 
 
[1] If the target of an assessment fails to meet specific policy conditions or performance standards, it 

may incur significant and new/increased reputational costs. These costs are not guaranteed and 
they are not imposed by the assessment supplier (i.e. the organization responsible for 
administering an award, competition, loan, grant, disbursement, benchmarking exercise, or 
membership/accession procedures). References to the reputational penalties incurred due to 
non-compliance or inadequate performance must be stated in official documentation or another 
authoritative source of information (e.g., press materials, policy guidance, etc.). 

[0] If the target of an assessment does not meet specific policy conditions or performance standards, 
it will face no known indirect direct reputational penalties. 

 
Note: An assessment can take the value of “1” for all multiple NegativeIncentive_# variables. 
 

NegativeIncentive_3 

Negative Incentive: No Penalty 
 
[1] An assessment has no significant link to a financial/material or reputational penalty. 
[0] The assessment has a significant link to a financial/material or reputational penalty. 
 
Note: If an assessment has a significant link to a financial/material or reputational penalty, the 

assessment takes a value of “1” for NegativeIncentive_1, NegativeIncentive_2a, or 
NegativeIncentive_2b. 

 
 
 

NegativeIncentive_V1 

Negative Incentive Potency (Financial Penalty > Reputational Penalty) 
 
This variable seeks to provide an ordinal measure of the strength of the penalties linked to a given 
assessment.  It assumes that assessments with certain types of penalties impose large costs on target 
countries.  For NegativeIncentive_V1, the underlying assumption is made that (a) assessments that are 
linked to more penalties will impose greater costs, (b) financial/material penalties impose greater costs 
than reputational penalties, and (c) direct penalties impose greater costs than indirect penalties. 
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[5] The assessment is linked to a direct financial penalty and a direct reputational penalty. 
[4] The assessment is linked to a direct financial penalty and an indirect reputational penalty. 
[3] The assessment is linked to a direct financial penalty. 
[2] The assessment is linked to a direct reputational penalty. 
[1] The assessment is linked to an indirect reputational penalty. 
[0] The assessment is not linked any known penalties. 
 
Note: Based upon these assumptions, assessments that assume a value of “5” represent those 
assessments that (in principle) impose the most costly penalties. Assessments that assume value of “0” 
represent those assessments that impose no known penalties. 
 

NegativeIncentive_V2 

Negative Incentive Potency (Reputational Penalty > Financial Penalty) 
 
This variable seeks to provide an ordinal measure of the strength of the penalties linked to a given 
assessment.  It assumes that assessments with certain types of penalties impose large costs on target 
countries.  For NegativeIncentive_V2, the underlying assumption is made that (a) assessments that are 
linked to more penalties will impose greater costs, (b) reputational penalties impose greater costs than 
financial/material penalties, and (c) direct penalties impose greater costs than indirect penalties. 
 
[5] The assessment is linked to a direct reputational penalty and a direct financial penalty. 
[4] The assessment is linked to an indirect reputational penalty and a direct financial penalty. 
[3] The assessment is linked to a direct reputational penalty. 
[2] The assessment is linked to a direct financial penalty. 
[1] The assessment is linked to an indirect reputational penalty. 
[0] The assessment is not linked any known penalties. 
 
Note: Based upon these assumptions, assessments that assume a value of “5” represent those 
assessments that (in principle) impose the most costly penalties. Assessments that assume value of “0” 
represent those assessments that impose no known penalties. 
 

Blacklist 

Blacklist or Watch list 
 
[1] The external assessment includes a blacklist or watch list component. 
[0] The external assessment does not include a blacklist or watch list component. 
 

USG 

Sponsor: The United States Government 
 
[1] The United States Government sponsored the assessment. 
[2] The United States Government did not sponsor the assessment. 
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ActiveYears 

Assessment Longevity 
 
This variable counts the number of years a given assessment was in operation (between 2004 and 2013). 

 

PolicyDomainCount 

Number of Policy Domains Covered by the Assessment 
 
All assessments were coded according to whether or not they evaluate performance in 24 different policy 
domains.  This variable is a simple count of the number of policy domains evaluated by an assessment. 
 

CoverageThreshhold_5 

Scope of Policy Domains Covered by the Assessment (At Least 5) 
 
Using the PolicyDomainCount variable, this is a dummy variable measuring whether an assessment 
evaluates performance in 5 or more policy domains. 
 
[1] The assessment evaluates performance in 5 or more policy domains. 
[0] The assessment evaluates performance in less than 5 policy domains. 
 

PolicyDomainScope 

Scope of Policy Domains Evaluated by Assessment 
 
[1 – 24] Value corresponds to the number of policy domains included in external assessment. 
 
Note:  This variable is computed as a sum of values for MacroeconomicManagement, 
FinanceCreditBanking, Trade, BusinessRegulatory, Investment, Health, Education, FamilyGender, 
SocialProtection, Labor, EnvironmentalProtection, Agriculture, EnergyMining, Land, Infrastructure, 
Decentralization, AnticorruptionTransparency, Democracy, CivilService, JusticeSecurity, Tax, Customs, 
PublicExpenditure, and ForeignPolicy. 
 

MacroeconomicManagement 

Macroeconomic Management Policy Domain 
 
Macroeconomic management includes any policy issue related to the quality of the monetary/exchange 
rate and aggregate demand policy framework. Critical components are: a monetary/exchange rate policy, 
aggregate demand policies that focus on short and medium-term external balance, and policies that seek 
to address the crowding out of private investment. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
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FinanceCreditBanking 

Finance, Credit, and Banking Policy Domain 
 
Finance, credit, and banking include any policy issue related to the financial sector, and the policies and 
regulations that affect it. Dimensions of finance, credit, and banking include financial stability; the sector’s 
efficiency, depth, and resource mobilization strength; and access to financial services. Finance credit, and 
banking impacts banking and financial services, financial policy and administrative management, 
monetary institutions, formal sector financial intermediaries, informal and semi-formal financial 
intermediaries (including microfinance), and education and/or training in banking and financial services. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Trade 

Trade Policy Domain 
 
Trade includes any policy issue related to how the policy framework impact trade in goods. Trade focuses 
on the height of trade barriers, the extent to which non-tariff barriers are used, the transparency and 
predictability of the trade regime, and customs and trade facilitation. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

BusinessRegulatory 

Business Regulatory Environment Policy Domain 
 
Business regulatory environment includes any policy issue related to the extent to which the legal, 
regulatory, and policy environments help or hinder private businesses in investing, creating jobs, and 
becoming more productive. Sub-components include regulations affecting entry, exit, and competition; 
regulations of ongoing business operations; and regulation of factor markets (labor and land). 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Investment 

Investment Policy Domain 
 
Investment includes any policy issue related to direct investment and foreign direct investment. Direct 
investment is a category of international investment made by a resident entity in one economy with the 
objective of establishing a lasting interest in an enterprise resident in an economy other than that of the 
investor. Foreign direct investment (FDI) is the category of international investment that reflects the 
objective of a resident entity in one economy to obtain a lasting interest in an enterprise resident in 
another economy. 
 



	
  

	
  99  

[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Health 

Health Policy Domain 
 
Health includes any policy issue related to the promotion, restoration, or maintenance of public health. 
Health may include policies impacting basic health services and nutrition, as well as the prevention and 
treatment of HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria, among other diseases. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Education 

Education Policy Domain 
 
Education includes any policy issue related to any and all types and levels of education, and includes 
access to education, the standard and quality of education, and/or the conditions under which it is given. 
Education may relate to any of the following: primary education, basic life skills for youth and adults, early 
childhood education, secondary education, vocational training, higher education, and advanced technical 
and managerial training. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 

FamilyGender 

Family and Gender Policy Domain 
 
Family and gender includes any policy issue related to family, marriage and other intimacy-based 
relationships, sexualities, and/or gender in society and/or the economy. As for family, family and gender 
includes policies related to population and reproductive health. As for gender, family and gender includes 
policies that promote equal access of men and women to human capital development, promote equal 
access of men and women to productive and economic resources, and give men and women equal status 
and protection under the law. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

SocialProtection 

Social Protection and Welfare Policy Domain 
 
Social protection and welfare includes any policy issue related to the reduction of poverty and vulnerability 
by promoting efficient labor markets, diminishing people’s exposure to risks, and enhancing their capacity 
to protect themselves against hazards and interruption/loss of income. Specific interventions may include 
social safety net programs, pension and old age savings programs, and even community-driven 
programs. 
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[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Labor 

Labor Policy Domain 
 
Labor includes any policy issue related to labor markets, the participants in these labor markets and their 
decisions, and government policies that affect the employment and compensation of labor resources. 
Specifically, labor may refer to employment policy and planning, labor law, labor unions, institution 
capacity building and advice, employment creation and income generation programs, occupational safety 
and health, and combating child labor. Interventions may include protection of basic labor standards 
regulations to reduce segmentation and inequity in labor markets and active labor market programs, such 
as public works or job training. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

EnvironmentalProtection 

Environmental Protection Policy Domain 
 
Environmental protection includes any policy issue related to environmental conservation and 
sustainability. Specifically, environmental protection programs target deforestation, carbon emissions, 
biodiversity, biosphere protection, fishery depletion, water use efficiency, water pollution, protection of 
terrestrial and marine areas, biodiversity, access to safe drinking water and sanitation facilities, site 
preservation, price adjustments to reflect environmental externalities, and environmental 
education/training/research. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Agriculture 

Agriculture and Rural Development Policy Domain 
 
Agriculture and rural development includes any policy issue related to the welfare of rural populations 
through improvements in agricultural, forestry, and fishery production. Agriculture and rural development 
focuses on reducing food insecurity, raising rural productivity, promoting community-based development, 
and supporting rural infrastructure. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

EnergyMining 

Energy and Mining Policy Domain 
 



	
  

	
  101  

Energy and mining includes any policy issue related to mineral resources, energy production, use, 
dependency, and efficiency. Purposes related to mineral resources may include mineral/mining policy and 
administrative management, mineral/metal prospection and exploration, and mining education and 
training. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Land 

Land Policy Domain 
 
Land administration includes an policy issue related to providing secure land tenure, facilitating land 
exchange and distribution, and promoting government activism in farm restructuring and post conflict land 
reform. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Infrastructure 

Infrastructure Policy Domain 
 
Infrastructure includes any policy issue related to the basic physical systems of a nation, region, district or 
locality. Transportation, communication, sewage, water and electric systems are all examples of 
infrastructure. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Decentralization 

Decentralization Policy Domain 
 
Decentralization includes any policy issue related to the transfer of authority and responsibility for public 
functions from the central government to intermediate and local governments or quasi-independent 
government organizations and/or the private sector. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

AnticorruptionTransparency 

Anti-Corruption and Transparency Policy Domain 
 
Anti-corruption and transparency includes any policy issue related to the extent to which the executive 
can be held accountable for its use of funds and for the results of its actions by the electorate, the 
legislature, and the judiciary and the extent to which public employees within the executive are required to 
account for administrative decisions, use of resources, and results obtained. Specific dimensions include 
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the accountability of the executive to oversight institutions and of public employees for their performance, 
access of civil society to information on public affairs, and state capture by narrow vested interests. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Democracy 

Democracy Policy Domain 
 
Democracy includes any policy issue related to community participation and development; the 
competitiveness of executive, legislative and judicial recruitment; openness of executive, legislative and 
judicial recruitment; constraints that exist on public officials; regulation of political participation; and the 
competitiveness of political participation. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

CivilService 

Civil Service Policy Domain 
 
Civil service includes any policy issue relate related to extent to which civilian central government staff 
(including teachers, health workers, and police) are structured to design and implement government 
policies and deliver services effectively. The civil service generally includes officials, other than holders of 
political or judicial office, who are employed and paid by wholly and directly by the government. The civil 
service also generally includes all civilian officials who work in government departments or executive 
agencies. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

JusticeSecurity 

Justice and Security Policy Domain 
 
Justice and security includes any policy issue related to the review and reform of the justice and security 
system, democratic governance and civilian control and the improvement of civilian oversight and 
democratic control of security expenditure, and military, judicial, and police budgets. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Tax 

Tax Policy Domain 
 
Tax includes any policy issue related to the construction of effective and fair tax systems. Tax reform 
programs generally aim to build effective revenue administrations; embody taxpayer protection in the legal 
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code; eliminate wasteful tax exemptions; implement broad-based, simple, and coherent taxes; and 
develop the capacity for tax expenditure and wider policy analysis. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

Customs 

Customs Policy Domain 
 
Customs includes any policy issue related to trade facilitation; anti-smuggling activities; risk analysis and 
physical inspection activities; sanitary and phytosanitary measures; and legal, policy, institutional, and 
regulatory changes related to the customs code.  
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

PublicExpenditure 

Public Expenditure Management Policy Domain 
 
Revenue mobilization includes any policy issue related to allocating resources from the economy in a 
responsible, efficient, and effective manner. Three objectives of public expenditure management are fiscal 
discipline, the allocation of resources consistent with policy priorities, and good operational management. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

ForeignPolicy 

Foreign Policy Domain 
 
Foreign policy includes any policy issue related to the activities and relationships of the state in its 
interactions with other, foreign states. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this policy domain. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this policy domain. 
 

EconomicPolicyBroad 

Economic Policy Area 
  
The broadly defined “economic policy” area encompasses MacroeconmicManagement, 
FinanceCreditBanking, Trade, BusinessRegulatory, Investment, Labor, EnergyMining, and Infrastructure. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this broad policy area. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this broad policy area. 
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GovernancePolicyBroad 

Broad Governance Policy 
 
The broadly defined “governance policy” area encompasses Land, Decentralization, Anti-Corruption, 
Democracy, CivilService, JusticeSecurity, Tax, Customs, and PublicExpenditure. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this broad policy area. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this broad policy area. 

 

SocialPolicyBroad 

Social Policy Area 
 
The broadly defined “social policy” area encompasses Health, Education, FamilyGender, 
SocialProtection, EnvironmentalProtection, and Agriculture. 
 
[1] Assessment evaluates performance in this broad policy area. 
[0] Assessment does not evaluate performance in this broad policy area.  
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Appendix H: Supplemental Information 
 
 

Table H.1: The 10 Assessments with the Greatest Increases in Influence between 
Agenda Setting and Reform Design 

 Participants 
Countrie

s 

Influence 
in 

Agenda 
Setting 

Influence 
in 

Reform 
Design 

∆ in 
Influence 

p-value     
(one-tail) 

The Africa Infrastructure 
Country Diagnostic 16 14 2.607 3.000 +0.393 0.197 
The IMF Financial 
Sector Assessment 
Program (FSAP) 15 13 3.115 3.233 +0.118 0.419 
The IADB's Debt Relief 
Initiative 82 15 1.800 1.917 +0.117 0.335 
The Financial Action 
Task Force (FATF) 
Blacklist 110 66 2.171 2.26 +0.089 0.346 
The EBRD's Public 
Procurement Sector 
Assessment 23 17 1.363 1.441 +0.078 0.422 
The IADB's Growth 
Diagnostics 101 15 2.353 2.431 +0.078 0.366 
The World Bank's 
Education Management 
Information System 
Assessment Tool 32 25 2.367 2.440 +0.073 0.413 
The OECD's 
International Database 
of Budget Practices and 
Procedures 43 25 1.883 1.952 +0.068 0.414 
The World Bank's 
Women, Business, and 
the Law Assessment 28 22 1.455 1.523 +0.068 0.413 
The AsDB's Country 
Environmental Analysis 38 21 2.056 2.119 +0.063 0.418 
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Table H.2: Respondent Familiarity with Assessments: The 10 Most Recognized 
Assessments 

Assessment 

Number of Participants 
Asked about Familiarity 

with Assessment 

Weighted 
Percentage of 

Familiar 
Participants 

The EU's Stabilization and Association Agreements 268 75.34% 
The UN's Millennium Development Goals 2388 73.62% 
UNDP's Human Development Index 616 71.03% 
Performance-Based Funding from the Global Fund to 
Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria 

272 69.83% 

The World Bank’s Education Sector Review 189 63.33% 
The UNESCO Education for All Development Index 238 59.40% 
The World Bank’s and IFC's Doing Business Report 2033 59.05% 
The World Bank’s Health Sector Review 271 58.58% 
The EU's Partnership and Cooperation Agreements 330 55.59% 
The EU's Economic Partnership Agreements for ACP 
Countries 

233 55.31% 

 
 

Table H.3: Respondent Familiarity with Assessments: The 10 Least Recognized 
Assessments  

Assessment 

Number of Participants 
Asked about Familiarity 

with Assessment 

Weighted 
Percentage of 

Familiar 
Participants 

The IADB’s Social Protection Sector Note 19 0.00% 
The IADB’s Citizen Security Sector Note 25 0.00% 
The IADB’s Trade Sector Policy Note 22 4.55% 
DFID’s Resource Allocation Model 3819 8.54% 
The World Bank’s Women, Business, and the Law 
Assessment 

309 9.25% 

The IFAD's Rural Sector Performance Assessment and 
Performance-Based Allocation System 

2392 9.64% 

The U.S. Trade Representative's "Special 301" Report 286 10.43% 
The Egmont Group of Financial Intelligence Units' 
Membership Requirements 

512 10.62% 

The "Variable Tranche" of the EU's Budget Support 
Program 

1121 11.82% 

The IMF's Rapid Credit Facility 2459 12.05% 
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Table H.4: Respondent Familiarity with Assessments: The 3 Most Recognized 
Assessments in Each Policy Domain15 
Macroeconomic 
Management  (Average 
assessment familiarity = 45%) 

The EU's 
Stabilization and 
Association 
Agreements (100%, 
n=7) 

The EU's Partnership 
and Cooperation 
Agreements (92%, 
n=9) 

 The HIPC 
Initiative's "Decision 
Point" and 
"Completion Point" 
(97%, n=84) 

Investment (39%) The EU's 
Stabilization and 
Association 
Agreements (100%, 
n=9) 

NATO’s Membership 
Action Plan (100%, 
n=5) 

The EU's Economic 
Partnership 
Agreements for 
ACP Countries 
(68%, n=39) 

Democracy (38%) The European 
Neighborhood 
Policy Action Plans 
and Country 
Reports (77%, 
n=47) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (76%, 
n=23) 

The African Peer 
Review Mechanism 
(70%, n=85) 

Trade (35%) The EU's 
Association 
Agreements (90%, 
n=6) 

The EU's Economic 
Partnership 
Agreements for ACP 
Countries (83%, n=42) 

The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing 
Business Report 
(78%, n=95) 

Finance, Credit, and Banking 
(34%) 

The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing 
Business Report 
(67%, n=94) 

The IADB's Policy-
Based Loans (60%, 
n=16) 

The IMF's Extended 
Credit Facility and 
Poverty Reduction 
and Growth Facility 
(60%, n=64) 

Social Protection and Welfare 
(31%) 

The EU's 
Association 
Agreements (80%, 
n=13) 

The UN's Millennium 
Development Goals 
(78%, n=116) 

UNDP's Human 
Development Index 
(76%, n=113) 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
15 Unlike the other analyses conducted in this report and given the complex relationship between sample size and percentages, we 
used an inclusion criteria threshold here of an assessment being recognized by at least five participants, rather than being simply 
asked about to five participants. In this table, however, n indicates the number of participants from each policy domain routed to the 
indicated assessment. 
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Energy and Mining (29%) The UN's 
Millennium 
Development Goals 
(68%, n=59) 

The EU's Association 
Agreements (58%, 
n=7) 

The EBRD's Energy 
Sector Assessment 
(56%, n=11) 

Decentralization (29%) The African Peer 
Review Mechanism 
(42%, n=20) 

The World Bank’s 
Decentralization 
Indicators (41%, n=60) 

The World Bank’s 
Development Policy 
Review (40%, n=61) 

Business Regulatory 
Environment (29%) 

The EU's 
Stabilization and 
Association 
Agreements (82%, 
n=16) 

The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (80%, n=130) 

The EU's 
Association Agenda 
(72%, n=7) 

Public Expenditure Management 
(28%) 

The EU's 
Stabilization and 
Association 
Agreements (90%, 
n=8) 

The HIPC Initiative's 
"Decision Point" and 
"Completion Point" 
(76%, n=58) 

The European 
Neighborhood 
Policy Action Plans 
and Country 
Reports (68%, 
n=16) 

Agriculture and Rural 
Development (27%) 

The UN's 
Millennium 
Development Goals 
(70%, n=164) 

The EU's Partnership 
and Cooperation 
Agreements (67%, 
n=7) 

The World Bank’s 
Poverty Assessment 
(50%, n=163) 

Health (27%) The UN's 
Millennium 
Development Goals 
(80%, n=272) 

UNDP's Human 
Development Index 
(72%, n=267) 

Performance-Based 
Funding from the 
Global Fund to Fight 
AIDS, Tuberculosis 
and Malaria (70%, 
n=272) 

Education (27%) The EU's 
Stabilization and 
Association 
Agreements (81%, 
n=11) 

The UN's Millennium 
Development Goals 
(78%, n=191) 

UNDP's Human 
Development Index 
(70%, n=188) 
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Tax (26%) The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing 
Business Report 
(68%, n=19) 

The African Growth 
and Opportunity Act 
(AGOA) Eligibility 
Criteria (45%, n=15) 

The IMF’s Policy 
Support Instrument 
(42%, n=33) 

Infrastructure (25%) The EU's 
Association 
Agreements (67%, 
n=16) 

The EU's Partnership 
and Cooperation 
Agreements (67%, 
n=11) 

The AsDB's Country 
Diagnostic Study 
(56%, n=49) 

Labor (24%) The European 
Neighborhood 
Policy Action Plans 
and Country 
Reports (72%, 
n=13) 

The ILO's Global 
Monitoring and 
Analysis of Conditions 
of Work and 
Employment (68%, 
n=49) 

The African Peer 
Review Mechanism 
(50%, n=16) 

Civil Service (23%) The EU's 
Stabilization and 
Association 
Agreements (73%, 
n=11) 

The European 
Neighborhood Policy 
Action Plans and 
Country Reports (71%, 
n=15) 

The African Peer 
Review Mechanism 
(57%, n=51) 

Family and Gender (23%) The UN's 
Millennium 
Development Goals 
(81%, n=48) 

UNDP's Human 
Development Index 
(78%, n=48) 

The HIPC Initiative's 
"Decision Point" and 
"Completion Point" 
(58%, n=14) 

Environmental Protection (22%) The UN's 
Millennium 
Development Goals 
(84%, n=154) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (78%, 
n=9) 

The European 
Neighborhood 
Policy Action Plans 
and Country 
Reports (67%, 
n=12) 
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Anti-Corruption and 
Transparency (21%) 

NATO's 
Membership Action 
Plan and Annual 
Progress Report 
(69%, n=11) 

The African Peer 
Review Mechanism 
(68%, n=74) 

The EU's 
Stabilization and 
Association 
Agreements (67%, 
n=12) 

Customs (20%) The EU's Economic 
Partnership 
Agreements for 
ACP Countries 
(74%, n=18) 

The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (63%, n=32) 

The African Growth 
and Opportunity Act 
(AGOA) Eligibility 
Criteria (60%, n=19) 

Justice and Security (17%) The EU's 
Stabilization and 
Association 
Agreements (88%, 
n=16) 

NATO's Membership 
Action Plan and 
Annual Progress 
Report (74%, n=17) 

The African Peer 
Review Mechanism 
(55%, n=52) 

Land (17%) The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing 
Business Report 
(63%, n=37) 

The African Peer 
Review Mechanism 
(43%, n=24) 

The Millennium 
Challenge 
Corporation's 
Eligibility Criteria 
and Country 
Scorecards (37%, 
n=36) 
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16 As expected, the number of participants (n) evaluating the influence of a given assessment within a specific policy domain can be 
low. For this reason, we have limited our presentation and analysis to those assessments with at least 5 participants. We assume 
that, given the specialized knowledge of our survey participants, the narrow scope of some assessments, and our tailored survey 
design (see Appendix D), a high average influence score as reported by at least 5 policy experts indicates, at least to some degree, 
consensus about a relatively high level of assessment influence. We urge readers, however, not to treat the listed scores as precise 
estimates.  

Table H.5: The 3 Most Influential Assessments in Each Policy Domain (Level of Agenda-
Setting Influence)16  
Macroeconomic management  The IMF’s Article IV 

Consultations (4.09, 
n=17) 

The HIPC Initiative's 
"Decision Point" and 
"Completion Point" 
(3.83, n=69) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements 
(3.70, n=6)  

Finance, credit, and banking The EU's Partnership 
and Cooperation 
Agreements (3.42, 
n=5) 

The European 
Neighborhood Policy 
Action Plans and 
Country Reports 
(3.25, n=5) 

The IMF Financial 
Sector Assessment 
Program (FSAP) 
(3.17, n=9) 

Trade The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (3.30, n=73) 

The AsDB's Country 
Performance 
Assessment (CPA) 
and Performance-
Based Allocation 
System (3.29, n=8) 

The AfDB's Country 
Performance 
Assessment (CPA) 
and Performance-
Based Allocation 
System (3.25, n=7) 

Business regulatory 
environment 

The EU’s Association 
Agenda (4.50, n=6) 

The EBRD’s Country 
Law Assessment 
(3.88, n=7) 

The World Bank and 
IFC’s Doing Business 
Report (3.84, n=124) 

Investment The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (4.43, n=17) 

The HIPC Initiative's 
"Decision Point" and 
"Completion Point" 
(3.71, n=18) 

The Multilateral Debt 
Relief Initiative (3.41, 
n=12) 

Health The European 
Neighborhood Policy 
Action Plans and 
Country Reports 
(3.70, n=6) 

The UN's Millennium 
Development Goals 
(3.67, n=203) 

The EU’s Association 
Agreements (3.38, 
n=5) 

Education The OECD's Program 
for International 
Student Assessment 
(3.70, n=17) 

The Multilateral Debt 
Relief Initiative (3.32, 
n=12) 

The UN’s Millennium 
Development Goals 
(3.29, n=135) 

Family and gender The UN's Millennium 
Development Goals 
(3.81, n=33) 

The Millennium 
Challenge 
Corporation's 
Eligibility Criteria and 
Country Scorecards 
(3.73, n=7) 

The US State 
Department’s 
“Country Reports on 
Human Rights 
Practices” (3.46, 
n=13) 

Social protection and welfare The IADB's Policy-
Based Loans (3.88, 
n=5) 

The IADB's Country 
Institutional and 
Policy Evaluation 
(CIPE) and 
Performance-Based 
Allocation System   

The UN's Millennium 
Development Goals 
(3.25, n=80) 
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(3.60, n=6) 
Labor The World Economic 

Forum's "Global 
Competitiveness 
Report" (3.06, n=14) 

The ILO's Global 
Monitoring and 
Analysis of 
Conditions of Work 
and Employment 
(3.01, n=33) 

DFID's Resource 
Allocation Model 
(2.80, n=5) 

Environmental protection The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (4.58, 
n=6) 

The IADB's Country 
Environmental 
Analysis (3.71, n=9) 

The EU's Association 
Agreements (3.33, 
n=7) 

Agriculture and rural 
development 

The IMF's Rapid 
Credit Facility (3.67, 
n=9) 

The World Bank’s 
Development Policy 
Loans Program (3.25, 
n=9) 

The Multilateral Debt 
Relief Initiative (3.23, 
n=18) 

Energy and mining The World Bank’s 
Country Economic 
Memorandum (3.57, 
n=14) 

The EBRD's Energy 
Sector Assessment 
(3.4, n=5) 

The Global 
Environmental 
Facility’s 
Performance Index 
and Resource 
Allocation Framework 
(3.25, n=8) 

Land The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (3.29, n=20) 

The Millennium 
Challenge 
Corporation's 
Eligibility Criteria and 
Country Scorecards 
(2.89, n=12) 

The World Bank’s 
Development Policy 
Review (2.69, n=9) 

Infrastructure The AfDB's Country 
Performance 
Assessment (CPA) 
and Performance-
Based Allocation 
System (3.42, n=12) 

The Millennium 
Challenge 
Corporation's 
Eligibility Criteria and 
Country Scorecards 
(3.21, n=42) 

The AfDB’s Policy-
Based Loans and 
Budget Support (3.18, 
n=11) 

Decentralization The EU's Poverty 
Reduction Budget 
Support Program 
(2.37, n=16) 

The World Bank’s 
Decentralization 
Indicators (2.26, 
n=26) 

The World Bank’s 
Country Policy and 
Institutional 
Assessment (CPIA) 
and Performance-
Based Allocation 
System (2.22, n=11) 

Anti-corruption and 
transparency 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (4.50, 
n=15) 

NATO's Membership 
Action Plan and 
Annual Progress 
Report (4.17, n=6) 

The EU's Association 
Agreements (4.00, 
n=10) 

Democracy The EU's Association 
Agenda (4.20, n=9) 

NATO's Membership 
Action Plan and 
Annual Progress 
Report (4.17, n=7) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (3.77, 
n=19) 

Civil Service The EU's Association 
Agreements (3.87, 

The AfDB's Policy-
Based Loans and 

The EU's 
Governance Initiative 
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n=8) Budget Support (3.81, 
n=9) 

and Governance 
Incentive Tranche 
(3.50, n=6) 

Justice and security The European 
Neighborhood Policy 
Action Plans and 
Country Reports 
(4.22, n=5) 

The EU's Association 
Agreements (3.33, 
n=10) 

NATO’s Membership 
Action Plan and 
Annual Progress 
Report (2.83, n=10) 

Tax The EU's 
Governance Initiative 
and Governance 
Incentive Tranche 
(3.50, n=6) 

The World Bank’s 
Worldwide 
Governance 
Indicators (3.36, n=8) 

The World Bank’s 
Development Policy 
Review (3.25, n=10) 

Customs The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (3.68, n=22) 

The World Bank’s 
Diagnostic Trade 
Integration Studies 
(3.50, n=5) 

The WTO's 
Accession Working 
Party Reports and 
Accession Protocols 
(3.18, n=10) 

Public expenditure 
management 

The IADB's Policy-
Based Loans (4.24, 
n=9) 

The EU's Partnership 
and Cooperation 
Agreements (4.22, 
n=6) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (4.10, 
n=6) 



	
  

	
  114  

Table H.6: The 3 Most Influential Assessments in Each Policy Domain (Level of Reform 
Design Influence) 
Macroeconomic management  The IMF’s Article IV 

Consultations (3.65, 
n=17) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (3.60, 
n=5) 

The HIPC Initiative's 
"Decision Point" and 
"Completion Point" 
(3.56, n=70) 

Finance, credit, and banking The IMF's Financial 
Sector Assessment 
Program (FSAP) 
(4.12, n=9) 

The EU's Partnership 
and Cooperation 
Agreements (3.75, 
n=5) 

The IMF's Policy 
Support Instrument 
(2.92, n=29) 

Trade The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (3.45, n=72) 

The AfDB's Country 
Performance 
Assessment (CPA) 
and Performance-
Based Allocation 
System (3.33, n=7) 

The AsDB's Country 
Performance 
Assessment (CPA) 
and Performance-
Based Allocation 
System (3.29, n=8) 

Business regulatory 
environment 

The EU's Association 
Agenda (4.33, n=5) 

The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (3.76, n=120) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (3.57, 
n=15) 

Investment The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (4.17, n=17) 

The EU's Association 
Agreements (3.43, 
n=7) 

The AfDB's Policy-
Based Loans and 
Budget Support (3.36, 
n=14) 

Health The UN's Millennium 
Development Goals 
(3.44, n=201) 

Performance-Based 
Funding from the 
Global Fund to Fight 
AIDS, Tuberculosis 
and Malaria (3.26, 
n=187) 

The World Bank 
Health Sector Review 
(3.15, n=155) 

Education The OECD's Program 
for International 
Student Assessment 
(3.48, n=15) 

The Multilateral Debt 
Relief Initiative (3.41, 
n=12) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (3.33, 
n=7) 

Family and gender The UN's Millennium 
Development Goals 
(3.81, n=32) 

The U.S. State 
Department's 
"Country Reports on 
Human Rights 
Practices" (3.58, 
n=13) 

The World Bank 
Country Gender 
Assessment (3.40, 
n=18) 

Social protection and welfare The IADB's Growth 
Diagnostics (3.75, 
n=5) 

The IADB's Policy-
Based Loans (3.50, 
n=5) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (3.40, 
n=5) 

Labor The ILO's Global 
Monitoring and 
Analysis of 
Conditions of Work 
and Employment 
(3.10, n=33) 

The World Economic 
Forum's "Global 
Competitiveness 
Report" (3.08, n=14) 

The World Bank's 
Poverty Assessment 
(2.58, n=20) 

Environmental protection The EU's Stabilization The World Bank's The IADB's Country 
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and Association 
Agreements (4.83, 
n=6) 

Development Policy 
Loans Program (3.67, 
n=6) 

Environmental 
Analysis (3.29, n=9) 

Agriculture and rural 
development 

The AfDB's Policy-
Based Loans and 
Budget Support (3.27, 
n=11) 

The World Bank's 
Development Policy 
Loans Program (3.25, 
n=9) 

The IMF's Rapid 
Credit Facility (3.11, 
n=9) 

Energy and mining The EBRD's Energy 
Sector Assessment 
(3.40, n=5) 

The World Bank's 
Country 
Environmental 
Analysis (2.93, n=8) 

The World Bank's 
Development Policy 
Review (2.77, n=21) 

Land The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (2.76, n=21) 

The Millennium 
Challenge 
Corporation's 
Eligibility Criteria and 
Country Scorecards 
(2.48, n=14) 

The World Bank's 
Development Policy 
Review (2.19, n=10) 

Infrastructure The Africa 
Infrastructure Country 
Diagnostic (3.40, 
n=10) 

The AfDB's Policy-
Based Loans and 
Budget Support (3.36, 
n=11) 

The AfDB's Country 
Performance 
Assessment (CPA) 
and Performance-
Based Allocation 
System (3.25, n=12) 

Decentralization The EU's Poverty 
Reduction Budget 
Support Program 
(2.16, n=17) 

The World Bank's 
Decentralization 
Indicators (1.86, 
n=26) 

The World Bank's 
Development Policy 
Review (1.78, n=23) 

Anti-corruption and 
transparency 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (4.40, 
n=6) 

NATO's Membership 
Action Plan and 
Annual Progress 
Report (4.20, n=5) 

The EU's Association 
Agreements (3.83, 
n=11) 

Democracy NATO's Membership 
Action Plan and 
Annual Progress 
Report (4.17, n=7) 

The EU's Association 
Agenda (4.17, n=9) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (3.82, 
n=18) 

Civil Service The EU's Association 
Agreements (3.70, 
n=8) 

The AfDB's Policy-
Based Loans and 
Budget Support (3.56, 
n=9) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (3.44, 
n=8) 

Justice and security The European 
Neighborhood Policy 
Action Plans and 
Country Reports 
(4.56, n=5) 

The EU's Association 
Agreements (3.67, 
n=10) 

The EU's Stabilization 
and Association 
Agreements (3.13, 
n=14) 

Tax The HIPC Initiative's 
"Decision Point" and 
"Completion Point" 
(4.50, n=5) 

The WTO's 
Accession Working 
Party Reports and 
Accession Protocols 
(3.20, n=11) 

The World Bank's 
Development Policy 
Review (3.11, n=5) 

Customs The World Bank and 
IFC's Doing Business 
Report (3.46, n=21) 

The World Bank's 
Diagnostic Trade 
Integration Studies 

The WTO's 
Accession Working 
Party Reports and 
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(3.00, n=5) Accession Protocols 
(2.77, n=12) 

Public expenditure 
management 

The EU's Partnership 
and Cooperation 
Agreements (4.22, 
n=6) 

The IADB's Policy-
Based Loans (3.95, 
n=9) 

The European 
Neighborhood Policy 
Action Plans and 
Country Reports 
(3.63, n=10) 

 

Figure H.1 Survey-Based Measure of Success in Reform Implementation and 
Assessment Influence 

 
Note: The survey-based "Success in Reform Implementation" esitmates progress made toward solving specific problems and is on 
a scale of 1-4, where 1 = "No progress at all", 2 = "Only a little progress", 3 = "A moderate amount of progress", and 4 = "A great 
deal of progress". Both agenda-setting and reform design influence are on a scale of 0-5, where 0 means "No influence at all" and 5 
means "Maximum influence". The R values of 0.415 and 0.439 indicate positive relationships between an average country's success 
in reform implementation and the agenda-setting and reform design influence in of external assessments in that country. 
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Figure H.2 Track Record of Success in Reform Implementation in Four Policy Areas and 
Assessment Influence 

 
Note: Each dimension of the CPIA presented here is drawn from a sub-indicator used in the IDA Resource Allocation Index: Public 
Sector Management and Institutions (Property Rights and Rule-Based Governance; Quality of Budgetary and Financial 
Management; Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization; Quality of Public Administration; and Transparency, Accountability, and 
Corruption in the Public Sector), Social Inclusion and Equity (Gender Equality, Equity of Public Resource Use, Building Human 
Resources, Social Protection and Labor, and Policies and Institutions for Environmental Sustainability), Economic Management 
(Monetary and Exchange Rate Policies, Fiscal Policy, Debt Policy and Management), and Structural Policies (Trade, Financial 
Sector, and Business Regulatory Environment). Both agenda-setting and reform design influence are on a scale of 0-5, where 0 
means "No influence at all" and 5 means "Maximum influence". 
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