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Executive summary 

Without strong and well-functioning accountability systems, corruption moves in and risks 

becoming the modus operandi in political and public life. While a simple proposition in the 

abstract, accountability systems may encompass a panoply of government rules, 

organizational structures, modes of operation, agencies, offices and mandates, and the 

effectiveness of these may be contingent upon the effective participation non-state actors 

such as the media, civil society organizations, and citizens more generally. The aim of WP11 

is to offer knowledge and insight on a number of accountability mechanisms generally 

regarded as crucial to reducing corruption, but for which rigorous empirical data and 

investigation have been lacking.  

As a first essential step in accomplishing this aim, the Quality of Government Institute 

carried out a large-scale survey of a total of 1294 public administration experts from 122 

countries throughout the world, with an average of ten experts making assessments on each 

country. The map below depicts visually the coverage of the survey, with darker colors 

representing a larger number of expert responses. The survey captures a number of 

institutional aspects of the state that figure heavily in policy debates about corruption, such as 

government transparency, the percentage of women in parliaments and other government 

offices, and the strength of the audit office. It also captures a number of attributes of the 

organization of the bureaucracy, which has received less attention. The data are publically 

available at http://qog.pol.gu.se/data/datadownloads/qogexpertsurveydata and, through our 

own efforts and those of the research community as a whole, will hopefully further our 

understanding of accountability mechanisms and the conditions that enhance their 

effectiveness in combatting corruption. 

This report describes three main blocks of the survey, namely those related to: 1) the 

organization of the bureaucracy, 2) the characteristics of the national audit agency, and 3) the 

degree to which government operations are transparent, and more specifically transparent in a 

way that can allow for the detection of corruption. For each of these, the report provides a 

brief overview of the hypothesized relevance for corruption and a theoretical account of the 

concepts. Each section then explores the variation both among EU member states as well as 

in the larger set of countries for which data are available, and examines the association 

between these specific institutional features and existing measures of corruption. Finally, for 

each area, the report examines the validity of these new measures by, to the extent possible, 

assessing the degree to which they concur with existing measures of the similar aspects of the 

institutional landscape. 

Each section offers conceptual advances to previous treatments of these institutional factors. 

The discussion of the organization of the bureaucracy extracts from discussions of 

government bureaucracy two primary attributes that have tend to be treated as components 

parts of a single model, i.e. the Weberian bureaucracy: professionalism and closedness. 

Professionalism refers to the extent to which bureaucrats are hired on merit as opposed to 

being politically appointed, and closedness refers to the extent that government bureaucracies 

are regulated by specific labor laws, which tend to limit employees movement in and out of 

public sector. The data reveal that these two characteristics are, in fact, empirically distinct, 

in other words that countries can and do have one without the other. Moreover, the empirical 

analyses reveal that it is professionalism, and not closedness, that has the strongest bearing on 

the existence of corruption in a country.  
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Section three of the report turns its attention the design and role of national audit offices, an 

entity generally assumed to play a central role in accountability, but which nonetheless has 

largely been ignored in large-N country comparative research. Taking stock of the existing 

discussions of the characteristics of a strong audit office, the report identifies three essential 

aspects: professionalism, independence, and willingness to make audit reports available to 

the general public. Professionalism with respect to audit offices refers to the training and 

qualifications of auditors, while independence refers to the extent to which they are 

organizationally separate from other government administrative offices. In contrast to the 

aspects discussed with respect to bureaucratic organization, these three characteristics are 

strongly empirically associated with one another; countries that are assessed as strong in on 

respect tend to be rated as strong in the other two. An index building on these three is 

strongly associated with corruption at the country level, even when other factors known to 

affect corruption are taken into account. 

The fourth section unpacks the concept of government transparency. Often treated as crucial 

to increasing probity, little rigorous conceptual attention has been paid to government 

transparency, resulting in measures characterized by considerable ambiguity and noise. In an 

effort to delineate the concept and, more specifically, to advance a conceptualization of 

transparency as it might relate to anti-corruption efforts, section four argues that two aspects 

of transparency in particular are essential: transparency with respect to government revenues 

and expenditures (fiscal transparency), and the likelihood that abuses will be exposed to the 

public (detection of abuses). While conceptually distinct, these two dimensions are strongly 

associated empirically. An index building on the relevant survey questions performs as 

expected with respect to corruption measures and is more parsimonious and transparent than 

existing measures of transparency.  

The final section of the report introduces a new measure of corruption. The measure 

correlates, as expected, with existing measures of corruption, such as Transparency 

International’s Corruption Perception Index and the World Bank’s Control of Corruption 

measure, but is somewhat more theoretically founded than existing measures. The addition of 

this measure to corruption researchers’ toolbox will allow for triangulation with existing 

measures, thereby strengthening the future research on accountability mechanisms and 

corruption more generally. 

 

 
Country coverage of the QoG expert survey. Darker colors indicate a higher number of expert assessments.  
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1. Introduction 

The idea that a high quality of government is of the utmost importance for sustained positive 

social outcomes is widely accepted by both the academic community and practitioners 

(Acemoglu and Robinson 2012, North, Wallis and Weingast 2009; World Bank 1997; United 

Nations 2000). However, the big question as to what constitutes a government that enhances 

welfare for all members of society remains largely open. In this debate the greatest attention 

has been paid to the impact of political regimes and, more specifically, the strength of 

political constraints on valued social outcomes such as economic growth and the provision of 

public goods. Scholars have successfully created comparative datasets on what we call the 

input of political institutions, for instance, electoral systems, number of veto players, party 

system, institutionalization and others (see Teorell et al. 2015 for a comprehensive dataset).  

The impact of public bureaucracy on social outcomes has so far attracted much less attention, 

notwithstanding some important theoretical (Miller 2000; Rothstein and Teorell 2008) and 

empirical (Evans and Rauch 1999) contributions. A major stumbling block on the way to 

understanding the role of bureaucracy in human development is the lack of comparative 

observational data on the organizational design of public bureaucracies and bureaucratic 

behavior. The problem seems to persist over time. Thus, in 1996, Bekke, Perry and Toonen 

stated that our basic knowledge of bureaucratic structures is “woefully inadequate” (vii) and, 

in 2012, Francis Fukuyama expressed a seemingly similar sentiment in a piece entitled “The 

strange absence of the state in political science”. Notwithstanding a seminal effort by Peter 

Evans and James Rauch in mapping the bureaucratic structure in 35 less developed countries 

for the 1970-1990 period (Evans and Rauch, 1999; Rauch and Evans, 2000), the lack of 

empirical data pertaining to bureaucratic organization and practices is a well-known problem 

(Lewis 2007).  

Many of the elements of aspects of the organization of government institutions posited to 

curtail corruption present nontrivial challenges with respect to measurement. National 

governments are made up of thousands of employees and elected officials, and hundreds of 

organizations and units nested within them. Occupying the role of third party enforcers, no 

external entities systematical monitor, evaluate and document the operations of government 

as a whole, and governments as a source of information about government operations vary in 

reliability and conversely error, an error which often correlates with the items sought to be 

measured. An investigation of the link between state capacity and infant mortality would, for 

example, need a strategy to manage the fact that weaker states in all likelihood underreport 

rates of infant mortality. And efforts to examine corruption face this challenge more than 

other fields, as many factors expected to affect or be affected by corruption can be expected, 

by intent or neglect, to exhibit bias in official measures and statutes. Countries with the most 

extensive legal frameworks against corruption have proven to be those with more corruption, 

for example. 

Reliably mapping even fundamental characteristics of governments, such as the 

organizational characteristics of the bureaucracy or national audit office, or the extent to 

which government operations can be considered transparent, therefore present 

methodological challenges per se. What’s more, many of these issues remain somewhat 

under-theorized and suffer from conceptual stretching, further confounding efforts at rigorous 

and systematic empirical investigation. This report represents a component part in a larger 

effort to remedy these issues.  
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It is with the aim of addressing this acute issue that in 2008 the Quality of Government 

Institute launched the QoG Expert Survey – a longitudinal project to collect data on the 

organizational design of public bureaucracies and bureaucratic behavior in the countries of 

the world. The QoG Expert Survey I took place in 2008-2012 in three waves, involving more 

than 1000 public administration experts world-wide. The outcome of the first survey is a rich 

dataset, covering such topics as meritocratic recruitment, internal promotion and career 

stability, salaries, impartiality, NPM reforms, effectiveness/efficiency and the bureaucratic 

representation of ethnic groups and gender in 135 countries. The new dataset has been 

welcomed by the academic community as evidenced in the discussion “What is 

governance?”, sparked by Fukuyama (2013), and has also been utilized in several 

publications in highly ranked journals (Chong et al. 2014; Cornell and Grimes 2015; 

Dahlberg and Holmberg 2014; Dahlström, Lapuente and Teorell 2011b; Nistotskaya and 

Cingolani forthcoming; Sundell 2014) and books (Norris 2015).  

A new wave of the expert survey—the Quality of Government Institute Expert Survey II (the 

QoG Expert Survey II for short)—was carried out in 2014. The QoG Expert Survey II has 

preserved the theoretical and methodological approaches of the first survey but, in 

comparison with the previous effort, has extended the number of dimensions of bureaucratic 

structure and bureaucratic behavior and also improved measures on a range of topics.  

The report1 presents an overview and validation of four batteries of questions included in the 

Quality of Government survey of public administration experts: 1) the organization of the 

bureaucracy, 2) the characteristics of the national audit agency, and 3) the degree to which 

government operations are transparent, and more specifically transparent in a way that can 

allow for the detection of corruption. The fourth and final section discusses a battery of 

questions that together capture the incidence of corruption in a country.  

For each of these blocks of survey questions, the report first discusses the relevance of the 

measure(s), theorized and/or empirically observed, for corruption and for accountability. 

Second, the conceptual building blocks are presented. For all three institutional aspects 

covered, the research presented here makes important conceptual contributions. With respect 

the organization of the audit office, for example, Section 3 takes stock of the rather disparate 

discussions concerning the attributes needed by a national audit agency to perform its 

designated role in the political system most effectively. The discussion of government 

transparency instead finds agreement in the literature regarding a baseline definition of the 

concept, but little progress toward a definition that provides a useful foundation for 

operationalization and measurement. These conceptual explorations formed the foundation 

for the survey design.  

For each institutional indicator, the report then considers what data existed previously, and in 

what way the new measures complement or improve on these prior measures. In the case of 

the organization of the bureaucracy and evaluations of audit agencies, the Quality of 

Government survey offers one of the first attempts at larger scale country comparative data 

collection. With respect to the measure of government transparency, the new measure instead 

                                                      
1
 First and foremost, we would like to thank all the experts who took part in this survey. Without your help 

this would not have been possible. This report is an expansion and adaptation of Dahlström, Carl, Jan 

Teorell, Stefan Dahlberg, Felix Hartmann, Annika Lindberg, Marina Nistotskaya. The Quality Of 

Government Expert Survey II. In Brief. QoG Working paper 2015: 9. We would also like to thank Selome 

Balcha, Agnes Cornell, Sören Holmberg, B. Guy Peters, Jon Pierre, Bo Rothstein, Helena Stensöta, Anders 

Sundell, Richard Svensson, Lena Wängnerud, and everyone at the Quality of Government Institute for their 

expertise and invaluable support in helping carry out the survey. 
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offers greater precision and therefore also more solid footing for future examinations of the 

role of government transparency in accountability efforts.  

The empirical explorations in each section then present descriptives for European member 

states as well as for the global sample as a whole, as well as graphics illustrating the 

associations between the institutional feature in question and corruption levels. On all points, 

the analyses uncover considerable variation both within Europe and extreme variation in the 

larger sample, and also detect strong links to the prevalence of corruption in a country. The 

report then attempts to validate each set of measures, in part by comparing the survey data 

with previously existing measures, and second by examining if the measures behave in a 

manner that is plausible in light of theoretically derived expectations.  

The final section of the report describes the survey design and details of the methodology, 

and the results of tests to determine if the data show evidence of bias on the individual level 

among experts.  
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2. Bureaucratic Professionalism and Bureaucratic 
Closedness 

2.1 Relevance of measuring bureaucracies cross-nationally 

The bureaucratic structure of a state has been argued to have important effects on political, 

economic and social outcomes. Scholars in economics and sociology argue that a strong and 

well-organized state bureaucracy contributed to the economic growth in the Asian miracle 

economies of the 1990s (Wade 1990) as well as to the economic growth more generally in 

semi-industrial countries (Evans and Rauch 1999). Other scholars claim that the way the state 

bureaucracy is organized also strengthens poverty reduction in developing countries 

(Henderson et al. 2007) and curbs corruption (Dahlström, Lapuente and Teorell 2012a). With 

reference to the rich Western democracies, political scientists have long argued that the 

bureaucratic structure directly affects policymaking, both historically and today (Heclo 1974, 

Dahlström 2009). 

In particular, the last decade has been said to be a “time to rediscover bureaucracy” (Olsen 

2006), and numerous authors have strongly defended the so-called “Weberian” bureaucratic 

organization (Pollit and Bouckaert 2004, ch. 8). Contrary to the view among scholars and 

international organizations in the 1980s and 1990s, Weberian bureaucracy does not seem 

nowadays an “organizational dinosaur helplessly involved in its death struggle” (Olsen 2006 

1), but has been found to have positive effects in terms of good governance – especially in 

small-N studies Nonetheless, the Weberian bureaucratic ideal type of administration contains 

a very large set of structural characteristics, e.g. a formalized, standardized, hierarchical and 

specialized bureau with a professional administrative staff with merit-based lifelong 

employment and organized careers. In addition, the diverse components of Weberian 

bureaucracies may not necessarily occur together in practice (Hall 1963; Olsen 2008). We are 

thus left with the intriguing question of which characteristics of Weberian bureaucracies may 

contribute to fostering quality of government. 

 

2.2 Added value to the existing literature  

There are very few systematic cross-country comparisons in the existing literature in which 

the organization of the state bureaucracy is actually incorporated. There are numerous cross-

country indicators of the outcomes of bureaucracies, both in private organizations – such as 

the widely used Political Risk Services’ International Country Risk Guide indicator of 

“quality of bureaucracy” – and in public ones – such as the broadly encompassing World 

Bank’s “governance indicators.” Yet there is an almost total lack of cross-country datasets on 

bureaucratic structure. The sole exception is Peter Evans and James Rauch’s pioneering 

effort of two decades ago. Their innovative study resulted in several seminal articles (e.g. 

Evans and Rauch 1999) and a dataset that has extensively been used in several cross-country 

comparisons (see for example Van Rijckeghem and Weder 2001; Henderson et al. 2007). 

Evans and Rauch’s dataset has serious limits, however, as it only covers 35 developing or 

“semi-industrialized” countries and focuses on the 1970-1990 period. It provides a pioneering 

insight in the bureaucratic structures of a particular group of countries that experienced 

unprecedented rates of growth with the help of autonomous bureaucracies, such as Spain, 
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South Korea and other “Tigers” or “developmentalist dictatorships.” Yet the bureaucracies of 

advanced democracies – or of least developed countries – were left out of the study. 

Another reason why we do not see more cross-country comparisons of state bureaucratic 

structures is that it is not entirely clear what should be compared. Evans and Rauch (1999; 

2000) address – and find support for – what they call the “Weberian state hypothesis”. This 

hypothesis refers to the effect of several different Weberian organizational features (such as 

meritocratic recruitment to the state bureaucracy, predictable careers for bureaucrats etc.) on 

economic growth and bureaucratic performance. However, in a recent article, Johan P. Olsen 

(2008, pp. 13, 25) points out that one of the main lessons from the “ups and downs of 

bureaucratic organization” is that the composite nature of bureaucratic organizations makes it 

probable that the different bureaucratic dimensions change in different ways and “is not 

always positively correlated.” Olsen’s note reminds us that, even if we limit the analysis to 

the Weberian features of the bureaucracy, it might very well be multidimensional. Yet we do 

not know which and how many those dimensions are. In our research we have aimed at 

addressing these shortcomings in the literature. Empirically, the Quality of Government 

survey of public administration experts has yielded, to our knowledge, the most 

comprehensive data on the structure of public administration in the world.  

Our goal was to identify the most important structural characteristics that differentiate world 

administrations. A first contribution of our analysis is that we can disentangle bureaucratic 

structure into different dimensions using a basic inductive method: a principal components 

analysis of expert’s evaluations of different characteristics of the administration of their 

expertise. We label the resulting two dimensions of this analysis as “bureaucratic 

professionalism” and “bureaucratic closedness,” since they correspond with some old 

established classifications in the comparative administrative history – such as, in the first 

place, Silberman’s (1993) Cages of Reason – for which no encompassing datasets exist. In 

his classical study, Silberman distinguished between two different types of Weberian 

bureaucracies. Some countries, such as Japan, France, Germany or Spain, developed 

bureaucracies with an “organizational orientation,” where public employees were not 

recruited for filling a given position or undertaking a specific task, but to generally join an 

organization (or Corps). To the contrary, public bureaucracies in countries such as the US, 

the UK, Canada or Switzerland developed a “professional orientation,” since public 

employees, like their private-sector employees, were recruited to fill a given job. 

In the second place, our dimensions are in line with the conventional division of 20th century 

Western civil service systems between “open” civil service systems (e.g. US, UK, 

Netherlands) and “closed” ones (e.g. France, German, Spain). In the latter, public employees 

join the administration through formalized civil service entry examinations, enjoy life tenure 

and are frequently managed by self-regulated autonomous administrative corps. At the other 

end of the continuum we have the more “open” civil service careers systems of Sweden, the 

UK, the Netherlands or Finland, where most public employees are regulated by general labor 

laws like their private-sector counterparts. Like them, they are also selected according to the 

rule of “best-suited candidate for each position” (OECD 2004: 4), instead of generally joining 

an administrative body. These systems allow more open access, and life tenure is less 

common than in “closed” civil service systems. 
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2.3 Conceptualization of the two dimensions and hypotheses 

Our research also makes theoretical contributions. Regarding the conceptualization of these 

two bureaucratic dimensions, we argue that these dimensions refer to two main choices that 

state designers face when building up a public bureaucracy. First, do we want an 

administration very dependent on the current government (i.e. very politicized) or do we 

prefer an independent administration responsible to a professional ethos and to peer review? 

And, second, should we have a flexible administration similar to a standard private sector 

organization (e.g. regulated by general labor laws) or should we create a more distinctively 

public, legalistic organization isolated from competitive dynamics (e.g. regulated by 

generous specific labor laws)? The first question concerns the dimension of bureaucratic 

“professionalism” (as opposed to bureaucratic “politicization”) and the second the dimension 

of bureaucratic “closedness” (as opposed to bureaucratic “openness”).  

Contrary to a prevalent interpretation of Weberianism, both dimensions do not need to go 

hand in hand in the sense that a less politicized administration should also be a more isolated 

or “closed” one. A pervasive puzzling example from a comparative point of view has always 

been the case of Sweden (among other Nordic countries) whose public employees – despite 

lacking the protections, specific labor laws and special civil service status enjoyed by their 

counterparts in other parts in Europe, that is, despite having a very “open” public 

administration – are traditionally seen as more “professional” than “politicized.” The 

opposite puzzle would be the highly “closed” public administrations one observes in many 

Southern European countries, such as Greece, Italy or Spain, where public employees enjoy 

extensive civil service protections and are regulated with specific labor laws different from 

those regulating their private-sector counterparts, but where, at the same time, politicization 

and patronage seem to play, in a multitude of case study or small-N comparisons, a more 

prominent role than professionalism and meritocracy.  

Regarding which effects these two bureaucratic dimensions may have on accountability and 

corruption, we develop some theoretical hypotheses. The literature on bureaucracies has 

relied heavily on the importance of socialization (e.g. Rauch and Evans 2000) – an esprit de 

corps that emerges out of the close interaction among bureaucrats – as the main causal 

mechanism to promote good governance. Consequently, bureaucratic “closedness” is 

expected, according to this literature, to exert a positive effect on quality of government: the 

more we isolate bureaucrats with encompassing civil service regulations (such as formal 

examinations and guarantees of life tenure), that is, the more “closed” they are, the more they 

will socialize and develop internal norms of good behavior.  

Quite in contrast, our research suggests another mechanism, namely the existence of 

separation of interests between politicians and bureaucrats. This mechanism does not require 

any assumptions on higher competence, higher morals or in any other way a “better” nature 

of professional, merit-recruited, bureaucrats vis-à-vis political appointees, but simply that 

professional bureaucrats are responsive to a different chain of accountability than politicians. 

Thus, it is not that professional bureaucrats are “better types”; they are just “different types”. 

When politicians and professional bureaucrats possess different interests and their future 

careers are not intertwined, collusion for taking bribes becomes a more strenuous collective 

action problem to solve, and thus less likely. In other words, while the existing literature 

mostly argues that quality of government would depend on the level of bureaucratic 

“closedness” (i.e. the more isolated bureaucrats are, the better), we argue that quality of 
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government largely depends on the level of bureaucratic “professionalism” (i.e. the more the 

professional careers of bureaucrats and politicians are independent from each other, the 

better). 

Generally, we argue that setting incentives right is more important than formal rules, laws 

and auditing, and that the career prospects are essential determinants of individual behavior 

in the political and bureaucratic sectors alike. If politicians and bureaucrats have different 

career incentives, they are more likely to mutually monitor each other, and more likely to 

have the courage to say no to corruption and wasteful spending. A separation of careers also 

contributes positively to effectiveness and reform initiatives, because it gears incentives away 

from shortsighted gains and towards professional and service oriented goals. 

2.4 Bureaucratic structures Europe 

This section describes the level of closedness and professionalism in the 33 European 

countries included in the expert QoG Expert Survey II (Dahlström et al. 2015). Figure 1 

shows the levels of closedness using a seven-point scale. At the top of the scale we find most 

of the Napoleonic countries, such as France, Belgium, Italy, Spain and Greece, but also 

countries belonging to the Germanic administrative tradition, as for example Germany and 

Austria. It is not surprising to find the Napoleonic countries at the high end of the scale as 

historical analysis of bureaucratic structures in these countries consider them to be the 

clearest examples of bureaucracies with an “organizational orientation” in opposition to the 

ones with “professional orientation” (Silberman 1993). They also rank high in more 

contemporary accounts of closed administrations, both by scholars and international 

organizations (OECD 2009; Peters and Painter 2010). At the bottom of the closedness 

ranking, we find countries regarded in those accounts as more “open,” such as the 

Scandinavian countries, the UK, and the Netherlands (OECD 2009). These countries lack the 

formal examinations more “closed” bureaucracies have (e.g. French concours or Spanish 

oposiciones) as well as their guarantees of lifelong tenure and other civil service protections 

established in special employment laws. Towards the end of the closedness scale we also see 

a very different group of countries – such as the Czech Republic, Latvia and the Ukraine – 

where the discretion for political recruitments to the bureaucracy is relatively high. 

Turning to the professionalism index displayed in figure 2, we find countries belonging to the 

Anglo-Saxon tradition, such as Ireland and the UK, or to the Scandinavian administrative 

tradition, such as Norway, Denmark and Sweden, at the top of the professionalism 

continuum, which is not very surprising. However, it is also important to note that we also 

find France (Napoleonic tradition) and Germany (Germanic tradition) at the top, showing that 

it is indeed possible to score high on both scales. Again, this is also supported by previous 

scholarly work  (Peters and Painter 2010). At the bottom of the scale we find European 

countries with known high levels of politicization of the civil service, such as the Ukraine 

and Hungary (Meyer-Sahling 2010), and in the lower third we find Italy and Greece, also 

known for a rather politicized bureaucracy. 

Taken together, we should note that there are two rather distinct dimensions described here. 

The correlation between them is almost non-existent (0.05), and, as noted above, there are 

also several examples of countries such as France and Germany that scored high on both 

indices, as well as countries such as the Ukraine that score low on both.   
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Figure 2.1. The Level of Closedness in European Bureaucracies 

 

Comment: Figure 1 shows the level of closedness of the bureaucracy on a 7-point scale for 33 European 

countries. It is an additive index based on the level of “formal examination system,” “lifelong careers,” and 

“special employment laws” in the bureaucracy. Data are from the QoG Expert Survey II (Dahlström et al. 

2015). 

 

Figure 2.2. The level of professionalism in European bureaucracies 

 

Comment: Figure 2 shows the level of professionalism of the bureaucracy on a 7-point scale for 33 

European countries. It is an additive index based on the level of “meritocratic recruitment,” “political 

recruitment” (reversed), “political recruitment of senior officials” (reversed) and “internal recruitment of 

senior officials” in the bureaucracy. Data are from the QoG Expert Survey II (Dahlström et al. 2015). 
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2.5 Correlates of bureaucratic structures 

This section explores how closeness and professionalism correlate with well-known 

indicators of corruption from Transparency International (2014) and wastefulness of 

government spending from the World Economic Forum (2014). (Note that the measures are 

control of corruption, and low wasteful spending, so higher values indicate less corruption 

and less wastefulness, respectively.)  

This could serve as a first, and admittedly preliminary, indication of whether these indices 

could contribute to scholarly debates on how to prevent corruption and wasteful spending. 

Scholars have for example given numerous reasons for why closedness should be essential to 

having a better government. The main function of closing the bureaucracy is to isolate civil 

servants from external forces, such as market competitive forces or politicians’ discretionary 

powers (Evans and Rauch 1999; Rauch and Evans 2000; Miller 2000). Yet, others have 

argued that it is professionalism, rather than closedness, that is key, as rules can always be 

circumvented. The suggestion in this line of research is that having a professional 

bureaucracy, with a separate career path, introduces an embedded monitoring mechanism. 

Politicians and bureaucrats will to some extent serve as watchdogs for each other in such 

systems (Dahlström, Lapuente and Teorell 2012). 

Figures 3-4 display the correlation between closedness and corruption, and professionalism 

and corruption, respectively. The difference between the two figures is striking. While the 

correlation between closedness and corruption is almost absent (see figure 3), there is a 

strong linear relationship between professionalism and corruption (see figure 4). Where there 

is high professionalism, we also find low corruption levels.  

More or less the same pattern is displayed when we exchange corruption for wasteful 

government spending. There is a very weak negative association with closedness and 

wastefulness, meaning that, if anything, there is more wasteful spending in countries with a 

closed bureaucracy. There is, however, a positive correlation between professionalism and 

low wasteful government spending, meaning that where we find a professional bureaucracy 

in Europe we would also find relatively little wasteful spending.  

These correlates indicate that, although it is certainly premature to make any causal 

inferences from these simple correlations, more advanced analyses of the data could indeed 

help in determining what factors hamper corruption and wasteful spending.  
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Figure 2.3 Bureaucratic Closedness and Corruption

 

Note: The Y-axis shows the level of corruption on a scale from 0 (highly corrupt) to 100 (highly clean). 

Data come from the Corruption Perception Index and are provided by Transparency International (2014). 

The X-axis reports the level of closedness from 1 to 7. The data displayed cover 33 European countries and 

come from the QoG Expert Survey II (Dahlström et al. 2015). 

 

Figure 2.4 Bureaucratic Professionalism and Corruption 

 

Note: The Y-axis shows the level of corruption on a scale from 0 (highly corrupt) to 100 (highly clean). 

Data come from the Corruption Perception Index and are provided by Transparency International (2014). 

The X-axis reports the level of professionalism from 1 to 7. The data displayed cover 33 European 

countries and come from the QoG Expert Survey II (Dahlström et al. 2015) 



 
 

16 

 

Figure 2.5 Bureaucratic Closedness and Wastefulness of Government Spending 

 

Note: The Y-axis shows the level of wastefulness of government spending on a scale from 1 (extremely 

wasteful) to 7 (highly efficient in providing necessary goods and services). Data are provided by the World 

Economic Forum (2014). The X-axis reports the level of closedness from 1 to 7. The data displayed cover 

33 European countries and come from the QoG Expert Survey II (Dahlström et al. 2015). 

 

Figure 2.6 Bureaucratic Professionalism and Wastefulness of Government Spending

 

Note: The Y-axis shows the level of wastefulness of government spending on a scale from 1 (extremely 

wasteful) to 7 (highly efficient in providing necessary goods and services). Data are provided by the World 

Economic Forum (2014). The X-axis reports the level of professionalism from 1 to 7. The data displayed 

cover 33 European countries and come from the QoG Expert Survey II (Dahlström et al. 2015). 
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2.6 Validity 

In this section we test the validity for professionalism and closedness using three external 

indicators. Note that we use the full global sample, and not only European countries as above. 

One such external indicator is the number of politically appointed officials in the central 

governments of 18 countries from Dahlström (2011). Similar to the QoG Expert Survey II 

methodology, this indicator is based on the assessments of a pool of experts, whose 

composition (but not the number of respondents per country) is similar to that of the QoG 

Expert Survey II. The key difference is that, unlike pre-defined answer scales of the QoG 

Expert surveys, Dahlström’s survey protocol relied on unprompted, and allegedly more 

objective, statements by experts. It is expected that more professionalized systems should 

have fewer political appointees and therefore QoG Survey II’s professionalism and 

Dahlström’s indicator should be sufficiently highly negatively correlated. At the same time, 

closedness is not expected to be correlated with the number of politically appointed officials.  

The second measure is the "bureaucracy quality" indicator for 143 countries from the 

Political Risk Services (PRS et al. 2001) group’s International Country Risk Guide (ICRG).2 

The ICRG data, which are based on the assessments of a variety of locally produced 

information, are both a highly valued market service and an established indicator for the 

quality of government in economics and political science (see for example Knack and Keefer 

1995). It is expected that “bureaucracy quality” and professionalism are sufficiently highly 

positively correlated.  

The third external measure relates to the closedness dimension of bureaucratic structures. The 

data come from the OECD (2009) research on recruitment systems in 27 countries, conducted 

in a survey of senior officials from ministries and agencies responsible for public 

employment or the management of the civil service. The underlying data are thus subjective 

perceptions, but in this case from the viewpoint of civil servants themselves rather than 

outside experts. The data employed in the validity test range from 0 ("career-based system," 

that is, "closed") to 1 ("position-based system," that is, "open").3  

 
Table 2.1 Correlates of Bureaucratic Professionalism and Closedness 

VARIABLES Professionalism Closedness 

   

Log No. political appointees (Dahlström) -0.684  (16) 0.607  (15) 

Bureaucracy quality (ICRG) 0.642  (98) -0.0430  (40) 

Open recruitment of civil servants (OECD) 0.0451  (25) -0.709 (21) 

Note: Number of observations in parentheses.  p<0.001,  p<0.01,  p<0.05. 

 

                                                      
2 Data are taken from the year 2012, and range from 1 (low) to 4 (high) bureaucracy quality. The OECD 

calls the measure the "Index of Recruitment System."  
3 The index captures the possibilities that individuals have to become part of the civil service throughout 

their careers at all seniority levels. It includes four indicators with weights: 1) policies for becoming a civil 

servant in general (e.g. competitive examination or not); 2) policies for recruiting senior civil servants;  3) 

systems for appointing entry-level positions and 4) for allocating posts across departments (OECD 2009). 

These features closely correspond to the theoretical distinction between open and closed bureaucracies 

(Dahlström, Lapuente and Teorell 2012). 
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Table 2.1 reports the results of the correlational tests, suggesting that, by and large, the 

expectations are well borne out. The number of politically appointed officials in national 

governments is moderately negatively correlated with professionalism at the 99% confidence 

level, whereas its association with closedness is weaker in strength and at the lower level of 

confidence. Furthermore, the ICRG’s "bureaucracy quality" is highly positively and, at the 

99.9% confidence interval, associated with professionalism, but unrelated to closedness. By 

contrast, the association between the OECD indicator for position vs. career-based 

recruitment and closedness is in the expected direction, moderate in strength and significant 

at the 99.9% confidence level. No association is found between the OECD measure, 

professionalism or impartiality.  

 

2.7 Conclusions 

The positive effects of a Weberian bureaucracy relatively separated from political 

interferences has been emphasized since the classical works of Weber and Wilson and fueled 

more recently by the empirical work of Evans and Rauch (1999). However, there is a major 

problem with how to transform this positive view of the Weberian bureaucracy into 

normative implications that can be useful for policymakers. As also pointed out by several 

authors (e.g. Olsen 2008), there are many different parts of a Weberian bureaucracy that do 

not necessarily go together empirically. In order to advance towards policy implications in 

which particular features traditionally associated with a Weberian bureaucracy do really 

matter for deterring corruption, we need to dismantle the concept of Weberian bureaucracy 

into groups of characteristics, or dimensions, that are both theoretically sound and 

empirically grounded. When we do so, we see that bureaucratic features do not cluster onto a 

single continuum of “Weberianism,” but onto two distinctive dimensions that we refer to as: 

professionalism (i.e. the extent up to which bureaucracies are “professional” vis-à-vis 

“politicized”) and closedness (i.e. the extent up to which bureaucracies are more “closed” or 

subject to regulations that are distinct from the labor market more generally, or “open” i.e. 

more similar to the private sector). 

The normative implications of this finding are relevant, as the empirical analyses shown in 

this report indicate. Institutional designers and policymakers interested in creating 

meritocratic bureaucracies tend to follow the standard view of Weberianism as a “public,” 

highly regulated bureaucracy where civil servants, to be protected from politicians’ 

interferences, must enjoy civil service status, special protections and specific labor laws 

different from those applied in the private sector. In light of the evidence presented here, 

however, those measures related to the dimension of bureaucratic “closedness” do not seem 

to be correlated with a more meritocratic or less politicized administration. In order to protect 

professional merit from arbitrary political assaults, it does not seem necessary to isolate 

public employees from conditions, uncertainty and flexibilities common in the private sector. 

To curb corruption and promote good (not wasteful) policy decisions, neither the introduction 

of special employment laws, nor the existence of formal entry examinations, nor assuring 

lifelong careers in the public sector seem to matter. A “professional” bureaucracy where the 

careers of public employees and politicians are separated (i.e. public employees are recruited 

and promoted exclusively on their professional merits and skills) is the only bureaucratic 

dimension that seems to matter for achieving quality of government. 
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Not taking the level of bureaucratic professionalism into account when trying to understand 

country differences in quality of government could lead to even more prevailing policy 

implications of dubious effects. For example, the usual policy recommendations often regard 

political institutions, while, quite differently, the picture that emerges from our analyses is 

that the bureaucratic institutions are central to good government. There are separation of 

power systems that perform well, such as in the US, and others that perform more poorly, as 

in Latin America; there are majoritarian electoral systems seen as underpins of the rule of law 

and government effectiveness (Britain) and others where it is linked to divisive politics and 

bad performance (Jamaica); and there are countries with proportional electoral rules and 

coalition governments that function better in some regions (Northern Europe) than in others 

(Southern Europe). 

In the light of the evidence presented in our research, the explanation for these puzzles lies in 

the fact that the nature of bureaucratic institutions is just as or even more important than the 

nature of the political institutions. What the high performing governments in the examples 

just listed have in common is a relatively high separation of careers in their state apparatuses. 

Policy processes in those countries are the result of the struggles, tensions and forced 

collaboration between two groups of individuals, namely politicians and bureaucrats, that 

counterbalance each other. To the contrary, policies in low performing governments tend to 

be dominated, in some cases even monopolized, by one group (e.g. the party in government 

and the countless politically appointed public employees) that can impose its first-best option 

at the expense of social welfare. 
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3. National Audit Offices 

 

3.1 Introduction: The theorized relevance of audit 

Existing empirical studies provide a mixed picture of how monitoring activities, such as 

auditing, impact the quality of government and corruption. Some studies demonstrate 

positive correlations and others demonstrate insignificant or negative correlations between 

auditing and better public sector performance (Bevan and Hood 2006; Boyne 2003; Carlson, 

Cowen and Fleming 2014; Rutherford 2014). The same kind of audit activity has even been 

demonstrated to impact efficiency and probity in government performance within the same 

organization. For instance, in her study of underperforming schools, Amanda Rutherford 

(2014) finds that audit interventions in schools increased their performance on some 

indicators while triggering no improvements on other performance indicators. Although 

Rutherford (2014) argues that monitoring can lead to improvements, a common 

counterargument in the literature is that performance improvements in some areas most likely 

have negative consequences in other areas as a result of resources and attention being 

directed primarily to the areas that are subject to audits (Bevan and Hood 2006).  

Hence, auditing appears to impact corruption and quality of government in different ways, 

and a line of research has demonstrated that the manner in which auditing is organized can be 

significant for when it may generate positive outcomes. These studies have mainly been 

centered on how the communication of audit results can play an important role. Audit results 

have proved to have a positive impact on organizations’ performance when they have been 

made public to citizens (Carlson, Cowen and Fleming 2014; Bevan and Hood 2006; Ferraz 

and Finan 2008). In particular, such information has proved to be significant in decentralized 

public sectors with market solutions, where citizens are allowed to choose among various 

service providers. Citizens need information on which to base their choices, and public 

service providers need to perform well in published reports in order to attract citizens as 

“customers” (Carlson, Cowen and Fleming 2014). The source of performance information 

has also proved to be important. Citizens are more likely to trust information produced by 

independent auditing bodies than they are to trust information produced by the mass media, 

the public service provider itself or the local government (James 2011). Furthermore, the 

capacity of the auditing agency, in terms of the auditors’ expertise and skills, has been 

demonstrated to impact its ability to fulfill its assignment. In developing countries in 

particular, capacity constraints in terms of lack of education and expertise among auditors 

place strict limitations on how auditing agencies in these countries operate (Gustavson 2014; 

Isaksson and Bigsten 2012).  

Almost all countries around the world have an established national auditing agency that 

monitors the performance of the public sector in their country. However, these national 

auditing agencies do vary in several significant aspects, such as structure, degree of 

professionalism, degree of independence from the government and whether they 

communicate their results to the public. As demonstrated, previous research emphasizes 

some of these aspects as important in relation to efforts to improve public sector 

performance. However, these features are not part of an overall theoretical understanding of 

how auditing should be organized in order to generate better public sector performance, nor 

have they been subjected to systematic empirical testing (cf. Boyne, Day and Walker 2002; 
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Cabral and Lazzarini 2015; Walker, Boyne and Brewer 2010). In addition, existing empirical 

research on the impact of auditing on public sector performance consists of studies of single 

public sector organizations or single fields within the public sector, such as health care or 

schools, within the same country. These measures aim to expand this field of research 

through examining how auditing impacts probity and its inverse, corruption, in a cross-

national comparative study.  

 

3.2 Conceptualization and operationalization 

Apart from an overarching theoretical understanding of the need for and purpose of auditing 

agencies in democracies, there are few established comprehensive theoretical frameworks for 

understanding how the organization of such agencies affects the performance of the 

administrations being audited (cf. Boyne, Day and Walker 2002). However, disparate 

literatures emphasize various features, although separately, as crucial to generating better 

outcomes of an audit process. In the following section these features will be reviewed and 

discussed in the light of historical political theory in order to outline three principles of good 

auditing and anchor it to democratic accountability.  

Theories of accountability suggest three main principles that can be regarded as essential 

elements in a definition of good auditing. The first is the principle of independence with 

respect to other government agencies (Flint 1988; Mautz and Sharaf 1961; Normanton 1966; 

Power 1999, 2005; Hollingsworth, White and Harden 1998). If we regard auditing as a 

mechanism for the principal to control the agent, the separation between the agent and the 

auditing agency becomes central. If there is no separation between the oversight mechanism 

and the public administration that is subjected to control, the oversight mechanism would 

instead work primarily as a self-evaluation function (Wildavsky 1979). Internal auditing 

serves as such a mechanism, operating as an internal control function for management to 

evaluate and control the organization. Although internal auditing may be a valuable 

instrument for management in the public sector, for politicians and the public to enhance 

efficiency and prevent policy drift, fraud and corruption in the administration, relying on self-

evaluative mechanisms has obvious limitations. For example, there is a risk that self-

estimations will overvalue performance and downplay underperformance and other problems 

in the organization due to management’s desire to present a more favorable picture of its own 

performance. The history of auditing in democratic theory also illustrates how independence 

has been an essential element in the relationship between auditors and public administrations. 

In The Politics Aristotle stated that officials handling public money must be controlled by 

other officials who are separate from them and have no other function: “But since some, not 

to say all, of these offices handle the public money, there must of necessity be another office 

that examines and audits them, and has no other function” (Aristotle, The Politics, Book VI, 

1322b5-15). Similar to Aristotle, John Stuart Mill clarifies the need to create systems to 

control the administration and to separate “these offices of control and criticism” from the 

administration whose work they are to examine (Mill, (1861) 2001, 70). As independence is 

well established as a cornerstone in auditing, the issue discussed in the literature is not 

whether or not independence is necessary, but rather how various dimensions of 

independence can be guaranteed, such as financial independence; protection from 

interference in planning, selecting and executing audits; and individual ethics among auditors 

(Antle, 1984; Bayou, Reinstein and Williams, 2011; Cullinan and Sutton, 2002; Gendron, 
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Cooper and Townely 2000; Preston, Cooper, Scarbrough and Chilton 1995; Sikka and 

Willmott, 1995; INTOSAI 1998).  

The second principle of good auditing is professionalism. The creation of specific auditing 

agencies builds on the notion that officials working for these agencies are better able than 

ordinary citizens and politicians to monitor financial transactions and performance of very 

complex organizations such as contemporary public administrations. Scholars also argue that 

professionalism among officials conducting oversight activities generates better outcomes in 

terms of improving performance of the auditees (Boyne, Day and Walker 2002; Gustavson 

2014; Isaksson and Bigsten 2012). A lack of professional expertise creates more dependency 

on the auditee and it limits possibilities to take a critical stance towards the information 

obtained in the audit process (Isaksson and Bigsten 2012); it also has a negative impact on 

the trustworthiness of the auditors’ assessments, opinions and reports (Flint 1988). In 

addition to controlling the public sector, auditing also builds on recommendations to the 

auditee with the aim of improving its performance (Reichborn-Kjennerud 2013). In order for 

their recommendations to actually lead to improvements, the auditors’ understanding of the 

area must be greater than or at least on par with that of the public officials working in these 

organizations (cf. Boyne, Day and Walker 2002, 1199).  

Some debate exists on whether professionalism actually is required among auditors, or 

whether laymen may perform the task equally well, and add to the legitimacy of the office by 

serving as representatives of the people. In comparison with other oversight agencies, 

constituting a specific profession also has implications for how the expertise among auditors 

is governed. A profession is defined by its claim to abstract knowledge and the application of 

such knowledge to particular cases (Abbott 1988, 8). In order to limit who can claim 

legitimate membership in the profession, professional groups exercise control and authority 

in several ways. Entrance to the profession is generally regulated through demands for 

specific education and exams; further, apart from national legal frameworks, members’ work 

is internally regulated through requirements that they follow professional norms such as 

specific standards and guidelines (Byington, Sutton and Munter 1990; Bédard 1989; Preston 

et al. 1995). Hence, a part of the trust in auditors’ competence is also based on whether they 

follow the norms established by the profession for their work (Gustavson and Rothstein 

2013). 

Yet, in a democratic perspective the relationship between democracy and professionalism is 

not entirely clear. The historical political theories discussing a function such as audit are not 

fully consistent in their approach to professionalism. The democratic system promoted by 

Aristotle was an amateur system based on a rotation of positions between the public officials, 

in order to be truly democratic. Yet, in need of better control of finances and greater 

efficiency, the system was eventually changed, moving more towards professionalism, in 

particular within financial administration (Rhodes 1980). More recent democracy and public 

administration theorists such as Max Weber ([1922] 1978) nonetheless argue that the need 

for professionalism in an audit function is essential due to the asymmetric relationship in 

information and knowledge between a specialized administration and the people and 

politicians. Weber argues that public officials need to be held to account; moreover, he 

argues that it should be experts who are tasked to hold other experts to account, since leaders 

generally lack the knowledge needed to be able to check the experts’ work (p. 236). Mill also 

emphasized the importance of using highly skilled people in the administration. In addition, 

he argued that they should carry out the work in an impersonal manner, according to specific 
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procedures (Urbinati 2002, 54-55). The definition and operationalization of auditing put forth 

here therefore see professionalism as an integral component in good auditing. 

The third and last principle that constitutes the foundation of good auditing is recognizing the 

people as the principal. The organization of public administrations in democratic societies 

can be described as a chain of delegation. The people delegate authority to elected politicians 

who in turn delegate power to various public agencies, their management and the individual 

public officials. Who should be considered the principal in this vertical accountability 

framework then depends on where we focus in the chain of delegation (Brandsma and 

Schillemans 2013). Although delegation builds on a shift in thinking about who should be 

considered the principal, from a democratic perspective it can be argued that the main 

principal, whose will and power are delegated, is always ultimately the people. The question 

then becomes how auditing can be organized to enable the people to become a true principal, 

for whom auditing agencies hold the public sector organizations to account.  

Two main audit systems exist in contemporary democracies. In some countries, for instance, 

France and the Netherlands, the national audit offices serve as courts wherein the public 

entities may face penalties if irregularities are detected (Bundt 2000). In such accountability 

arrangements the auditors acquire a great deal of discretion and have the final say in how the 

administrations perform, with limited participation from the people. In other countries, such 

as Sweden and Great Britain, auditing instead builds on recommendations from the auditors 

to elected politicians and the administrative management in the audited entity, which then are 

responsible for implementing the auditors’ recommendations (Pollitt and Summa 1997). In 

such an accountability arrangement it mainly becomes the responsibility of the political 

leaders and the administrative management to act on the audit results on behalf of the 

citizens. If the contemporary juridical audit system has limited democratic influence, the 

audit system building on recommendations to administrative management and political 

leadership has also proven to be inadequate from a democratic perspective. Scholars have 

argued that auditors are frequently too closely aligned with administrative management to 

report sufficiently on maladministration. In particular, it has been pointed out that the 

advisory role of auditors may conflict with their role as reviewers of the organization 

(Cullinan and Sutton 2002; Sikka 2009; Pollitt and Summa 1997). For government audit 

agencies, independence is a cornerstone, and if they become “too cozy” in their relationship 

with the audited entities there is a risk that they will no longer be perceived to be independent 

(Pollitt and Summa 1997, 334). In addition, studies have demonstrated that when auditors do 

report on mismanagement and recommend changes, reports and recommendations are not 

always taken into account by the administrative management and the political leadership 

(Freides 1992; Hanberger 2009). Staffan Andersson and Torbjörn Bergman (2009) show in 

their study that the significance the administrative management attaches to audits can greatly 

influence its ability to protect the public administration from mismanagement and corruption. 

Weak audits and limited attention to audit reports constituted part of their explanation for the 

higher level of corruption found in one out of two otherwise similar regions in Sweden.  

Audit reports and the information produced by independent bodies like auditing agencies can 

also be used directly by the citizens, creating a direct vertical accountability link between the 

auditing agency and the people. People are affected by, and may act upon, information on 

public sector performance generated by external audit agencies. For instance, they might 

change service provider if the audit reports present negative reviews of their current service 

provider’s performance (James 2011; Carlson, Cowen and Fleming 2014).  Communication 

of audit results directly to the people may also lead to higher levels of political 
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accountability. Claudio Ferraz and Frederico Finan (2008) illustrate how audit reports can 

significantly impact the way citizens hold political leaders accountable in elections. As part 

of an anticorruption strategy, the Brazilian state conducted an extended audit of randomly 

selected municipalities. The results from the audit were published on the internet and handed 

over to the local media. The audit reports on the prevalence of corruption in some 

municipalities greatly influenced whether or not the local politicians were reelected. 

Politicians who were reported as corrupt in the audits were much less likely to be 

reappointed, whereas those reported as “clean” were much more likely to be reelected (Ferraz 

and Finan 2008).  

As these arguments and evidence suggest, when audit results are communicated directly to 

the people, democratic accountability increases and the chances of maladministration 

proceeding undetected diminish. Of course it is not possible to inform the general public of 

all audit findings, but if the people are to be recognized as the principal, auditing agencies 

need to seriously consider how best to handle audit findings with a view to serving the public 

interest. This entails communicating audit results to the public, including those that are 

inconvenient for the government.  

In sum, three main principles of what may be considered good auditing, from a democratic 

perspective, have been outlined in this section and consequently the following definition is 

proposed: Good auditing is characterized by recognizing the people as the principal, 

independence from the auditee, and professionalism in the exercise of the audit practice. The 

overall theoretical understanding is thus that these principles together organize auditing in a 

way that generates a better-performing public sector; that is, countries where national 

auditing agencies have high scores on these principles also have high scores on controlling 

corruption.  

Although the overall theoretical understanding of what characterizes good auditing builds on 

the three principles in combination, it is possible that each one of the principles has an 

independent effect on how well auditing can generate a well-functioning public sector. That 

is, if the auditing agency is independent it will be better able to monitor the public sector in a 

manner that will lead to better performance. Likewise, if the auditors who work in the 

national auditing agencies have the appropriate skills and education, they will be able to 

conduct the audits in a way that improves public sector performance; also, if they 

communicate their results to the public regularly, the resulting public pressure will likely lead 

to improved public sector performance. 

The three principles are operationalized into survey questions the following way: To what 

extent would you say the following applies today to the country for which you have chosen to 

submit your answers? 1) The National Audit Office is independent of the government. 2) 

Auditors at the National Audit Office have the appropriate education and qualifications. 3) 

The National Audit Office regularly communicates their results, including results that may be 

inconvenient for the government, to the general public. Apart from a “no answer” option, the 

answer options range from 1 to 7, where 1 represents “not at all” and 7 “to a very large 

extent.” The answers were aggregated to country level by taking the mean of all experts per 

country. The good auditing index was then created by taking the mean of the values for the 

three questions (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.939). 
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3.3 What the audit index adds  

As discussed above, there are no previous theoretical conceptualization or operationalization 

capturing and measuring dimensions of “good auditing” in a similar manner as the questions 

in the QoG survey. The organization Global Integrity collects data about supreme audit 

institutions and asks questions within the same area. However, their questions do not cover 

the full scope of “good auditing “as presented above, and the questions lack a clear 

theoretical conceptualization. In addition, their questions only have “yes” and “no” options, 

which makes the measure less fine-grained than the measures introduced here. 

The World Economic Forum produces a measure capturing the strength of audit and 

reporting standards for business entities. The data are evaluations of the world’s business 

elite and is measured on the same scale 1 to 7 scale as the above audit questions in the QoG 

survey. Although this measure may work as an indicator for the “audit culture” in countries, 

it is an evaluation of the private sector audit and not audit in the public sector.   

 

3.4 Descriptive within Europe and in the sample as a whole  

 

Table 3.1 Dimensions of Good Auditing: Descriptive Statistics for the sample as a whole 

Descriptive Statistics 

     
    N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Good auditing index  112 4.561 1.372 1.33 7.00 

Audit independence 114 4.304 1.617 1.00 7.00 

Audit professionalism  114 4.946 1.172 2.00 7.00 

Audit communication 113 4.444 1.527 1.00 7.00 

 

Table 3.2 Dimensions of Good Auditing: Descriptive Statistics for EU Member States 

Descriptive Statistics EU members        

 

  N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Good auditing index  27 5.675 0.972 3.44 7.00 

Audit independence 27 5.608 1.227 2.40 7.00 

Audit professionalism  27 5.746 0.791 3.88 7.00 

Audit communication 27 5.671 1.016 3.00 7.00 
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Figure 3.1 Good Audit Index: Variation among EU Member States 

 
 

 

Figure 3.2 Good Audit and Corruption

 
Note: Transparency International’s corruption perception index (year 2013), taken from the Quality of 

Government Institute’s cross-sectional database (Teorell et al. 2015). 
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Figure 3.3 Audit and Corruption in EU Member States 

 
Note: Transparency International’s corruption perception index (year 2013), taken from the Quality of 

Government Institute’s cross-sectional database (Teorell et al. 2015). 
 

 

3.5 Measurement validity   

The QoG Expert Survey II audit measures range from 1 (Not at all) to 7 (To a very large 

extent). The data for the validity test are an indicator that captures the strength of audit and 

reporting standard for business entities, measured on the same scale as the audit questions, 

taken from the World Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Report (WEF, 2013).4 The 

underlying assumption for the selection of this indicator is that the likelihood that a country 

has sound audit and reporting standards in business and government at the same time is 

higher than the likelihood of having a de-synchronized reporting and audit culture (i.e. high 

audit culture in business, but low in government and vice versa). The data are subjective 

evaluations of the world’s business elite. It is expected that all three audit indicators are 

highly positively correlated with the WEF’s audit measure.  

Table 3.3 reports the results of the correlational analysis that suggest that, by and large, these 

expectations are borne out: WEF’s audit is positively, moderately and at the 99.9% of the 

confidence level correlated with the QoG Expert Survey II audit indicators. 

 

                                                      
4 “In your country, how would you assess financial auditing and reporting standards regarding company 

financial performance?” [1 = extremely weak; 7 = extremely strong]. The measure is taken from the QoG 

Standard Dataset, wef_audit (Teorell et al. 2015, 698) for the year 2012. 
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Table 3.3 Correlation between QoG Audit Questions with Existing Audit Measures and Corruption 

(TI’s Corruption Perception Index) 

 WEF audit CPI 

Good auditing index 0.711 0.709 

Audit independence  0.648 0.669 

Audit professionalism 0.684 0.697 

Audit communication 0.687 0.657 

N 105 110 
Note: All correlation coefficients significant at the 99.9% level. 

 

3.6 Concluding comments  

In our contemporary world almost all countries have a national auditing office to monitor and 

evaluate the finances and the performance of the public administration in order to ensure that 

public resources are used correctly and efficiently. Nonetheless, whether or not auditing 

actually leads to a well-functioning public administration is a question that has not been 

answered properly in previous research. Several scholars have raised the fear that auditing 

has a negative impact on the organizations being audited, leading to mistrust, 

deprofessionalization and a bias towards making activities measurable instead of focusing on 

the substance of the activities. However, empirical studies on the impact of auditing on public 

sector performance have been limited and in general focused on single organizations or 

single fields within the public sector in the same country.  

Research on auditing and inspection of organizations has also demonstrated mixed results, 

with some studies showing a positive impact and others a negative impact or no impact at all. 

A reason for the mixed results could be the lack of an overall theoretical framework 

establishing what may constitute “good auditing” of the public sector.  

In this research project, three core principles upon which a definition of good auditing should 

be built have been suggested and they have been operationalized and captured empirically in 

the QoG Expert Survey. Elsewhere, this measure has been used in a multivariate analysis, 

and the relationship to corruption is examined under control for numerous other factors 

deemed important in anti-corruption efforts. The results reveal that if auditing is organized 

according to these principles, it has a distinct and statistically significant positive influence 

on public sector performance, even when controlling for several alternative explanations and 

altering the measures of a well-functioning public administration (Gustavsson 2015). 

Auditing independence demonstrates the weakest effect of the three principles when they are 

tested separately, which, in view of the literature, is fairly surprising as independence is 

regarded as the cornerstone in auditing. Instead, audit professionalism demonstrates the most 

positive impact on public sector performance. These results are in line with previous research 

that illustrates the importance of skills among the officials conducting controls in order for 

the controls to have a positive impact (cf. Boyne, Day and Walker 2002). In developing 

countries, which tend to have the largest problems with malfunctioning public sectors, it is 

particularly important to have auditors with appropriate skills and education in order for the 

auditing agency to fulfill its assignment (Gustavson 2014; Isaksson and Bigsten 2012). 

Although audit professionalism demonstrates the strongest effect, the differences between 

effects of the good auditing index and each of the three principles are not very large. This 

indicates that each part of good auditing is essential to creating a public sector of high 

quality.   
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The main policy implication of these findings is that there is a need to continue to support 

national auditing agencies in developing countries through various development cooperation 

programs, as it proves to be a significant factor contributing to better-functioning public 

sectors. As mentioned above, a high-quality public administration can generate several 

positive outcomes in a society. Consequently, as auditing, according to the results in this 

paper, appears to contribute indirectly to such desired outcomes, promoting auditing agencies 

in developing countries ought to be a prioritized area within development aid. The 

independent significant effects of the three principles of good auditing indicate that these 

three areas could be a productive focus of such programs. If promoting independence and 

communication of results, including inconvenient ones, to the public is difficult due to 

political constraints, directing resources towards building knowledge, skills and expertise 

among the public auditors is a constructive way forward to improve the quality of the public 

sector.   
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4. Government Transparency 

  

4.1 Introduction: The Theorized Relevance of Transparency 

International organizations, policy experts, and nongovernmental organizations promote greater 

governmental transparency as a crucial reform to enhance accountability and curb corruption. 

Transparency is predicted to deter corruption in part by expanding the possibilities for public 

or societal accountability, that is, for citizens and citizens associations to monitor, scrutinize, 

and act to hold public office holders to account. The conviction that transparency induces 

good behavior in incumbents and that this behavior will enhance the legitimacy of office 

holders has deep historical roots. In the last decade, however, the transparency movement has 

gained new momentum, with international organizations and NGOs promoting transparency 

as a necessary condition for better government quality, greater accountability, and a more 

limited scope for corruption and impunity (CEPA 2009; IMF 2008; Islam 2006; Kaufmann, 

Mehrez, and Gurgur 2002; Kurtzman, Yago, and Phumiwasana 2004; OECD 2002; UN-

Habitat and Transparency International 2004; UNODC 2004) as well as bringing about 

economic growth (Kurtzman, Yago, and Phumiwasana 2004; Siegle 2001). In addition to 

these predicted beneficial consequences, advocates also increasingly point to transparency 

and the right to know as a fundamental human right (Birkinshaw 2006; UN 1948).  

The most compelling arguments linking transparency to better practices in government 

operations build on the logic of principal-agent theory. Transparency increases the likelihood 

that principals will detect malfeasance on the part of agents and will exact punishment, 

thereby deterring the abuse of public power. Recent iterations of principal-agent theory 

acknowledge that where corruption is endemic, citizens may be the most viable candidates to 

play the role of principal, as other potential principals themselves engage in collusive 

networks at the expense of the public interest (Besley 2006; Kaufmann 2002; Rose-

Ackerman 1999). That citizens can take action and bring about sanctions to end the abuse of 

power is by now quite well documented in a case study research, and attest to that citizens 

and civil society organizations in various local and national contexts have brought abuses to 

light and induced institutions with formal accountability power to investigate and issue 

sanctions (Goetz and Jenkins 2005; Peruzzotti and Smulovitz 2006; see also Apaza and 

Johnston 2009 and Grimes 2008 for an overview of this research). Moreover, in a large-N 

country comparative study, Grimes (2013) suggests that government transparency is a 

necessary condition for civil society to play this role.  

Despite the compelling nature of these arguments and evidence, there is reason to expect that 

the effect of transparency on political attitudes and behaviors is contingent upon the specifics 

of the context. Bauhr and Grimes (2014) suggest that transparency may, in some situations, 

lead to the demobilization of citizens, and that that may happen where corruption is highly 

prevalent. If transparency exposes institutions rife with venality, it may alter perceptions 

about the extent and entrenchment of corruption in society. If citizens come to believe that 

most other citizens engage in corruption, transparency may even erode the bases for societal 

accountability efforts by aggravating the inherent problems of collective action. 

Transparency reforms that reveal pervasive corruption may, in other words, breed resignation 

and withdrawal from public and civic endeavors rather than induce and empower citizens to 

mobilize for better government (Bauhr and Grimes 2014; Persson, Rothstein, and Teorell 

2013). Others point to essential conditions—such as a capacity among the populous to take in 
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and use information—that need to be in place for transparency to promote societal 

accountability (Lindstedt and Naurin 2010). 

As much of the policy literature today focuses on the role of transparency in reducing 

corruption, we find it compelling to explore what aspects more precisely might be necessary 

in order for transparency to enhance accountability and contribute to bringing about good 

government. Without access to information about government operations and 

accomplishments, principals both outside and inside the government, are unable to monitor 

agents, allowing government offices and officials to use public power and resources 

indiscriminately and with impunity. Yet despite the prevalence of such claims, definitional 

precision is lacking, and this conceptual ambiguity is reflected in several recent attempts to 

capture the concept empirically.  

4.2 Conceptualization and operationalization 

Operationalization and measurement of transparency are complicated by the nature of the 

concept; the broadest conceptualization can imply making information about all aspects of 

government visible to all potentially interested parties. We offer here a theoretical foundation 

for more specific measurement of government transparency, arguing that operationalization 

should pay greater attention to two main parameters: the principals and purpose of the 

information in any given context. When the purpose of transparency is to mitigate corruption, 

we argue, the public itself constitutes a primary principal, and type of information most 

relevant includes information related to the flow of revenues, as well as the exposure of 

abuses. Policy measures of transparency most central to anti-corruption efforts therefore 

include, we argue, public access to information on revenue flows, and measures that increase 

the likelihood that abuses of public power will come to light (whistleblower protections).  

The purposes of government transparency may be of three ilks, deliberation, predictability, 

and accountability. Transparency in policy making allows, according to some normative 

theorists, for more extensive and meaningful participation and deliberation, yet it is crucial 

that participation and deliberation be kept conceptually distinct from the latter (Chambers 

2003). The availability of information in the input stage of the political process does not 

axiomatically lead to participation and deliberation (and too much openness may even 

impede deliberation, see Malesky et al 2012; Naurin 2007), but the disclosure of information 

to stakeholders in policy making is a necessary condition for deliberation to occur. 

In terms of predictability, visible and inferable information regarding rules and regulations, 

as well as the implications for failure to comply with rules and regulations, have been pointed 

to as necessary preconditions of a stable investment climate, lowering risks in market 

transactions (Stiglitz 2002). As with deliberation, this is not to say that fair and impartial 

implementation and enforcement of rules, i.e. rule of law, becomes folded into the definition 

of transparency, as rules may be equally well published in two settings but to varying degrees 

enforced impartially (c.f. Hood 2006, 14). In order to adequately test the empirical 

implications of transparency, it is essential that the concept not stretch beyond the core 

elements of visible and inferable information.  

The third overarching purpose of transparency is accountability. Analogous to both 

deliberation and predictability, theoretical arguments that transparency constitutes a 

necessary precondition to accountability are highly compelling, yet the concept should not be 

stretched to include accountability in its entirety by subsuming under it elements of 

sanctioning, or even the capacity and performance of agents (government agencies) more 
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generally (Fox 2007). Such stretching incorporates the predictions regarding the positive 

effects of transparency into the conceptualization and measure of transparency itself, 

precluding any stringent examination of transparency’s independent effects.  

Transparency is hypothesized to affect several different forms of accountability, including 

horizontal (intra-governmental), vertical (electoral), and diagonal (societal).5 Each of these 

forms of accountability implies a distinct category of principals, discussed in more depth 

below, but also may have two more specific, albeit interrelated, functions. The first relates to 

policy evaluation, for which information regarding policy outcomes is the most relevant, and 

the other relating to the legal and ethical use of public power. Accountability for policy 

evaluation – which may be exercised horizontally as when legislative assemblies evaluate 

and take corrective action with respect to the executive, or the executive with respect to 

administrative offices, but may also be vertical, as when voters vote retrospectively based on 

performance, which requires evaluative data on social and economic conditions detailed 

enough to track change.  

Accountability related to the legal and ethical use of power, exercised to ensure probity and 

honest stewardship of public resources instead requires information regarding, in particular, 

government finances, i.e. all appreciable revenues, transfers and expenditures. Common 

forms of corruption involve diverting or embezzling funds, as well as requiring irregular 

payments for contracts or licenses, and the ability to track both in and out flows is therefore a 

necessary precondition to detect such activity. In addition, mechanisms such as 

whistleblower protections further strengthen transparency with the purpose of exposing 

malfeasance in its various forms, both petty and grand.  

The second situational parameter which operationalizations of transparency ought to reflect 

is, we argue, the intended principal(s). Several authors regard principals as an integral part of 

the definition of transparency, as in Kaufmann’s (2002) definition of transparency as the 

“increased flow of timely and reliable economic, social and political information, which is 

accessible to all relevant stakeholders” (see also Vishwanath and Kaufmann, 1999). Yet 

without stipulating the intended principals, operationalizations of transparency may fail to 

take into account that information may be accessible to, for example, initiated experts but 

impenetrable to a lay audience. Moreover, bringing in the question of the intended principal 

brings to light the matter of the extent to which principals may request information, and not 

merely partake of the information that agents elect to provide. An agency may, for example, 

publish information only very selectively, e.g. simple pie charts indicating revenues and 

expenditures, but willingly open its books to formal auditors and the lay public alike, while 

another may publish more information a priori but deny (by intent or omission) requests for 

additional documentation. Lindstedt and Naurin (2010) make this distinction, using the terms 

agent controlled and non-agent controlled transparency, where non-agent controlled 

transparency refers to the ability of parties outside an organization to request, and be granted, 

any information deemed relevant by the principals. Measures that ignore this distinction risk 

overestimating the availability of useful information, as they reflect the volume of 

information and ignoring the possibility that organizations intentionally fail to publicize 

potentially compromising information.  

                                                      
5
 Full and total exposure of all aspects of an organization’s activities is theorized to ameliorate abuses 

merely through self-restraint (as implied in the oft-cited quote by Brandeis, that sunshine is the best 

disinfectant). Full and total exposure is, however, quite unrealistic, as any form of documentation 

invariably involves selection and abstraction, both of which allow an organization or its members to 

obscure aspects they wish to hide. 
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In terms of transparency intended to constrain corruption, principals may include government 

offices, offices of internal oversight, elected assemblies, the judiciary, and of course non-state 

actors, i.e. citizens, civil society associations, and the media. In polities in which corruption is 

prevalent or endemic, many government actors and institutions may be enmeshed in, and 

therefore gain from, the same self-serving behavior and defiance of rules which they are 

expected to detect and sanction in others. Where pervasive, in other words, corruption in all 

likelihood undermines government actors’ incentives to hold one another accountable 

regardless of the availability of information, what Timothy Besley has termed the problem of 

the lack of a principled principal (Besley 2006; see also Kaufmann 2004; Rose-Ackerman 

1999). Many in the policy community have therefore pointed to non-state actors as the most 

plausible source of actors, as they have greater incentives to act as principals. The measures 

proposed here therefore seek to capture the extent to which the public has access to 

information relevant to detecting venality. 

Disentangling transparency from closely related concepts of accountability and participation 

is analytically feasible and necessary to understand the dynamics by which political systems 

reach and maintain higher levels of probity. The new measures introduced here capture two 

main dimensions of transparency argued to be relevant to containing and curbing corruption: 

fiscal openness and likelihood of exposure of abuses to the public.  

Fiscal openness  

Fiscal openness is defined as the information that the government releases, electronically or 

in more traditional forms, information needed to track the flow of revenues and expenditures. 

It encompasses both the extent to which citizens can demand and receive information not 

published proactively (non-agent controlled information), as well as that published routinely 

by government. One approach sometimes used to capture this dimension is the existence or 

strength of access to information (AtI) laws (Relly 2010). Legal frameworks are, however, 

not always a strong predictor of de facto conditions, as countries vary in actual 

implementation of such laws. Alistair Roberts (2006) points out that access to information 

depends on well-organized records and a professional civil service. Responding to citizen 

requests for information requires well-established routines for saving documents and making 

them available for the public, which can be costly in terms of monetary and human resources 

(Grigorescu 2003; Fenster 2006; Neuman & Calland 2007; Roberts 2006). Using access of 

information laws may, in other words, ignore altogether the capacity of the state to comply 

with its own statues.  

Moreover, access to information laws vary tremendously in their legal and institutional 

strength (Michener 2015). Mexico’s legislation has received considerable attention and praise 

for the ease of filing requests, the time constraints on compliance, clear appeals measures 

should officials refuse to comply, and an autonomous institutional responsible for enforcing 

the AtI law. Both citizens and non-citizens may request information, and, more importantly, a 

person does not need to present proof of identity when requesting information, which grants 

citizens protection from retaliation. Loopholes in any of these respects can render access to 

information legislation quite ineffectual in a political context used to operating under secrecy. 

The survey included one question designed to capture this dimension of transparency, asking 

experts to evaluate whether citizens and media actors can track the flow of government 

revenues and expenditures in their country. A second question dealt with experts’ perceptions 

of the extent to which government documents and records are open to public access.  
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Detection of abuses 

Two questions in the survey sought to capture the likelihood that abuses of public power 

would reach the public eye, one relating to whistle-blower protections and other a broader 

question asking simply whether abuses are likely to be exposed in the media. Whistle-

blowing in the public sector has, compared to transparency more generally, received much 

less scholarly attention. Miceli and Near (1992) define whistle-blowing as “the disclosure by 

organization members (former or current) of illegal, immoral or illegitimate practices under 

the control of their employers, to persons or organizations that may be able to effect action” 

(see also Miethe & Rothschild 1994; Dworkin 2002). Whistle-blower protections allow 

individuals to disclose information despite their individual connection to, and vulnerability to 

retaliation from, those in higher positions of power.  

Specific whistle-blower protection laws have been established in over 30 countries, while in 

other countries whistleblower protection is regulated through labor laws and laws related to 

public sector employment. These legal measures vary in the extent to which they discourage 

the release of information to external actors (the media), and whether they stipulate rewards 

for exposing abuses. They also differ, for example, in terms of whether protection from 

retaliation is circumscribed if it is deemed that whistle-blowers did not act in good faith 

(Callahan, Dworkin and Lewis 2003-2004). The countries that have adopted more 

comprehensive whistleblower protection laws include the UK, South Africa, Ghana, Canada, 

Japan, New Zealand, and the United States. These laws include measures aimed at protecting 

whistleblowers from sanctions, incentives for people to do so and more proactive laws aimed 

at changing organizational culture (Banisar 2006). In a number of countries, whistleblower 

protection is incorporated in the national access to information law and freedom of press acts. 

Sweden has, for example, one of the oldest freedom of press acts which gives civil servants 

the right to anonymously report misdeeds in the public sector, and prohibits journalists from 

revealing the identity of sources under penalty of law.  

Whistleblowing is one of the fundamental conditions upon which disclosure of abuses of 

power rests. However, despite substantial legal improvements in whistleblower protection 

laws, the level of implementation of these laws can be expected to vary between countries. A 

legal right of protection is difficult to implement, since retaliation against “traitors” can be 

sophisticated and subtle and therefore difficult to prosecute.  

The second survey question on exposure of abuses goes somewhat outside the definition of 

government transparency, as it factors in the willingness and capacity of media actors to 

expose to abuses once detected. On the one hand, media willingness to expose abuses is 

almost a necessary component in societal accountability efforts (Peruzzotti and Smulovitz 

2006), and some studies therefore use press freedom as a measure of transparency. 

Subhachalasai (2005) suggests, for example, that the more intense media competition and 

press freedom, the higher the probability that media reports corruption. Brunetti and Weder 

(2003, 5) find a similar association with press freedom. However, as pointed to by a number 

of studies, a free press does not necessarily mean that it will detect and expose abuses of 

power. Besley and Prat (2006) describe how the nature of media markets can easily lead to 

media capture and Kolstad and Wiig (2009, 526) warn that “the media may concoct false 

allegations to increase profits, or use information to get access to rents.”  

In sum, the survey included four questions capturing the dimensions of transparency 

discussed above, two that relate to the ability of actors outside the state to serve as principals, 

and in particular to track the flow of revenues, and the second two relating to the detection 
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and exposure of abuses. Experts were asked to rate to what extent they felt the following 

statements applied to the country for which they had chosen to submit answers (1=not at all; 

7= to a very large extent)6:  

- Citizens and media actors can track the flow of government revenues and expenditures. 

(Fiscal openness) 

- Government documents and records are open to public access (Government openness) 

- Public sector employees risk severe negative consequences if they pass on information 

about abuses of public power to the media (Whistleblower protections) 

- Abuses of power within the public sector are likely to be exposed in the media (Likelihood 

of exposure of abuses)  

 

4.3 Value added 

In the literature examining transparency empirically, approaches to measurement vary 

considerably. Studies of the effects of transparency have employed one of three approaches 

to measurement, either general indices comprising a broad spectrum of indicators, where 

some of them extend conceptually beyond transparency (Williams 2015; Bellver and 

Kaufmann 2005), specific indicators of transparency (including both data availability 

measurements and expert assessments), or proxy measurements, such as press freedom 

(Brunetti and Weder 2003) or newspaper circulation (Adesèra, Boix & Payne 2003; Besley & 

Burgess 2002), which captures more, but also less, of the concept of government 

transparency.  

Composite indices of transparency are constructed on the basis of a wide range of data 

sources and, using a similar logic to the widely used indices of corruption and governance 

such as the World Bank’s Governance Indicators or Transparency International’s Corruptions 

Perception Index, include indicators that reflect a plurality of definitions of transparency and 

data collection strategies. Williams (2015) brings together data from 29 sources, with scores 

being derived annually between 1980 and 2010 across more than 190 countries.7 Similarly, 

although made available for one year only, Bellver and Kaufmann (2005) build transparency 

indices on 13 surveys carried out in 2003 and 2004 by various international organizations and 

nonprofit organizations. The Bellver and Kaufmann index evaluates aspects such as the 

content, quality and frequency of the information provided by public institutions and whether 

the general public is actually getting that information, as well as whether the decision-making 

process in public institutions is clear and transparent.  

Broad and all-encompassing composite indices are most certainly important and useful for 

encouraging research on the effects of transparency and may, similar to the Transparency 

Corruption Perception Index (CPI) and the World Bank’s Governance Indicators, facilitate a 

policy discourse on laggard and forerunner countries in government transparency. However, 

after decades of corruption research, the usefulness of composite indices to understand and 

measures complex concepts has been questioned precisely based on the diversity of data 

                                                      
6
 The whistle-blower item is formulated to avoid an acquiescent response set. Values are, however, 

reversed in the empirical analyses so that higher values correspond to stronger protections.  
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sources used and the underspecified understanding of the concept at hand. Composite 

transparency indices typically conceptually extend beyond transparency and include data on 

political constraints, the quality of budgetary and financial management and sources of 

transparency (Williams 2015). The component measures included in the index also cover 

several additional issues such as accountability mechanisms, and participatory opportunities 

(Bellver and Kaufman 2005). The risk is that such indices may tap into concepts such as 

accountability or state capacity more generally, limiting their usefulness for more rigorous 

analysis, and introducing the risk of detecting empirical associations which in reality are 

spurious. Moreover, neither the purpose nor the principals of the information is easy to 

discern in measures using composite indices, since it brings together data sources from data 

collected for sometimes very different purposes and with very different principals in mind.   

Finally, as suggested by Michener (2015, 184) index construction risks falling into several 

pitfalls including in particular that “indexes presuppose substitutability while policies contain 

non-substitutable ‘necessary’ policy provisions”, suggesting that “policies can rank favorably 

on indexes notwithstanding the absence of lynchpin policy provisions.”  Therefore, indices 

that are not firmly based on a conceptualization of transparency that determines what these 

non-substitutable elements are, risk misrepresenting government transparency.8 

A second approach to measuring transparency instead entails using either expert assessment 

or actual data made available by government officials (Grigorescu 2003; Hollyer et al. 2010 

and 2014; International Budget Partnership 2010; West 2005). Data availability transparency 

indicators refer to surveys of government information published (primarily) electronically, or 

data reported to international organizations (see also Islam 2006). 9  Such measures offer 

considerable appeal as they eliminate measurement error resulting from perception biases and 

inference based evaluation, i.e. that respondents base assessments of, for example, corruption 

on media reporting or the overall political and economic situation in a country rather than 

expert or experiential knowledge. Data availability measures of transparency present 

limitations, however, in that they only capture a government’s propensity to publish 

information proactively on the Internet or upon request by international organizations. While 

this aspect of transparency is not unimportant, it does not capture whether citizens have the 

opportunity to request and receive information that goes beyond what the government has 

elected to publish. Moreover, data requested by organizations such as the World Bank is not 

necessarily the kind of data that is either the most relevant or easily accessible to individuals 

seeking to hold public officials to account. Furthermore, the extent to which governments 

publish detailed statistics online is likely to be strongly related to government capacity more 

generally and may therefore capture a dimension of transparency that is as likely to be a 

consequence of state capacity as it is to be a cause. If the ambition is to determine whether 

transparency leads to government effectiveness and lowers corruption – questions that neither 

Grigorescu (2003) nor Hollyer et al. (2014) seek to address – this approach to measuring 

transparency is problematic. Furthermore, while data availability indicators of transparency 

are more specific than multi-component indexes, both the purpose and principals of the 

                                                      
8
 Michener (2015) is particularly interested in international transparency policy indicators, i.e. “policies that 

are centrally concerned with transparency (transparency as an end), which include freedom of information 

laws and open-data regulations; and transparency provisions that form part of broader legislation or 

administrative directives (transparency as a means), such as campaign finance disclosure or budgetary 

transparency”.  
9
 Hollyer et al (2014) construct transparency measures for 125 countries covering a period from 1980 to 

2010.  
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information typically remains rather broad.  

Our measurement of transparency seeks to address some of the shortcomings of previous 

measures of transparency. It specifies both the purpose and the principals and uses a narrower 

and more theoretically founded definition and measurement of transparency, and focuses 

specifically on the necessary elements of transparency for redressing government abuses. It 

thereby seeks to avoid that a country scores high on our transparency indicator while 

necessary policy provisions, such as whistle blower protection, prevents relevant government 

data to reach potential principals. The definition of transparency upon which we build our 

indicators also delineates transparency from related concepts that could be either the cause of 

the consequence of government transparency, including accountability, democracy or 

corruption, and thereby seeks to avoid conceptual stretching (Sartori 1970). Although expert 

judgments are in some sense subjective, and by implication potentially biased, they offer the 

advantage that they capture not only de jure but also de facto conditions. To date, our 

measure also has a wide country coverage compared to most comparable indicators (115 

countries). 

 

4.4 Mean, range and standard deviations of corruption measures  

Table 4.1 Descriptives of Quality of Government transparency component measures and index 

Variable Obs Mean Std Dev Min Max 

Fiscal openness 103 3.31 .98 1 5.75 

General openness 103 3.90 1.28 1 6.69 

Whistleblower 

protections 
102 4.47 .99 1 6.2 

Exposure of abuses 102 3.9 1.26 1 6.23 

QoG Transparency Index 102 3.83 .97 1 6.0 

 

 

Figure 4.1 and 4.2 show transparency scores for OECD and non-OECD countries 

respectively, allowing for a comparison between EU member states and other established 

democracies. Many of the countries that cluster in the upper end of the transparency scale 

have long-standing traditions of transparency (Sweden, Finland, Iceland) or have taken large 

steps towards increasing their level of transparency (Chile and Costa Rica).10  

 

                                                      
10

 From being known as ”a state of secret” in the mid-nineties, Chile has implemented a strong agenda 

increasing government transparency, which has become increasingly formalized from 2002-2003 onwards 

(Open Budget Partnership 2014). Chile’s access to information law surpasses international standards in 

terms of the strength of legal guarantees and protections offered to citizens, suggesting a preexisting 

normative climate of transparency and openness. Chile and Costa Rica are also widely regarded as having a 

culture of openness in political institutions. 
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Figure 4.1 QoG Transparency scores for OECD countries

 

 

Figure 4.2 QoG transparency scores in non-OECD countries 
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4.5 Correlations with corruption 

International organizations, such as the WTO, the OECD, the World Bank and the IMF, 

champion the spread of government transparency because of its benefits for reducing 

corruption, facilitating trade and promoting growth, enhancing democracy and accountability, 

empowering citizens, bettering environmental preservation, and overall leading to better 

quality of government (QoG). In fact, many policy and academic debates tend to conflate 

transparency with many of these desirable ends. More recent scholarship has begun to 

disaggregate some of these concepts, and sometimes also question the posited promise of 

transparency reforms (Lindstedt & Naurin 2011; Kolstad & Wiig 2009; Bastida & Benito 

2007; Fenster 2006; Stasavage 2004; MacCoun 2006). The indicators of corruption examined 

here are of three different kinds: petty corruption, grand corruption and one of the most 

established indices of corruption the World Bank’s control of corruption. Table 4 shows the 

association between our government transparency index and corruption, first bivariate and 

second controlling for state capacity. This analysis seeks to a) evaluate the extent to which 

different indicators of transparency may in fact tap into broader conceptions of state capacity, 

rather than transparency and b) explore the association between different measures of 

transparency and corruption.  

We also examine the convergent validity of our measures by examining associations to 

measures of corruption. This endeavor is limited, however, by the fact that it is not certain 

that transparency in fact leads to lower levels of corruption independent of other institutional 

and societal factors (Bauhr and Grimes 2014; Grimes 2013). The corruption measures used 

are also both narrow and broad, with the narrow measures capturing two distinct forms of 

corruption: petty (bribe-paying) and grand (irregular payments and diversion of funds). The 

former builds on eight questions from Transparency International’s Global Corruption 

Barometer (GCB) regarding whether or not a survey respondent or someone in their 

household has paid a bribe in the past 12 months for various services. These questions are 

combined with one question from the World Economic Forum’s (WEF) Executive Opinion 

Survey, which asks executives how common it is that firms have to make irregular 

payments.11 The measure of grand corruption also builds on two measures from the World 

Economic Forum’s Executive Opinion Survey that capture whether government shows 

favoritism when granting contracts, and the prevalence with which officials divert public 

funds to companies, individuals, or groups due to corruption (Teorell et al 2015, 701-702). 

We also examine whether transparency measures relate to the widely used measures of 

corruption: the World Bank’s control of corruption measure. This measure incorporates data 

from both the GCB and the WEF, but adds data on public trust in government, the strength of 

transparency and accountability in a country, and the existence of anti-corruption policies 

(http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#doc). That broad transparency 

measures correlate with broad corruption measures is perhaps not entirely surprising as they 

in some cases build on the same indicators, introducing the risk of type I errors. 

                                                      
11

 The Global Corruption Barometer questions refer to customs, education, judiciary, land services, medical 

services, registry and permit services, police or tax authorities. The World Economic Forum measure: “In 

your country, how common is it for firms to make undocumented extra payments or bribes connected with 

(a) imports and exports; (b) public utilities; (c) annual tax payments; (d) awarding of public contracts and 

licenses; (e) obtaining favorable judicial decisions. In each case, the answer ranges from 1 (very common) 

to 7 (never occurs)” (Teorell et al 2015). 
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The analyses also seek to examine the extent to which transparency measures in general, and 

our measure in particular, tap into state capacity and good government broadly defined. A 

measure of state capacity useful for this analysis must therefore capture some aspect of 

government efficiency which is, at least theoretically, somewhat independent from the 

capacity needed to collect, process and publish information. The World Bank’s measure of 

Government Effectiveness includes, for example, measures of the quality and effectiveness 

of bureaucracies, provision and quality of public goods and services, civil service integrity 

and several welfare indicators. We opt instead to take a small number of indicators argued to 

be more directly contingent on government capacity, namely the number of fixed, active 

telephone lines per 100 population, the credit rating of the country, and infant mortality. 

While much narrower than competing measures, it still captures capacity in a variety of 

government institutions.  

Table 4.2 Associations between transparency measures, and corruption measures, bivariate and 

controlling for state capacity 

 Bivariate 

Controlling 

for state 

capacity 

Bivariate 

Controlling 

for state 

capacity 

Bivariate 

Controlling 

for state 

capacity 

 
Petty 

corruption  

Petty 

corruption  

Grand 

Corruption  

Grand 

Corruption  

WB Control 

of 

Corruption  

World Bank 

Control of 

Corruption  

QoG index of 

transparency  
0.596

***
 0.135 0.496

***
 0.206

*
 0.615

***
 0.225

**
 

N 78 78 108 108 113 108 

HRV index 0.546
***

 0.063 0.226
*
 -0.259

**
 0.509

***
 -0.069 

N 68 68 108 108 125 108 

Williams 

Index 
0.771

***
 0.224

*
 0.336

***
 -0.353

**
 0.577

***
 0.070 

N 86 86 142 141 187 141 
Standardized OLS coefficients (betas)  * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Note:  The transparency indicators are coded so that higher values indicate more transparency. The corruption 

indicators are coded so that higher values indicate less corruption 

 

First, table 4.2 shows the extent to which government transparency may in fact tap into broader 

measures of state capacity rather than transparency per se. Table 4.2 suggests that our 

measures of transparency partly taps into government capacity since the association between 

our measure of transparency and the three indicators of corruption are weakened when 

including the state capacity control. However, while the association between transparency 

and petty corruption does not remain significant when controlling for state capacity, both the 

association between our measure of QoG transparency and grand corruption and QoG 

transparency and WB control of corruption remain significant even when controlling for state 

capacity. Introducing the state capacity controls reduces the association between QoG 

transparency and Grand Corruption from .50 to .21 and the association between QoG 

transparency and WB Control of Corruption from .62 to .23.  

The QoG transparency index is fairly strongly associated with corruption measures when 

compared to existing measures of transparency, in particular the HRV measure (2014) and 

Williams’ (2015) information transparency. Both these measures seem to be more difficult to 

distinguish from state capacity in general.  The associations between the HRV indicator and 

both petty corruption and WB control of corruption become insignificant when adding our 

state capacity control. Furthermore, the association between the HRV transparency and grand 
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corruption actually seem to change direction entirely when adding the state capacity control. 

While HRV transparency is positively associated with reductions in grand corruption, 

without controls (.23), adding the state capacity control variable reverses causality and 

transparency now seem to be negatively associated with grand corruption (-.26). Similarly, 

the association between Williams (2015) information transparency measure and corruption 

becomes either insignificant (for petty corruption and WB control of corruption) or changes 

direction (for grand corruption) when adding the state capacity control.  

Table 4.2 also shows that the bivariate associations between the transparency and (reduced) 

corruption is positive across all indicators of transparency and corruption, suggesting that 

increased transparency is associated with decreased corruption. However, our indicator of 

transparency seems to have a more robust association to grand corruption and WB control of 

corruption than other indicators of transparency.  

Figure 4.3 Bivariate association between QoG transparency index and TI’s Corruption Perception 

Index 

 

Figure 4.4 Bivariate association between QoG transparency index and the GCB bribe paying index  
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Figures 4.3 and 4.4 display the associations between the QoG transparency measure and two 

measures of corruption, the TI CPI and TI’s Bribe Index calculated from the Global 

Corruption Barometer. While transparency does appear to be related to corruption, it is also 

important to note that a number of countries seem to have comparative high levels of probity 

despite somewhat poorer transparency scores (Barbados and Singapore, for example), and a 

country such as Costa Rica appears to have continued high levels of corruption despite recent 

improvements in transparency. Figure 4.4 in particular reveals considerable variation, with 

India evincing high scores in terms of bribe-paying while being somewhat in the middle of 

the pack in terms of transparency, and Venezuela seemingly less plagued by bribe-paying 

despite being one of the most opaque governments in the world at the moment. Thus 

transparency, defined as public access to information about government revenues and 

exposure of abuses, seems to be neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for eradicating 

corruption. 

4.6 Validation against other available measures 

The country estimates reveal considerable variation among the countries. Does our measure 

of transparency concur with available data and analyses? Table 4.3 shows the association 

between our QoG expert survey measures of transparency and some of the indicators of 

transparency that we expect to be most strongly related to the different components of our 

transparency indicators. 

Table 4.3 Associations between transparency measures from QoG expert survey and other sources 

(standardized OLS regression coefficients) 

 
Whistleblower 

protection  

Government 

Openness  

Exposure of 

Abuses of 

Power 

Fiscal  

Openness  

RSF Press Freedom Index
a
 0.330

***
 0.595

***
 0.556

***
 0.585

***
 

Central Bank Transparency
b
  0.255

*
 0.427

***
 0.463

***
 0.515

***
 

Open Budget Index
c
  0.539

***
 0.695

***
 0.594

***
 0.732

***
 

Access to Information Laws
d
  0.039 0.005 0.079 -0.007 

N 113 85 71 82 
Standardized beta coefficients  * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Note: All transparency indicators have been recoded so that higher values indicate more transparency 
a
Reporters without Borders measure builds on a survey of relevant actors on the freedom afforded to 

journalists and the news media, combined with data on violence toward and harassment of journalists. The 

index scores more freedom with lower values; we have reversed the scale for ease of interpretation. 
b
The central bank transparency measure reflects the release of key financial indicators and macroeconomic 

models (Siklos 2011; Williams 2015, 810).  
c
Produced by the International Budget Partnership and builds on a survey of organizations with expertise 

on budget processes on the timeliness, availability and comprehensiveness of budget proposals. 
d
Based on ssessments of legal experts on 102 countries on the strength of access to information laws  on: 

right of access, scope, requesting procedures, exceptions and refusals, appeals, sanctions and protections, 

and promotional measures (http://www.rti-rating.org/methodology).  
 

Table 4.3 shows that our measures are associated with several similar measures of 

transparency. Our indicators of the extent to which government document and records are 

open to public access and the extent to which citizen and media actors can track the flow of 

revenues and expenditures are associated with the Open Budget Index at .70 and .73 

respectively. In line with our expectations, the OBI is less strongly associated with our 
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measures of whistleblower protection (.54) and the extent to which abuses of power are 

exposed in the media (.59).  Our definition of transparency suggest that while the publication 

of government data online is most certainly important for government transparency, it is less 

useful if countries fail to combine data availability with whistle-blower protection and the 

exposure of abuses of power. In other words, the somewhat weaker association between 

whistle blower protection and exposure of abuses and the Open Budget index, suggest that 

some countries with fairly good data availability fail to combine data availability with 

whistle-blower protection and the exposure of abuses of power, which may suggest that these 

countries are insufficiently transparent to allow the public to hold public officials into 

account and punish corruption and impunity. In other words, simply focusing on government 

ability to make data available may not suffice to ensure the type of transparency that can 

contribute towards containing corruption, since governments may deliberately refrain from 

publishing data that allows for the detection of abuses in government operations. 

Furthermore, table 4.3 shows that the measure of central bank transparency is, as expected, 

more strongly associated with our indicator of the extent to which citizens can track the flow 

of government revenues and expenditure than other parts of our indicator of transparency, 

further corroborating our measures of transparency.  

Table 4.3 also shows that our measures of transparency are associated with a proxy measure 

of transparency, the freedom of the press index (r for each is between .55 and .60). The 

freedom of the press is more weakly associated to our measure of whistleblower protection, 

however. Although whistleblower protection may refer to any form of actor, it is typically 

associated with a government insider leaking information to the press or other accountability 

institutions. This may also indicate that some countries with reasonably good press freedom 

more severely dissuade whistleblowers, which may limit the media’s ability to disseminate 

relevant information to the wider public. 

Table 4.3 also shows that the strength of access to information laws is not correlated with our 

measure of transparency at all. This result is interesting, in particular against the backdrop of 

the importance (and conditionality) attached to access to information laws among 

international organizations and donors alike. Consequently, countries with the most 

ambitious access to information laws are not necessarily the countries where these laws are 

implemented, and in transparent countries, detailed legal provisions may be redundant. Both 

Russia and Ethiopia score higher in the ATI rating than Sweden, indicating that ATI rating 

capture a concept that is very different from actual transparency. 

 

4.6 Concluding remarks 

Transparency, despite a surge of attention in policy and academic arenas, has received 

insufficient rigorous theoretical attention and has therefore suffered from considerable 

conceptual stretching. Indicators combined into overarching indexes tend to be drawn from 

disparate areas and borrow from contiguous concepts such as accountability and underlying 

qualities such good government more generally. Much like concepts such as democracy or 

good governance, transparency is often discussed in conjunction with a host of attributes 

considered integral to good government, so much so that they are seldom disaggregated 

theoretically and empirically. A transparent organization is not by definition subject to strong 

sanctioning mechanisms, nor by necessity invite constituents, citizens or consumers to 

participate, provide input, and express grievances. A first step in the analytical dissection of 
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transparency is therefore to disentangle it from other complementary aspects of good 

governance, as well as from the societal preconditions that shape whether transparency and 

other institutional arrangements operate as intended.  

A second important step consists of developing operationalizations of the concept that are 

tailored to the specifics of each situation, and in particular paying attention to the intended 

use or purpose of the information, as well as the intended principal(s). Assessing information 

volumes and even validity without sensitivity to these parameters risks introducing selective 

blindness in the measurement of transparency.  

This paper argues that delimitation is needed if the concept is to be investigated empirically. 

Research on corruption has, two decades on, progressed from using the broadest measures of 

corruption and rule of law to, in more recent work, examining specific forms of corruption, 

such as clientelism, bribe-paying, manipulations of procurement processes, or electoral fraud. 

While studies using such broad measures of corruption help to establish its salience both in 

terms of policy and social science research, more in depth examinations of specific forms are 

needed to explore the institutional and micro-level mechanisms at work, and therefore also 

more well-founded policy debates. 

In investigations of transparency, using broad measures characterized by conceptual 

dispersion in all likelihood will result in false positives (type I errors), either because 

measures bleed into one another or because they build on the same subcomponents—in 

Michener’s words, (2015) cannibalizing one another. The use of broad indexes also increases 

risks that research is carried out in an echo chamber, as country experts base their 

assessments on existing ratings and rankings, sometimes perhaps of theoretically related but 

not analytically synonymous phenomena, then correlations among these phenomena are built 

into the data, regardless of how things work in reality.  

The policy implications are, at first glance, benign. A false positive regarding transparency 

measures might suggest a need for greater transparency, which is arguably ineffective at 

worst but rarely harmful. While perhaps true, it is important to note that some evidence exists 

that transparency with no means of taking action and bring about sanctions can breed 

political resignation (Bauhr and Grimes 2014; Chong et al 2015; Fox 2007). More 

importantly, however, empirical analyses based on broad measures of transparency may 

indicate that transparency reforms independently can bring about lower levels of corruption, 

when that in fact may not be true. The correlational evidence presented here suggests that 

transparency may have an independent relationship to certain kinds of corruption 

independent of government capacity, but not with all forms of corruption. 
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5. Corruption 

5.1 Introduction and description of contribution 

A new battery of questions in the QoG Expert Survey II seeks to capture specific forms of 

corruption in different branches of government (Coppedge et al. 2015). Specifically, the 

corruption questions asked about the granting of favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks or 

other material inducements in four distinct arenas of government respectively: the executive, 

public sector employees, members of the legislature or members of the judiciary. 

Additionally, one question asked experts to assess whether firms that provide the most 

favorable kickbacks to senior officials are awarded public procurement contracts at the 

expense of firms making the lowest bid. Lastly, two questions addressed the executive or 

public sector and the extent to which employees steal, embezzle or misappropriate public 

funds or other state resources for personal or family use. The questions thus cover two main 

dimensions of using public power for private gain: accepting or eliciting material benefits 

from firms and other types of actors for preferential treatment, or using one’s office to extract 

rents directly from public coffers. 

Corruption in these various state arenas and of these two different forms may in theory vary 

independently of one another; it is conceivable that countries with similar levels or corruption 

in the public administration might differ in terms of the severity of corruption in the 

judiciary, for example. That said, it is not overly probable and empirically does not seem to 

be the case. Corruption in the public administration is in part allowed to continue with 

impunity due to a weak judiciary, just as a corrupt executive will is unlikely to be held 

accountable by the legislature if the latter is also steeped in corruption. As monitoring and 

sanctioning constitute important components in detecting and redressing corruption, and 

these responsibility lie predominantly in other government offices, corruption in one branch 

has a way of allowing malfeasance to go on undetected and unsanctioned in other 

government offices.  

Measuring corruption with full validity and reliability is, as many frustrated scholars and 

policy actors can attest, an endeavor fraught with complications. Approaches used include 

tracking conviction rates (Adserà, Boix and Payne 2003), mentions of corruption allegations 

in media (refs), and, most frequently, indexes that compile assessments by a range of policy 

actors such as development banks, think tanks, civil society organizations, and surveys 

designed to capture the experiences of ordinary citizens as well as of business executives 

(http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#doc;). More recently, the research 

field has also seen the emergence of the use of sophisticated text analysis methods that 

digitally scan publically available information to detect practices that are consistent with 

corruption in procurement of government contracts. One such effort by Mihály Fazekas 

examines procurement processes and captures indications of manipulations in the granting of 

government contracts, such as the proportion of government contracts for which only a single 

bid was submitted.  

Given the difficulty of measuring an illegal activity such as corruption, the field benefits 

from a plurality of approaches, each with advantages and shortcomings. The merits and 

pitfalls of indexes that agglomerate assessments from a range of sources on a range of aspects 

of the political system have, by now, been rehearsed in a range of interventions in the 
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academic debate (Thomas 2010; Andersson and Heywood 2009; Charron 2016). Foremost 

among the points criticism, these measures tend to cast a wide net both empirically and 

theoretically, and may therefore tap into assessments of political, economic and societal 

conditions more generally. The assessments of public administration experts captured in the 

Quality of Government survey offer a valuable complementarity to existing measures in that 

they make reference to specific types of corruption,  

Assessments based on publicly available information, such as documentation of public 

procurement processes, improves considerably on that point, but has potential limitations 

with respect to its utility in a broader set of countries. Data have to date primarily been 

compiled for European countries (and regions Charron et al 2015), as regulatory 

requirements compel these countries to published the needed information. Countries outside 

the EU sphere of influence, and in particular those countries in which corruption is highly 

prevalent, are likely to be less inclined to make the needed information publicly available. 

This in no way limits the usefulness of the data for the regions in which it is collected (or 

collectable), but does limit its utility for broader scope country comparative analyses. 

5.2 Mapping Corruption in Europe and the World 

How, then, do the theoretically distinct types of corruption in different sectors of the state 

relate to one another? The data confirm what many others have suggested before, that they to 

a great extent go hand in hand. High corruption in the executive is a strong predictor of 

corruption in the public administration, and vice versa, and corruption in procurement varies, 

it seems, in a way that is consistent with the prevalence of embezzlement and theft. A more 

rigorous test of this claim would of course use data on each type of corruption and in each 

sector of government from distinct sources, as experts’ assessments of one type and sector 

may certainly be colored by their knowledge and expertise on other sectors of government. 

That different types of corruption are strongly associated with one another is, however, 

theoretically quite plausible and should nonetheless be as such in academic and policy 

discussions.  

Table 5.1 presents the correlations among the types of corruption in different branches of 

government. All are strongly associated with one another, though survey items that tap into 

the corruption within the same branch (i.e. the executive or administrative respectively) are 

inordinately strongly correlated. Corruption in the judiciary is gauged somewhat differently 

than other forms, though again, the results suggest that when corruption exists in one form or 

branch, it tends to exist throughout. The remainder of this chapter therefore uses both the 

individual items but also a mean index of all eight items which, like the component 

indicators, ranges from one to seven.  

Table 5.1 Interrelatedness of corruption types (correlation coefficients) 

 a b c d e f 

b 0.97      

c 0.95 0.95     

d 0.93 0.94 0.98    

e 0.90 0.89 0.91 0.91   

f 0.85 0.85 0.89 0.89 0.87  

g 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.91 0.92 0.88 

Note: p<.01 for all correlations. N=117 

The battery of questions asked, on a scale from hardly ever (1) to almost always (7) the following happens:  

a. Members of the executive (the head of state, the head of government and cabinet ministers), or their 
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agents, grant favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks or other material inducements. b. Members of the 

executive (the head of state, the head of government and cabinet ministers), or their agents, steal, embezzle 

or misappropriate public funds or other state resources for personal or family use. c. Public sector 

employees grant favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks or other material inducements. d. Public sector 

employees steal, embezzle or misappropriate public funds or other state resources for personal or family 

use. e. Members of the legislature grant favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks, or other material 

inducements. f. Members of the judiciary grant favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks or other material 

inducements. g. Firms that provide the most favorable kickbacks to senior officials are awarded public 

procurement contracts in favor of firms making the lowest bid. 

 

Figure 5.1 clearly suggests considerable variation among EU Member States, with the Nordic 

countries and the Netherlands seen as among the least corrupt, and Eastern and Southern 

European, along with Cyprus, regarded as among the most corruption. European countries 

cover a considerable span in the range of the measure, with those countries considered to 

have high levels of corruption receiving scores that are not far behind the cluster of most 

corruption countries in the world (see figure 5.3).  

Figure 5.1 QoG Corruption Index: Variation among EU Member States 

 

 

One of the factors with the most consistently strong relationship to corruption is the wealth of 

a society, as measured by per capita wealth. Impartial, predictable, transparent and non-

corruptible government institutions lower risks and transaction costs for market actors, and a 

minimum level of wealth and human capital more generally make the demos more capable of 

holding government accountable. The relationship thus in all plausibility is mutually 

reinforcing. Figures 5.2 and 5.3 show the relationship between corruption assessments and 

wealth first only in Europe and then in the global sample as a whole. While the patterns is 
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unmistakable, some deviation from the pattern also exists. Italy his a higher GDP per capita 

than one might predict from corruption levels alone, and Poland, Estonia and Latvia evince 

lower levels of wealth than one might expect based on corruption assessments (or, 

conversely, are perceived as less corrupt than one might expect given their relatively low 

GDP per capita).  

  



 
 

49 

 

Figure 5.2 Corruption and Gross Domestic Product per capita in Europe 

 

 

Figure 5.3 Corruption and Gross Domestic Product per capita in sample as a whole 

 

 

 

5.3 Validation 

Although the corruption measure from the QoG expert survey results in a narrower and more 

theoretically parsimonious measure than many available measures, the expectation is 

nonetheless that it should correlate with existing corruption ratings. This section compares 

the country scores for the QoG expert survey measure of corruption with other generic 

measures of corruption such as the Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions 
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Index (CPI)12 or the World Bank’s Control of Corruption (CoC).13 For both, sufficiently high 

negative correlations with the QoG Expert Survey corruption indicators are expected. 

In addition, the validity test employs three external indicators from the Global Corruption 

Barometer, capturing corruption perception in different branches of government: 1) in the 

judiciary (gcb_pj), which is expected to be sufficiently highly correlated with f; 2) in 

parliament (gcb_pparl), which is expected to be sufficiently highly correlated with e; 3) in the 

public administration/civil service (gcb_poff), which is expected to be sufficiently highly 

correlated with c and d.14 Furthermore, the external validity for g, which captures the extent 

of corruption in relation to private companies, is checked by the correlational analysis with 

the World Economic Forum’s indicator on irregular payments and bribes paid by companies 

(wef_ipb).15  

Table 5.2 shows that the expectations find sound support in the data. The two generic 

measures of corruption correlate with all measures from the QoG Survey at 0.82 or higher 

with significance at the 99.9% level of confidence. The external measures capturing 

corruption in specific branches of power have lower correlation coefficients but are all 

significant at the 99.9% level of confidence. 

 
Table 5.2 Correlations among Corruption Measures: TI CPI, WB Control Of Corruption, TI Global 

Corruption Barometer, World Economic Forum & The QoG Expert Survey Indicators 

 QoG survey corruption items, responding to question: Thinking about your country of 

expertise, how often would you say the following occurs today? 

 a b c d e f g 
Corr. 

index 

TI CPI -0.83 -0.83 -0.89 -0.89 -0.83 -0.86 -0.85 -0.89 

WB CoC -0.82 -0.83 -0.89 -0.89 -0.83 -0.86 -0.85 -0.90 

GCB PJ 0.51 0.50 0.59 0.59 0.60 0.67 0.62 0.60 

GCB PPARL 0.24 0.20 0.27 0.27 0.36 0.22 0.34 0.30 

GCB POFF 0.43 0.41 0.47 0.48 0.52 0.49 0.52 0.51 

WEF IPB -0.83 0.82 -0.09 -0.89 -0.85 -0.85 -0.86 -0.90 

N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Note: p<.01 for all correlations.  

a. Members of the executive (the head of state, the head of government and cabinet ministers), or their agents, grant 

favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks or other material inducements. b. Members of the executive (the head of state, 

the head of government and cabinet ministers), or their agents, steal, embezzle or misappropriate public funds or other 

state resources for personal or family use. c. Public sector employees grant favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks or 

other material inducements. d. Public sector employees steal, embezzle or misappropriate public funds or other state 

resources for personal or family use. e. Members of the legislature grant favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks, or 

other material inducements. f. Members of the judiciary grant favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks or other material 

                                                      
12 The CPI Score relates to perceptions of the degree of corruption as seen by business people, risk analysts 

and the general public and ranges between 10 (highly clean) and 0 (highly corrupt). 
13 The governance estimates are normally distributed with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one 

each year of measurement. This implies that virtually all scores lie between -2.5 and 2.5, with higher scores 

corresponding to better outcomes. 
14 Question from Transparency International: To what extent do you perceive the following categories in 

this country to be affected by corruption? Judiciary/Legal system. 1 (Not at all corrupt) - 5 (Extremely 

corrupt). 
15 Irregular Payments and Bribes: Average score across the components of the following Executive Opinion 

Survey question: In your country, how common is it for firms to make undocumented extra payments or 

bribes connected with (a) imports and exports; (b) public utilities; (c) annual tax payments; (d) awarding of 

public contracts and licenses; (e) obtaining favourable judicial decisions. In each case, the answer ranges 

from 1 (very common) to 7 (never occurs). 
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inducements. g. Firms that provide the most favorable kickbacks to senior officials are awarded public procurement 

contracts in favor of firms making the lowest bid. Corruption index: a mean of a-g. 

 

 

Finally, we examine the relationship between the QoG Expert Survey scores for corruption 

with the ratings described in Fazekas and  Kocsis (2015). The resulting corruption risk index 

reflects tendencies that government’s employ “i) a type of restricted, non-open tendering 

procedure; ii) …subjective, non-price related assessment criteria; iii) a very short 

advertisement period; and iv) a quick evaluation of bids.” (Charron et al. 2015, 12). These 

factors together do not measure corruption per se, but capture practices that are frequently 

used in order to distort competition in the granting of government contracts, and therefore, if 

frequently used, raise valid suspicions of corruption in public procurement.  
 

 
Figure 5.4 Corruption in Procurement: Corruption Risk Index and QoG Survey Measure 

 
Note: See text and note to Table 5.2 for details on measures used.  

 

Figure 5.4 suggests that assessments by public administration experts are to some extent 

consistent with analyses of procurement documents themselves. Iceland and Poland exhibit 

tendencies that would be consistent with frequent manipulations of procurement processes, 

yet are not deemed by experts to have problems in procurement, at least not in the form of 

kickbacks. Though more research would be needed, it may be that manipulation in 

procurement exists in countries such as Poland and Iceland, but that these manipulations are 

not for reasons of receiving kickbacks but rather for factors such as nepotism or favoritism on 

other, perhaps less material, grounds. According to the data reflected in Figure 5.4, varies 

forms of distortive mechanisms are at work in procurement processes in countries such as 

Cyprus, i.e. both paying kickbacks as well as mechanisms to reduce competitiveness. 
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5.4 Bureaucratic professionalism, Good auditing and Government 
transparency: Implications for Corruption 

Each chapter in this report has presented measures of institutional attributes of states 

theorized to matter for corruption, and each has examined the bivariate relationship to 

corruption measures. A full examination of the link between each of these with corruption 

including a full set of control variables is far beyond the scope of this report, but the 

individual chapter discussions raise the question of whether each of the factors discussed 

individually here is perhaps tapping into the same thing, in other words some underlying 

culture of good government. In that case, the individual attributes would correlate very 

strongly with one another to a point that they cannot be considered to capture discrete 

phenomena.  

Audit quality and government transparency do in fact correlate strongly with one another 

(r=0.78), and the link between audit and bureaucratic professionalism is also fairly strong 

(r=0.71). Transparency and bureaucratic professionalism are somewhat less correlated to one 

another, while still not unrelated (r=0.63). That said, it is still theoretically plausible that they 

each contribute independently to levels of corruption in a country.  

Table 5.3 examines the relationship between levels of corruption in a country and each of 

these factors, under control for one another. The analyses first employ the measure of 

corruption from the QoG expert survey itself, and then use the World Bank Control of 

Corruption measure as a secondary examination. The first model suggests that each of the 

institutional attributes captured by the expert survey has a relationship with corruption 

independent of the other factors. As the table reports standardized coefficients, the 

coefficients are comparable with one another. The table therefore suggests that bureaucratic 

professionalism exhibits the strongest association with corruption (b=-0.418).  

 
Table 5.3 Institutional Factors and Corruption: Summing up and taking stock 

 
QoG corruption 

measure 

World Bank control of 

corruption 

Good Auditing -0.293*** 0.405*** 

 (0.106) (0.0810) 

Bureaucratic  -0.418*** 0.443*** 

Professionalism (0.119) (0.0920) 

Transparency Index -0.236*** 0.024 

 (0.134) (0.102) 

N 108 108 

adj. R
2
 0.711 0.636 

Standardized beta coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses. p < 0.05,  p < 0.01,  p < 0.001 

 

These analyses suggest that each of the factors addressed in this report has an independent 

relationship with levels of corruption in a country, though continued efforts and in depth 

analyses are needed to explore their interrelatedness under control for other factors, and in 

particular whether their effects on corruption in fact are independent of one another or if their 

impact may be stronger in combination with one another.   
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6. Survey Methodology and Design 

This section provides information on the questionnaire design and data collection, including a 

description of process and the respondents, as well as evaluations of potential respondent 

perception bias.  

 

6.1 Questionnaire design 

The purpose of both the QoG Expert Surveys I and II is to provide quantitative assessments 

of the organizational design of public bureaucracies and bureaucratic behavior across 

countries. Conceptually, both surveys are primarily based on Evans and Rauch’s pioneering 

research on Weberian bureaucracies (1999, 2000), although other theoretical perspectives, 

namely New Public Management (Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004) and administrative 

impartiality (Rothstein and Teorell 2008) have also informed the questionnaire design.  

Similar to the QoG Expert Survey I, the QoG Expert Survey II’s questions are designed to 

capture the theoretical concepts through expert perceptions of the state of affairs in a 

country’s political system and specifically bureaucracy. The majority of the substantive 

questions are formulated as statements, and experts are invited to indicate the extent to which 

the statements correspond to reality in the country of their expertise on pre-defined scales of 

answers (Hardly ever/Not at all (1) to Almost always/To a very large extent (7)).16 The 

seven-point scale with pre-defined endpoints is utilized for all but three sets of questions 

(replacement of public sector employees, women in public administration and corruption and 

embezzlement). 

This survey protocol is a divergence from Evans and Rauch’s approach, which relies more on 

unprompted responses to questions asked, and is therefore more in line with the general surge 

in expert polls on quality of government across the globe, such as those provided by the 

World Bank and Transparency International. The difference between the QoG Expert Survey 

II and Evans and Rauch’s approaches should be acknowledged, but not exaggerated, because 

the aim of the QoG Expert Survey II is not perceptions per se, but the reality that underlies 

these perceptions, i.e. assessments based on knowledge of the workings of government 

institutions. As indicated by the extensive test of respondent perception bias reported below, 

personal characteristics of the respondents do not systematically predict individual 

assessments. In other words, the survey design seems not to be a serious threat to the validity 

of the resultant indicators.  

The structure of the questionnaire in the QoG Expert Survey II is improved from the previous 

survey, and the individual questions are grouped together to form items (see Appendix E). 

There are eight batteries of questions dealing with distinct substantive themes. This report 

discusses four themes deemed most pertinent to corruption studies, namely the first four 

listed below. The themes covered were: 

 recruitment and careers of public employees (11 questions) 

 transparency (4 questions 

 audit (4 questions)  

 corruption and embezzlement (12 questions) 
                                                      
16 The exceptions are items 3, 6 and 9 of the questionnaire (Appendix E), which require unprompted 

responses.  
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 preconditions and tasks (7 questions) 

 policy-making and implementation (15 questions) 

 women in public sector (5 questions) 

 impartiality (1 question) 

 

There are also two additional items: 1) selection of the country of expertise (1 question) and 

2) background information of the respondents (7 questions). 

The experts themselves selected the country of their expertise. A list of countries that were 

selected by at least one expert can be found in Appendix A of the report. 

The QoG Expert Survey II has 59 substantive questions, which is twice as many compared to 

the QoG Expert Survey I. The expansion is due to the inclusion of new topics and a more 

refined measurement of the previously existing ones. These include:  

1. New indictors of the hiring and firing procedures. The QoG Expert Survey II asks, 

for example, how often “the practice of hiring, firing, promoting and paying public 

sector employees follows the provisions of the laws and other legal documents 

regulating these processes,” and if “vacant positions in the public sector are 

advertised in newspapers and the websites of relevant organizations.” There is also a 

new question asking “with a new central government in place (for example, after a 

national election), approximately how many public sector employees are 

exchanged?”  

2. New indicators of the career perspective, such as whether “entry to the public sector 

is open only at the lowest level of the hierarchy”  

3. Several new questions on salaries and pensions, tapping into the extent to which it is 

possible for public employees to sustain themselves on their salaries and pensions, 

and if there is widespread absenteeism among public sector employees  

4. Several new aspects of the policy process are captured through such questions as the 

extent and circumstances when politicians and public sector employees are directly 

involved in policy-making and policy implementation processes and the extent to 

which some issues lack clear solutions.  

5. There is a new battery of questions on the percentage of women in the public sector 

generally, on the senior level and in specific sectors such as in the police, the health 

and the educational sectors.  

6. There is a new battery of questions on corruption and embezzlement and those 

tapping into the difference between petty and grand corruption.  

7. Three new questions concerning the existence, independence and efficiency of a 

national audit office have also been added.  
 

6.2 The data collection: Recruitment and Procedure 

Recruitment commenced in the beginning of February 2014 with the unification of the expert 

database from three waves of the QoG Expert Survey I, yielding about 3000 names. Since the 

coverage of Western Europe and North and South America was sufficiently high in QoG 

Expert Survey I, the Middle East, Africa, Eastern Europe and Asia were identified as 

priorities for the new expert recruitment for QoG Expert Survey II.  

The recruitment was carried out in four steps. A number of public administration 

organizations were first contacted through an email with information about the survey and a 
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request for contact information of potential country experts. 17  The homepages of these 

networks of scholars also provided a number of names of public administration scholars and 

practitioners. Second, because only 350 experts had answered the survey as of May 2014, a 

new effort to recruit experts was launched in July, yielding about 800 new experts by the end 

of September. This wave of experts was identified primarily through the professional 

networks of the scholars at the Department of Political Science at the University of 

Gothenburg and Internet searches. Third, in order to increase coverage of countries in Africa, 

Asia, Latin America and the Middle East, another effort to collect experts was launched in 

October of 2014. This wave included experts identified through searches in peer-reviewed 

journals and on university websites, which helped to include scholars who had recently 

published on public administration in countries and regions with low coverage. We also 

contacted research institutes with a regional focus on Sub-Saharan Africa and the MENA 

region.18 Fourth, the last effort to recruit new experts was undertaken in the beginning of 

2015 and focused exclusively on those countries that only had one or two experts.   

 
Figure 6.1 Total Number Of Questionnaires Sent, Started And Completed: April 2014 - April 2015 

 
 

 

In total, the QoG Expert Survey II database consists of 8102 names of experts, each of whom 

received a personalized email with a description of the research and an emphasis on the 

fundamental role that their expertise played in the success of the project. 1006 e-mails 

returned as undelivered, and the subsequent e-mail with the link to the questionnaire was 

                                                      
17 Most public administration organizations were found through the United Nations Public Administration 

Network (http://www.unpan.org).  
18

 Research Institutes contacted included for example the African Association for Public Administration and 

Management (AAPAM), the African Training and Research Centre in Administration for Development, 

and the Centre for Public Service Innovation (CPSI).  

 
 

http://www.unpan.org/
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therefore sent to 7096 addressees. 2583 of these were part of the QoG Expert Survey II pool 

of experts, and 4513 were new recruits. 1784 experts started the survey and 1294 finished it 

(see Figure 6.1). The experts participated in the survey on a voluntary basis, i.e. pro bono. 

They were able to select the country of their expertise on their own from a list of 196 states. 

The QoG Expert Survey II’s questionnaire was translated into French, Spanish and Russian. 

The survey was first distributed to a random sample of 100 experts from the QoG Expert 

Survey I pool at the start of the project in order to pre-test the questionnaire. The 

questionnaire was deemed satisfactory on the basis of the results of the pre-test. 
 

6.3 The data 

Data from the pooled QoG Expert Survey II include information for 158 countries and one 

semi-sovereign territory (Hong Kong). It is based on expert assessments of 1294 respondents, 

including those who only partially answered the questionnaire. Responses range from around 

ten minutes to several days, but after removing responses taking longer than ten hours, the 

mean response time was 36 minutes.  

Although 150 experts quit the survey at an early stage, the majority of those who did not 

complete the questionnaire in full answered the majority of the questions (see Figure 6.2).  

All eligible information provided by the experts entered the dataset, irrespective whether they 

answered all questions. Questions answered by fewer than three experts per country were set 

to missing in the aggregate data. 

The mean number of respondents per country in the dataset is 8.1, but the variation is large. 

122 countries have more than three experts and 37 countries have fewer than three experts 

(see Table 6.1). The QoG Expert Survey II data have broad geographical coverage and 

include countries from all regions around the world. Figure 6.3 visualizes the geographical 

coverage and the density of expert evaluations per country, where darker colors indicate more 

experts per country.  

 
Figure 6.2 Number Of Questions Answered Per Respondent (N=1294) 

  
Note: The figure is based only on the questions with the pre-defined answer scales (items 2, 4, 5, 7, and 11). The 

questions that require experts’ unprompted responses are excluded (items 3,6 and 9). 
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Table 6.1 Number Of Respondents Per Country 

 

Number of 

Respondents 

Countries 

1-2 37 

3-6 54 

7 - 11 35 

12 - 28 28 

More than 28 5 

Total 159 

  
 
Figure 6.3 Geographical Coverage Of The QoG Expert Survey II Data 
 

 
Note: Darker colors indicate a larger number of expert assessments per country. 

 

6.4 Assessing Respondent Perception Bias 

The average respondent in the pooled QoG Expert Survey II is a man (73%) with a PhD 

degree (74%) born in 1966. On average, respondents are born (81%) and live in (76%) the 

country for which she/he assesses. The most common employer is a public university (56%), 

followed by a private university (12%), governments (10%) and NGOs (9%).  

Do respondent characteristics affect the perceptions of bureaucratic structures and 

bureaucratic behavior? The issue of perception bias is a non-trivial problem in expert 

surveys, because if expert assessments vary systematically on the observable characteristics 

of experts, then the validity of the data could be in doubt.  

Extensive perception bias checks were carried out to make sure that estimates for a particular 

country are not determined by the make-up of the group of experts who provided assessments 

but in fact reflect the country’s bureaucratic structure and practices. In practice, all items in 

the questionnaire were regressed on six available characteristics of the respondents, 

controlling for country fixed effects.  
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The results of the regression analyses suggest that, by and large, experts’ characteristics do 

not affect their perceptions in a systematic way. Of 324 tests conducted on the individual 

level, only 41 (13 %) are significant at the 95 % level or higher. This is certainly larger than 

the5 % that one could observe due to chance but still sufficiently low to rule out systematic 

perception bias. More importantly, when they appear, the differences are not very large in 

absolute terms.  

 
Table 6.2 Respondent Perception Bias: Professionalism, Closedness And Impartiality   

    

VARIABLES Professionalism Closedness Impartiality 

    

Gender -0.0684 0.0717 -0.118** 

 (0.0706) (0.106) (0.0485) 

PhD -0.0860 0.0212 0.0186 

 (0.0800) (0.127) (0.0549) 

Birth year -0.00180 0.00300 -0.0032*5 

 (0.00285) (0.00415) (0.00197) 

Not born -0.0631 -0.205 -0.110* 

 (0.0880) (0.144) (0.0608) 

Not live -0.126 -0.111 -0.136** 

 (0.0847) (0.158) (0.0582) 

Government employee 0.169 0.278 0.216*** 

 (0.109) (0.171) (0.0750) 

Constant 7.847 -1.217 6.602 

 (5.601) (8.151) (3.867) 

    

Observations 1,001 523 997 

R-squared 0.013 0.015 0.036 

Number of countries 116 47 113 

Standard errors in parentheses, ***p<0.01,  **p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

To illustrate the perception bias that was identified, there is, for example, a tendency among 

government employees to assess their bureaucratic structures differently than non-

government employees. Respondents assessing countries in which they currently live also 

assess their bureaucracies differently as compared to experts not living in their chosen 

country of expertise.  Although the perception bias is normally small in absolute terms, two 

questionnaire items – one relating to corruption and embezzlement and second relating to 

policy-making and implementation – are more sensitive to the personal characteristics of the 

respondents than the rest of the questions. It is perhaps unsurprising that government 

employees judge the degree of corruption in their own organization differently, and 

somewhat more positively, than people not employed by the government. Although these 

systematic differences exist in the data, the country-level averages normally balance them out 

since they are never based on the evaluations of only one type of expert. The country-level 

estimates are also exceptionally robust to the controls for expert characteristics.  

Furthermore, the aggregate indices constructed from the data will show even less evidence of 

perception bias (e.g. professionalism and closedness in Table 6.2). Professionalism picks up 

the personnel management dimension of bureaucratic structures, including the extent of 

meritocracy in recruitment, closedness measures the extent to which the public sector labor 

market is a special case of the country’s general labor market conditions. While the results of 

the tests suggest that perception bias is not an issue at all for professionalism and closedness, 

impartiality (which builds on a single survey question) is slightly colored by the tendency of 
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government employees to view governments’ actions as more impartial and the respondents 

who are non-residents of their chosen countries of expertise to evaluate government as more 

partial.  
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Appendix A. List of countries and number of experts per country. 

 

Country 
Number of 

Experts 
Country 

Number of 

Experts 

Country Number of 

Experts 

Country Number of 

Experts 

Afghanistan 5 France (1963-) 11 Montenegro 3 Trinidad and Tobago 1 

Albania 7 Gambia 1 Morocco 7 Tunisia 3 

Algeria 5 Georgia 7 Mozambique 4 Turkey 14 

Angola 2 Germany 35 Myanmar 2 Turkmenistan 1 

Argentina 13 Ghana 21 Namibia 6 Uganda 6 

Armenia 7 Greece 15 Nepal 4 Ukraine 5 

Australia 24 Grenada 1 Netherlands 26 United Arab Emirates 3 

Austria 7 Guatemala 4 New Zealand 14 United Kingdom 35 

Azerbaijan 7 Guinea 4 Nicaragua 5 United States 61 

Bahamas 2 Guinea-Bissau 2 Niger 3 Uruguay 7 

Bahrain 1 Guyana 3 Nigeria 32 Uzbekistan 2 

Bangladesh 16 Haiti 1 Norway 16 Venezuela 11 

Barbados 3 Honduras 1 Pakistan (1971-) 8 Vietnam 6 

Belarus 2 Hong Kong 6 Papua New Guinea 2 Zambia 2 

Belgium 7 Hungary 15 Paraguay 2 Zimbabwe 5 

Benin 6 Iceland 6 Peru 9   

Bolivia 7 India 32 Philippines 12   

Bosnia and Herzegovina 6 Indonesia 18 Poland 11   

Botswana 5 Iran 1 Portugal 17   

Brazil 16 Iraq 4 Romania 19   

Brunei 1 Ireland 11 Russia 14   

Bulgaria 13 Israel 14 Rwanda 8   

Burkina Faso 3 Italy 21 Samoa 1   

Burundi 2 Jamaica 5 Saudi Arabia 1   

Cambodia 5 Japan 8 Senegal 5   

Cameroon 7 Jordan 4 Serbia 9   

Canada 18 Kazakhstan 8 Sierra Leone 1   

Chile 11 Kenya 11 Singapore 3   

China 11 Korea, South 21 Slovakia 9   

Colombia 8 Kuwait 1 Slovenia 8   

Congo, Democratic Republic 2 Kyrgyzstan 9 Solomon Islands 1   

Costa Rica 9 Laos 1 Somalia 6   

Cote d’Ivoire 6 Latvia 5 South Africa 24   

Croatia 10 Lebanon 5 South Sudan 4   

Cuba 3 Lithuania 17 Spain 23   

Cyprus (1975-) 5 Luxembourg 2 Sri Lanka 5   

Czech Republic 10 Macedonia 11 St Lucia 1   

Denmark 22 Madagascar 5 Sudan (2012-) 2   

Dominican Republic 6 Malawi 8 Swaziland 2   

Ecuador 4 Malaysia (1966-) 3 Sweden 13   

Egypt 5 Maldives 1 Switzerland 5   

ElSalvador 6 Mali 2 Syria 2   

Equatorial Guinea 2 Malta 4 Taiwan 3   

Eritrea 3 Mauritania 1 Tajikistan 3   

Estonia 10 Mauritius 4 Tanzania 10   

Ethiopia (1993-) 15 Mexico 20 Thailand 6   

Fiji 6 Moldova 8 Togo 3   

Finland 6 Mongolia 2 Tonga 1   
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