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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This following study is a “meta-evaluation” of the way aid agencies evaluate and assess their
trade-related operations — and was undertaken as part of the OECD’s broader efforts to improve the
effectiveness of aid-for-trade. It focuses on 162 evaluations of operationsin two countries - Ghana and
Vietnam - and two sectors - transport and storage - between 1999 and 2010. In particular, it looks at
whether trade was a true objective of the operations under scrutiny, and whether trade and
development outcomes were evaluated. More broadly, it asks whether the evaluations selected offer
the information that policy makers in charge of international aid want — and need - to get from field
evaluators.

This report's methodology rests on quantitative measurement as well as qualitative anaysis. It
examines how often key words or expressions occur in the entire set of evaluations, in an effort to
reveal the implicit interests of evaluators. It does the same with a narrower set of evaluations that are
much more closely focused on trade-related matters. Next it undertakes a closer reading of a more
narrow set of evaluations, looking beyond the immediate issues treated by the evaluators and
analyzing the content of key words and phrasesin order to determine how core issues were considered.

This dual approach leads to the following conclusions. First, evaluations of aid-for-trade
operations do not say much about trade. “Trade” and “exports’ were not among the most frequently
mentioned words, while “imports” was amost completely ignored. Similarly, references to the World
Trade Organization (WTO) or regional trade agreements were largely absent from the evaluations. The
qualitative reading yields similar conclusions. Not only was the trade impact of operations clearly not
the main focus of evaluators' work, but — in anumber of cases— it is not even addressed.

Second, and unexpectedly, the evaluations usually did not clarify the policy linkages which
matter most to policy makers. For example, the potential impact—positive or negative—of trade
policy instruments, such as tariffs, quotas or subsidies, on funded projects was not assessed or even
examined. Nor were the linkages with “behind the border” measures, such as regulatory reforms or
private-sector policies, evaluated. While some relevant terms appear in a number of evaluations,
subsequent qualitative analysis suggests that these terms were not well understood or defined by
evaluators, and there usage was not substantiated by reference to hard evidence.

Third, in sharp contrast with the surprising silence on trade-related issues, the evaluations
referred extensively to broad, development-related concepts, such as gender or poverty reduction, but
without clearly defining these terms. Thistendency to favour generic concepts over precise terms often
meant that the evaluations were vague and ill-focused. For instance, gender was either mentioned in
passing, as a cross-cutting issue in operations, or measured in terms of short-term objectives that had
little tangible relevance to a project's impact on women's economic or societal situation (e.g., they
merely added up the number of women participating in a given seminar).

Fourth, the evaluations often lacked an adequate or readlistic timeframe for measuring results,
rarely distinguishing between what was achievable in the short run, and what was achievable in the
longer run. Following DAC guidelines, most evaluations assessed whether project implementation
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deadlines were met and budgets were respected, and whether the overall operations were relevant,
efficient and sustainable. However, medium- to long-term impacts were never properly measured for
particularly key factors, such as assessing an operation's investment returns. Two facts may explain
this omission. Firgt, little ex ante economic analysis of the operations was undertaken in most cases,
resulting in a lack of both quantifiable definitions of objectives and of baseline data or information
from which evaluators could measure impacts. Second, and consequently, there was little economic
analysis undertaken in most evaluations, and the use of sophisticated tools, such as economic and
econometric modelling, was a rarity. In short, the quantitative and qualitative analyses point to similar
conclusions.

Fifth, and finally, the evaluations' conclusions provide little insight as to whether aid for trade
works and why. Indeed, evaluators were rarely able to identify causal links between operations and
performance. One key problem seems to have been a lack of sustainable financing in many of the
operations surveyed, with the result that projects were often terminated prematurely. Another key
problem seems to have been the challenge of addressing both economic growth and poverty reduction
obj ectives — when the two can sometimes conflict. Last but not least, there was occasionally a problem
of poor project implementation, making it difficult, if not impossible, to assess an operation's impact
on trade and poverty-reduction.

However, these findings need to be put into perspective. The failure to refer to specific trade
results can be explained at least in part by the absence of closaly trade-related objectives in the initial
mandate of the operations. Moreover, in the case of ‘aid policies generally - and aid-for trade policies
in particular - it is amost always more difficult to assess an operation's sector- or economy-wide
impact — than to assess the performance of a specific project in a specific context - given the complex
array of extraneous variables influencing outcomes.

It is also possible that the problems outlined above may pertain only to the relatively small
sample of evaluations considered in this report. However, the fact that none of the agencies examined
appears to perform systematically better than the others suggests that an even broader sample of
evaluations would not fare significantly better.

Assuming that the results outlined above are more or less representative of aid-for-trade
evaluations generaly, we offer the following two broad recommendations: First, every operation
should include an ex ante assessment of the situation being addressed in order to (i) define objectives
in aquantifiable way and (ii) to provide the necessary information (including data) to measure whether
these objectives were met ex post. Second, evaluators should answer a sequence of questions, set out
below, which could provide a framework for assessing operations’ impact in a more systematic and
thorough way.



INTRODUCTION

The Aid-for-Trade Initiative has been highly successful in raising the profile of trade as atool for
development. Partner countries have increasingly mainstreamed trade in their development strategies,
and donors have responded by mobilising additional resources for trade-related programmes and
projects. With public budgets under stress in many developed and developing countries, however, the
initiative's continued success requires a better assessment of aid-for-trade outcomes and impacts in
terms of trade performances, poverty reduction, growth and development.

As part of the OECD’s efforts to improve the effectiveness of aid-for-trade projects and
programmes, and to further develop “good practices’ in the evaluation of aid for trade, this paper
presents a meta-evaluation of some 162 evaluations drawn from in the OECD DEReC database. It
provides an overview of, and a perspective on, the way that DAC donors and international agencies
have implemented operations, and how they have conducted their evaluations - both in terms of
methodol ogies and topics covered.

The paper is organised into four chapters. Chapter 1 explains the purpose, scope and
methodology of the study. Chapter 2 attempts to reveal the preferences of evaluators in a quantitative
way, based on the frequency with which key words appear in the evaluations. It also attempts to
uncover answers to the “what we want to know” question, by focusing on both the trade and the
devel opment aspects of aid for trade. Complementing this quantitative approach, Chapter 3 undertakes
a qualitative examination of a more narrow set of evaluations that are closaly related to aid for trade.
Lastly, Chapter 4 tries to answer the “what we would ideally like done” question, by recommending
broad guidelines for future evaluations.






CHAPTER 1. PURPOSES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

Section 1. Two pur poses

The first purpose of this meta-evaluation is to assess whether the selected evaluations offer the
information that policy makers in charge of delivering international aid would like to get from field
evaluators. In particular, it asks whether trade was an objective of the original operations, and whether
trade and devel opment outcomes or impacts were taken into account in the evaluations. To the extent
that the latter was the case, it also reports on the kind of trade, poverty reduction and development
outcomes described in the evaluations. It should be emphasised that the aim here is not to undertake
new evaluations of the operations aready evaluated, but rather to examine whether the existing
evaluations ddliver “what we want to know”.

Ideally “what we want to know” would cover a wide range of issues—from narrower trade
outcomes to broader development results. Trade outcomes are important because trade is a proven
engine for growth. However, trade is not an end in itsef. The ultimate goal of aid-for-trade isto help
countries to harness trade behind development and poverty reduction objective — objectives which
themselves have many dimensions, from income creation, to income distribution, to broader socia
concerns (such as gender equality or environmental sustainability).

The second purpose of this meta-evaluation is to propose a set of guidelines (indicators,
quantitative and qualitative techniques, etc.) for undertaking future evaluations. In short, to provide a
tentative answer to the question “what we would ideally like done”. Two types of guidelines could be
proposed that, in our view, are complements rather than substitutes. The first would be general
guidelines — involving minimal time, skills and financial resources - to improve the routine evaluation
of any operation. The second would be more specific guidelines — involving detailed data collection
and specific technical skills—to help undertake more thorough and intensive evaluations of operations
impacts. Since this second approach is much more expensive and time consuming, it is probably
applicable only to a carefully chosen subset of all operations. As aresult, this paper focuses on the first
approach.

Section 2. Scope

The paper covers a set of evaluations, identified by the OECD Secretariat, covering two countries
- Ghana and Vietnam - and two sectors - transport and storage (for the purposes of this analysis,
transport and storage have been aggregated into one sector called “TranStor”) - between 1999 and
2010. Transport and storage were selected because these sectors have received significant amounts of
aid for trade, and therefore provide a large number of relevant evaluations. Ghana was selected
because it is one of the largest recipients of aid for trade in Africa, and has seen its trade expand
significantly since 2002. Vietnam was selected because it has served as a model of trade opening for a
number of countries, because it has enthusiastically embraced the aid-for-trade agenda, because it has
successfully achieved export-led growth, and because it became a WTO member fairly recently, in
2007.

The set of selected evaluations includes only those notified to the DEReC database, not all
evaluations undertaken in these countries and in these sectors over the time period. As a crude measure
of this study's limited or partial scope, only 162 evaluations are examined in this meta-evaluation,
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whereas the total number of operations conducted by DAC members between 1999 and 2008 was
61,677. Hence, the study's results should in no way be interpreted as an exhaustive meta-evaluation of
al evaluations of all the operations funded by international aid.

In the current international aid context, operations which attempt to promote economic
development by building trade capacity are often referred to as “aid for trade”. In the interests of
simplicity, the term aid for trade will be used in this paper to describe all operations that facilitate the
integration of developing countries into the global economy through expanded trade (for a more
detailed definition, see Chapter 2). However, it should be noted that this term became widely accepted
only in the mid-2000s, starting with the discussions surrounding the Millennium Development Goals
(see, for instance, Zedillo and Messerlin 2005, Stiglitz and Charlton 2005), in the lead up to the 2005
G8 Summit in Gleneagles, and culminating in the launch of the Aid-for-Trade Initiative at the WTO's
2005 Hong Kong Ministerial Conference.*

A key challenge in conducting this meta-evaluation has been to identify the extent to which
operations could be analyzed through an aid-for-trade lens. Indeed, some of the evaluations available
in the DEReC database for Ghana and Vietnam relate to operations which are likely to impact trade
only in the (very) long run — for example, education or health projects. Even in the transport and
storage sectors, operations were classified as aid for trade which had at best remote links with
international trade. As aresult, the study has identified a subset of 43 selected eva uations which have
amore direct and immediate bearing on trade (the selection is outlined in Chapter 3). The total stock
of evaluations under scrutiny — as well as the narrow sub-set examined in more detail - are more fully
described in Annex A.

Section 3. Methodology

A meta evaluation should reveal the implicit interests of evaluators, as well as the “distance”
between these interests and the needs of aid-for-trade policy makers. This requires a combination of
quantitative measures and qualitative assessments.

The methodology used for quantitative measurement was simple. It relied on the occurrences of
words or expressions that could reasonably be considered to be crucial for evaluating aid-for-trade-
related operations — and thus that one might expect to see in an evaluation (Annex B lists the 48 words
and expressions that were considered key). This method has the advantage of relying on a clearly
defined metric: namely the frequency with which key words are mentioned in one hundred pages. Of
course, this metric should not be seen as “exhaustive” and “objective”, if only because it is limited to
48 words, and because the words themselves do not necessarily serve as an entirely accurate, or even
adequate, measure of the evaluators' interests or policy makers needs. Yet the word set chosen is
probably wide enough to provide meaningful results, and to raise robust questions about the evaluation
processin general.

At the same time, this quantitative approach needs to be complemented by a qualitative reading,
since the frequency with which words appear in atext may say little about the analytical content of the
words themselves, or the context in which they were used. Such a qualitative reading was undertaken
for a sub-set of 43 evaluations. The idea was to look beyond the set of issues explicitly treated by the
evaluators to see how each of them was being evaluated and to assess the significance of the
information that was being provided.

! As aresult, cconsidering the time lag between the implementation of an operation and its evaluation, it is not
surprising that operations and eval uations conducted before the mid-2000s do not refer explicitly to
theterm aid for trade.
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CHAPTER 2. DO THE EVALUATIONSDELIVER
WHAT WE WANT TO KNOW?

Summary of theresults

Evaluations of aid-for-trade operations did not say much about trade. The words “trade” and
“exports’ were not among the most frequently mentioned by evaluators, and the WTO or
regiona trade agreements were largely ignored. More importantly, from an economic point
of view, the word “imports’” was aimost completely ignored.

Evaluations usudly did not clarify the policy linkages which would be of interest to policy
makers. For example, the potentiad impact—positive or negative—of trade policy
instruments, such as tariffs, quotas or subsidies, on the return of internationaly funded
operations was not assessed for the simple reason that these instruments were never
examined. Nor were the policy linkages between the operations and “behind the border”
policies, such as regulatory reforms or private sector policies, evaluated frequently.

In sharp contrast with this unexpected silence on trade-related issues, eval uations were much
more detailed and diffuse regarding broad development-related concepts. Paradoxically,
evaluations tend to rely on general concepts, such as gender or poverty reduction, more often
than precise terminology, such as quotas, trade shares, or income distribution, despite near
impossibility of using general concepts to describe operations impacts clearly and robustly.

The failure to define — or differentiate among — timeframes was widespread. Evaluators
rarely distinguished between what was expected in the short run, versus what was expected
over the longer run.

I ntroduction

The chapter adopts a wide definition of the aid-for-trade, following the OECD’ s [2006] four main
categories. trade-related technical assistance (TRTA) and capacity building, trade-related
infrastructure, building productive capacity, and macro- and micro-economic adjustment (illustrated in
Figure 2.1).
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Figure 2.1 Aid for Trade: the agenda
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This chapter tries to give a sense of whether the selected evaluations deliver information relevant
to the aid-for-trade agenda. Section 1 focuses on the trade dimension, while section 2 focuses on the
development dimension. Both sections assess how frequently key words and expressions occur in the
evaluations—a crude measure of the revealed interests of the evaluators — and try to determine
whether or not regular patterns emerge. For instance, does a donor use the same set of words in its
evaluations regardless of country or sector — signalling the use of precise guidelines in evaluations? Or
do the donor's interests appear to shift according to the country or sector under consideration —
suggesting the absence of firm guidelines?

In order to determine whether an underlying pattern emerges, an arbitrary convention is used. It
is assumed that 25 occurrences or more of a given word or expression per 100 pages represents a
substantial and permanent interest in the word under scrutiny - and hence of the issue that it is
supposed to represent. Such occurrences are coloured in the following tables in order to get a
“graphic” view of the bigger picture.
Section 1. Thetrade component

If one wants to define what policy makers reading evaluations would like to learn about the trade
aspects of aid-funded operations, four main topics should be rai sed:

i) the extent to which evaluations capture the role of trade;
ii) the extent to which they take into account the trade policy of the country in question;
iii) the extent to which they refer to the trade-related issues specific to aid for trade (such as

technical barriers to trade, sanitary and phytosanitary standards, TRTA, adjustment policies,
trade facilitation, etc.); and
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iv) the extent to which they take into account key international trade agreements.

The analysis of these four questions relies on the frequency of key words and expressions (the
number of times a word has been used per one hundred pages of evaluations). It is first analysed on a
country/sector basis, and then on a donor bass. It is also analyzed for the overal set of 162
evaluations, as well as for the narrower, more “aid for trade-related” set of evaluations. As mentioned
above, th(z gualitative analysis in Chapter 3 focuses on a harrow set of 43 evaluations drawn from the
larger set.

To what extent do evaluations capture therole of trade?

This broad question can be split into more precise questions, each captured by a key word or
expression. Have evaluators smply mentioned the word “trade”? Or have they been more precise by
referring to the two sides of trade—"exports’ and/or “imports’? The words exports and imports
themselves have very different connotations. One would expect exports to be a visible trade indicator
in aid-funded operations aimed at a better integrating developing countries into the world economy —
and indeed the aid for trade agenda typically focuses on the importance of exports. However, from an
economic perspective, imports are ever more important than exports because they are the channel
through which cheaper and/or better goods, services, investments and innovations are made available
to domestic consumers— whether households or firms. In other words, imports are a critical input for
future growth and development, while exports are mostly the means by which countries buy much
needed imports.

The recipient perspective

Table 2.1A presents the frequency with which the key words attached to the above questions
appeared in the evaluations, aggregated by recipients. Three main observations arise: First, broadly
speaking, the trade aspect - defined as the combined occurrences of the words “trade”, “exports’ and
“imports’ - was relatively prominent (frequencies above 50 occurrences per 100 pages are rarely
observed for other key words or expressions, as shown below). Moreover, the frequency with which

trade terms were mentioned was substantially higher for Vietnam than for Ghana.

Second, the focus was clearly on exports rather than imports, reflecting a possible lack of
economic understanding of the latter's role in growth and development.

Third, the trade and export terms appeared relatively more frequently in the narrow set of
evaluations than in the overall set for the two countries and sectors. This seems to justify the decision
to look beyond the overal set of evaluations, and to focus on a narrower set for the qualitative
assessment (see Chapter 4). A similar pattern does not emerge across the TranStor sector. Because
many TranStor operations relate mainly to domestic, as opposed to international, infrastructure (i.e.,
roads or railways might link two cities but have little direct impact on trade), one might have expected
even bigger differences between the two sets of evaluations, but this does not appear to have been the
case.

2 There is aminor difference between the narrow set used in this chapter and the one used in Chapter 4. The
evaluations done by 10B (Ghana) and EBRD, NEI and NORAD (Vietnam) are not reported in this chapter
because these four donors have reported to DEReC only one evaluation for the three fields (Ghana, Vietham
and TranStor).
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Table 2.1A. The role of trade by recipient

Overall set Narrow set
CGhana  Vietnam  Trandtor Ghana  Vietnam  Transtor

How trade is mentioned?

Is "trade" mentioned? 8.2 31.0 22 13.0 159.6 43.6

Which component of trade is mertioned: exports? 15.7 12.8 79 21.7 60.9 12.7

Which component of trade is mertioned: imports? 6.2 5.6 3.9 10.1 12.2 6.5
How is trade understood?

as amacro-economic issue: trade balance? 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

asapure trade issue: comparative advantages? 18 15 0.7 17 11 17

asaproductionissue: diversification? 18 0.7 0.1 2.8 10 10

as awelfare issue: gains from trade? 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations

Beyond observations about how frequently trade was mentioned in the evaluations, it is also
interesting to note how evaluators perceived the relationship between trade and other palicies. This
question has four dimensions. (i) Do evaluators see trade as a macroeconomic issue (an approach
which would be revealed by the frequency of reference to trade balances)? (ii) Do they see trade as
critical to helping countries strengthen comparative advantages in the world economy? (iii) Do they
see trade as a means of diversifying domestic production? (iv) And do they see trade leading to a
reallocation of domestic resourcesin away that increases a country’ s overall welfare? The answers to
these four questions reveal the implicit “policy linkages® that evaluators might have in mind.

The second part of Table 2.1A suggests that evaluators were not much concerned with clarifying
such policy linkages - if indeed these linkages were even considered. Specifically, it was not clear that
trade was perceived as a macroeconomic issue — or that macroeconomic imbalances were seen as a
trade policy concern. This neglect is somewhat worrisome, particularly for country-case evaluations.

The donor perspective

Table 2.1B presents the frequency with which key words appeared in evaluations of donor
operations. The overall set of evaluations rendered several interesting insights. First, the same patterns
observed in Table 2.1A were repeated for amost every donor, suggesting a “parale” behaviour
amongst donors when evaluating their operations in a given country or sector. In other words, the
observations drawn from Table 2.1A were not artificia averages. Such parallel behaviour is easy to
explain, since the questions related to how often trade was mentioned. What is more puzzling was
evaluators low level of interest in clarifying trade's implicit policy linkages.
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Table 2.1B. The role of trade by donor, the overall set of evaluations

Overall set of evaluations Narrow set of evaluations
Ghana Ghana
<< <<
< 2 = a = @ 2 4 =
& 2 2 2 2 o & 3 5 = -2 & 8 %2 & o = - 2
< < [5) o =) w - %) =) = < = < < [=) o w = < =
How trade is mentioned?
Is "trade" taken nto consideration? 22 103 26 63 67 540 00 19 15 26 6.7 18 21 69 47 91 [ 540 250 111 12
Which component of trade is mentioned: exports? 177 190 00 70 30 589 00 0.0 05 6.1 8.7 16 296 190 83 47 [ 589 841 179 09
Which component of trade is mentioned: imports? 213 121 | 289 17 406 40 269 279 249 | 288 239 06 58 00 20 20 40 | 500 42 18
How s trade understood?
as a macro-economic issue: trade balance? 02 00 00 00 01 17 00 00 00 00 01 26 00 00 00 02 08 00 02 19
as a pure trade issue: comparative advantages? 46 00 00 15 19 22 00 29 03 14 2110 69 00 04 20 24 114 23 12
as a production issue: diversification? 2289 53 10 04 242 00 00 00 03 20 18 26 86 10 05 242 45 37 13
as a welfare issue: gains from trade? 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 - 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -
Vietnam Vietnam
o = =} © = @ o =
3 2 3 & o M £ % 3 o 4 -7 8 o » g 3 -
< < [S) o w ) - %) %) = - < = < w &) %) %) < =
How trade is mentioned?
Is "trade" takeninto consideration? 419 75 29 157 [1937 308 00 1992 96 170 81 310 16 1671 3404 353 1992 141 1596 09
Which component of trade is mentioned: exports? 112 163 00 72 193 125 00 [ 2462 47 12 12 128 24 314 364 130 2462 26 609 15
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Source: DEReC database. Authors’ computations.

Two additional patterns are worth noting. First, there was a wider spectrum of frequencies for
Vietnam than for Ghana (as revealed by higher variances for Vietnam on exports). At first glance, this
might seem to be the result of the dominance of one donor, SECO, in Vietnam. However, eliminating
SECO does not dramatically narrow this difference. Second, the three joint evaluations in Vietnam
were in the low band of frequencies.

The narrow set of evaluations provides interesting additional information. It amplifies massively
the reference to “trade” and “exports’, except for Ghana. But there was almost no change regarding
how trade — and itsimplicit policy linkages - was understood by evaluators. All these observations will
be substantiated in more detail in the qualitative analysis in Chapter 4.

To which extent do evaluations refer to the trade policy of countries?

Another relevant question is whether evaluators understood a country's broader trade and
economic policy context, especialy in the TranStor sector, and whether they appreciated its
relationship to — and impact on — operations. For example, the returns from aid-funded operations
might vary greatly depending on whether a country imposed moderate and stable tariffs, or high and
volatile tariffs. Another important variable is whether the country is landlocked. Reducing tariffs could
provide only small benefits if transport costs are high and transport infrastructure is poor or non-
existent. Such constraints can represent “tax-equivalents’ many times higher than import tariffs. By
the same token, even sizable infrastructure investments can generate low returns if existing high tariffs
are not reduced.
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In this context, two successive questions should be asked. Have evaluators simply looked at
“trade restrictions’ without examining their nature and context in more detail? Or have they gone
further and looked in detail at the three main trade policy instruments—tariffs, quotas and subsidies)
—and their potentialy very different effects and costs?

Therecipient perspective

Turning to evaluations on the recipients' side, the results presented in Table 2.2A giverise to two
observations. First, evaluators largely ignored the general term “trade restrictions’, despite the
potential impact such restrictions could have on the operations' returns. This was the case for both the
broad and the narrow sets of evaluations. The fact that this observation can be made for the narrow set
of evaluations is especialy significant, given that a key criterion in selecting the narrow set in the
TranStor sector (as explained in Chapter 3) was an explicit international trade dimension in the
evaluations.

Table 2.2A. The role of trade policy, by recipient

Overall set Narrow set
Ghana  Vienam  Trandtor Ghana  Vietnam  Transtor
Inbroad terms. trade restrictions? 01 00 00 01 00 00
nterms of specific instruments?
tariffs? 24 8.2 9.9 33 120 128
(uotas? 02 05 01 0.2 01 00
Sbsidies? 2.2 34 31 2.1 28 37

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations

Second, evaluators were only marginaly more aware of the existence of trade instruments.
Tariffs showed a low frequency, and subsidies were even lower, despite the fact that most aid-funded
operations in the TranStor sector ultimately have a substantial subsidy component. Turning to
subsidies, evaluators tended to limit their analysis to a comparison of subsidy schemes provided by
various countries. They stop short of assessing whether such subsidies were desirable or not—their
indirect message being that subsidies were desirable only if they did not endanger the government
budget (seeillustrations for Ghana and Vietnam in Chapter 3).

Third, evaluators were largely silent on quotas, although thisinstrument is likely to have the most
perverse and negative devel opment impact, since quotas are opaque, can generate high distortions, and
encourage costly rent-seeking behaviour among domestic and foreign firms alike.

Lastly, the awareness of such instruments was higher in the case of Vietnam - a country that was
in the process of undertaking much faster and deeper liberalization than Ghana. This may reflect the
fact that Vietnam'’s trade policy was rapidly evolving during the period, whereas Ghana's trade policy
was less active. At the same time, it raises serious questions about the usefulness of evaluations if they
do address existing policies that can have a direct bearing on the success of the operations.

The donor perspective

Table 2.2B shifts the focus to donors — and asks whether the above observations apply uniformly
to al donors or whether there are “atypical” cases.
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Once again donors show paralel behaviour, as illustrated by low variances. In particular, no
evaluator paid attention to trade restrictions in the TranStor sector for the two countries. Variances
were higher for tariffs and subsidies, with AfDB and AsDB acknowledging the importance of tariffsin
Ghana and Vietnam, and only the AFD highlighting the relevance of subsidies (with the above caveat
on the impact analysis). The TranStor case was not comparable because the word “tariff” was often
used as an equivalent of the word “price” (e.g., “water tariff”).

Table 2.2B. The role of trade policy, by donor

Overall set of evaluations Narrow set of evaluations
Ghana Ghana
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quotas? 03 00 00 02 00 08 00 19 00 02 02 18 00 00 02 00 08 00 02 19
subsidies? 09 190 00 05 22 08 77 00 00 27 19 18 05 190 06 34 08 00 23 18
Vietnam Vietnam
Seig . igi-f -2 3,22z _F
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quotas? 07 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 06 00 02 05 19 04 00 00 00 00 01 22
subsidies? 64 138 00 00 19 83 77 00 21 07 00 34 13 05 20 78 00 128 28 12
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<< <<
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Inbroad terms (trade restrictions)? 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0w - 00 00 00 00 00 -
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quotas? 00 00 00 00 00 10 00 01 26 00 00 00 00 00 0w -
subsidies? 50 06 00 00 00 03 34 31 15 45 00 00 00 41 3714

Notes: WB: World Bank, J-Eval: joint evaluations, W.Std: weighted standard deviations.

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations

To what extent do evaluations refer to trade-related issues specific to aid for trade?

As illustrated in Figure 2.1, the aid-for-trade agenda covers a much wider set of trade-related
policies than the basic trade instruments examined in the previous paragraphs. These issues include:
(i) "technical barriersto trade” (TBT) for industrial goods, (ii) “sanitary and photo-sanitary standards’
(SPS) for agricultural products, (iii) trade facilitation, (iv) adjustment policies (especially those
associated with helping countries adjust to trade opening), and (v) trade assistance. This section
examines whether these issues emerged in the selected evaluations.

Therecipient perspective

Table 2.3A suggests that, within the overall set of evaluations, these issues were, by and large,
ignored. However, within the narrow set of evaluations, references to SPS standards, trade facilitation
(in the TranStor sector), adjustment policies (in Ghana), and trade assistance (in Vietnam) surface

more frequently.
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Table 2.3A. The “Aid for Trade” wider set of trade issues, by recipient

Overal set Narrow set
Ghana  Vietnam  Transtor Ghana  Vietnam  Transtor
Technical barriersto trade? 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 11.4 0.0
Sanitary and phytosanitary standards? 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 183 0.0
Trade facilitation? 0.0 3.3 39 0.1 235 11.3
Adjustment policies? 0.0 3.6 4.0 12.9 27 43
Trade assistance? 0.0 18 0.0 0.0 125 0.1
Trade-related technical assistance? 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations

Some of these results are puzzling. The almost total absence of references to TBTs, SPS
standards, and trade-related technical assistance is particularly surprising, given the high priority that
both recipients and donors typically place on these topics. It should be noted that the relative
frequency with which trade facilitation was mentioned in Vietnam may be less impressive than it
appears, given that Vietnam was the second-largest recipient of trade facilitation-related aid in the
world between 1999 and 2008, with 65 projects (or 2.6 per cent of dl projects in the world Source:
Database CRS/'DAC OCDE). Similarly, it is surprising that adjustment policies were mentioned more
frequently for Ghana than for Vietnam by a significant margin, given that Ghana had a more stable
product composition of exports and imports than Vietnam over the decade examined, particularly in
the most recent years. This heightened sensitivity to adjustment issues in Ghana may reflect the long
and bitter debate in many African countries about the gains from trade and donors “adjustment
programmes’ of the 1980s and 1990s (see the donor perspective below).

The donor perspective

What are the similarities and dissimilarities among donors? Limited variance (if any) could be
expected among donors for topics showing low frequencies. However, the narrow set of evaluations
revealed some substantial differences among the donors. The high score of adjustment policies in the
World Bank's evaluations of its Ghana operations may partly reflected sensitivity towards the above
mentioned debate on adjustment policies in Africa. Similarly, the very high score for TBT and SPSin
the EC's and SECO's evaluations of their Vietham operations may reveal Europe's obsession with
these issues.
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Table 2.3B. The “Aid for Trade” wider set of trade issues, by donor

Overall set of evaluations Narrow set of evaluations
Ghana Ghana
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Sanitary and phytosanitary standards? 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 - 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 -
Trade faciltaion 00 00 00 00 00 08 00 00 00 00 01 32 00 00 00 00 08 00 01 24
Adiustment policies? 37 00 26 58 17 73 00 19 00 98 4710 37 00 65 L7 73 455 57 16
Trade assistance? 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 - 00 00 00 00 08 00 00 24
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Trade faciltaion 04 00 00 00 10 00 77 23 00 00 00 3319 a4 20 00 23 00 25 20
Adiustment policies? 29 13 59 12 10 33 00 08 19 72 189 36 13 41 10 35 08 00 2710
Trade assistance? 00 00 00 00 488 00 00 08 00 00 00 18 33 00 11020 00 08 00 125 22
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Technical barriers to trade? 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 - 00 00 00 00 00 00 -
Sanitary and phytosanitary standards? 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 - 00 00 00 00 00 00 -
Trade faciltaion 73 02 00 00 00 00 07 3923 169 00 00 00 15 113 20
Adjustment policies? 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 26 34 75 00 00 67 43 10
Trade assistance? 36 39 15 00 00 07 70 40 11 01 00 00 00 01 01 14
Trade-related technical assistance? 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 - 00 00 00 00 00 00 -

Notes: WB: World Bank, J-Eval: joint evaluations, W.Std: weighted standard deviations.

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations

Do evaluations take into account key international trade agreements?

The “aid-for-trade” agenda has emerged largely independently from the Doha Round and
negotiations of regional trade agreements. Nevertheless, the debate has permeated most trade
negotiations over the last decade. Thus, it is useful to look at whether references to key trade
agreements were mentioned in the evaluations. The obvious candidate is the WTO's Doha Round of
multilateral negotiations which have largely continued throughout the period covered (starting with the
2001 Doha Ministerial Conference and continuing passed the 2008 Geneva mini-Ministerial Mesting).
In addition to the WTO, references to regional or preferential trade agreements would also be
significant, since such agreements have echoed, and often amplified, WTO discussions on aid for

trade.
Therecipient perspective

Table 2.4A reveas an dmost complete lack of reference to key trade agreements, with the
exception of the WTO; and even the WTO references are limited to operations in Vietnam. This
observation is not surprising, given that Vietnam’'s on-going WTO accession negotiation was a key
policy issue throughout the decade covered.® The absence of references to trade agreements in Ghana's
evaluations may reflect Ghana's resistance to accepting new commitments during the Doha

% Vietnam's negotiations for accession to the WTO started in January 1995 and were completed in November
2006. Vietnam is undergoing along (yet unfinished) process of implementing its commitments. For instance, as
shown in Table A1 (Annex A), Vietnam's final level of bound tariffs will be 11.4 percent, while the 2008 level

was still 16.8 percent.

19



negotiations. It may also reflect Ghana's relatively limited involvement in regiona or bilateral
agreements, and the modest impact of those on Ghana's trade policy (for instance, ECOWAS has had a
very limited effect on Ghana's already moderate tariffs, while the Cotonou Convention imposed no
discipline on Ghana's trade policy during the decade covered). In the case of the TranStor sector, the
absence of references to trade agreements underlines the basic difficulty of negotiating services
liberalization, particularly transport services (which have long been ruled by special international
schemes geared towards limiting international competition), in most trade agreements.

Table 2.4A. International trade agreements, by recipient

Overall set Narrow set
Ghana  Vietnam  Transtor Ghana  Vietnam  Transtor
WTO? 0.2 6.9 0.5 0.3 415 15
Regional trade agreements? 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 04 0.0
Preferential trade agreements? 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 04 0.0

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations

The donor perspective

Regarding trade agreement references in evaluations of donor operations, one finds a low
frequency in both the overal and narrow sets. The one notable exception was the high frequency with
which the WTO was mentioned in EC and SECO evaluations of Vietnam operations. This was in
sharp contrast to the low profile of these key words in the Ghana eval uations.

Table 2.4B. International trade agreements, by donor

Overall set of evaluations Narrow set of evaluations
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Notes: WB: World Bank, J-Eval: joint evaluations, W.Std: weighted standard deviations.

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations.

Section 2. The development component

This section shifts the focus from trade-related issues to those more closely related to
development. Three questions seem particularly relevant in this context:

i) do evaluators take into account the broad constraints that an inefficient public sector could
impose on development?
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i) do evaluators take into account the broad constraints related to inefficiencies in the private
sector?

iii) and do evaluators pay enough attention to the broad performance of the economy or sector
examined?

How much attention is paid to public sector-related constraints?

An inefficient public sector can impose significant constraints on growth and development — and
these constraints can be even more difficult to surmount in developing countries than in developed
countries. From a development perspective, it is thus essential that evaluators give some sense of their
perception of whether public sector-generated constraints exist, and whether such constraints had a
substantial impact on the returns of the operations evaluated. Against this background, the following
section looks at another spectrum of policy linkages—between aid-funded operations, infrastructure
policies and regulatory policies.

Two questions are relevant when examining public sector-generated constraints.  First, do
evaluators focus on the consistencies — or inconsistencies — among physical infrastructure projects that
might impact on the success of the operations evaluated? Second, do evaluators focus on “regulatory
infrastructure” issues that also impact on the success of operation? To operate efficiently, firms need
appropriate domestic regulations as well as appropriate roads or bridges and this “regulatory capital”
can play as important a role as physical or human capital in economic development. The following
section divides regulatory policies into three subsets: (i) the specific regulations closely related to the
evaluated operations; (ii) the broad regulatory framework of the country or sector; and (iii) the even
broader issue of “ governance”.

Therecipient perspective

Table 2.5A provides an interesting picture of how these various public sector-related constraints
are understood by evaluators, with both the broad and the narrow sets of evaluations giving similar
results (with the usual very limited magnification effect in the narrow set). First, it is clear that
evaluators are concerned with physical infrastructure policies. The systematically higher frequency
with which physical infrastructure was mentioned in the TranStor sector compared to the country
cases suggests that evaluators are even more inclined to take a broad view of the inter-action between
an operation and other physical infrastructure when they are already involved in sectora infrastructure
policy. However, the lower frequency for country cases may simply reflect evaluators' inability to take
a “bigger picture’” view of economies operating with many interactive agents (i.e,, a “genera
equilibrium” perspective).

Table 2.5A. Public sector-related constraints, by recipient

Overall st Narrow st
Ghana  Vietram  Trandtor Ghana  Vietnan  Trandor
Does the evaluation mention physical infrastructure problems? 153 217 380 205 46.2 66.5
Does the evaluation refer to specific regulations? 4.7 91 9.0 72 12.8 95
Does the evaluation refer to the broad reguletory framework? 09 9.7 19 15 17 24
Does the evaluation raise broad governance issues? 204 20.3 50 189 6.8 85

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations.
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Second, in sharp contrast, evaluators clearly showed less interest in regulatory issues—whether
specific or general. For Ghana in particular, references to specific regulations were infrequent, while
references to the broad regulatory framework was almost non-existent.

Third, references to broad governance issues were more frequent across evaluations. However,
the problem, as underscored in the quaitative anaysis, is that evaluators, with a few notable
exceptions, often said little in detail about governance. The general impression is of evaluators paying
lip service to atopic that is acknowledged to be crucia for economic growth and development, but on
which they had little concrete or constructive to say.

Lastly, it is worth noting an interesting pattern that emerged from the data. Regulatory issues
(specific and general) had notably more salience in Vietnam than in Ghana. This may reflect the
impression that Vietnam’s regulatory policies are somewhat better defined than Ghana's policies. By
contrast, broad governance issues seemed to carry more weight in Ghana than in Vietnam. This may
reflect the broad government's inability to design appropriate regulations.

The donor perspective

Given that the words and expressions related to public sector-constraints appear fairly frequently,
one might expect substantia differences among donors.

The overal set of evaluations reveaed that only one word — i.e., infrastructure for TranStor -
reached the threshold of 25 occurrences per 100 pages across most donor evaluations. The rest of the
pictureis patchy, with no donor expressing the same interest in aword over the evaluations for the two
countries and the TranStor sector. If there was a pattern, it was that regiona development banks
focussed on infrastructure in the countries of their region (i.e., AfDB for Ghana, AsDB for Vietnam).
Another pattern was that governance issues tended to attract the most attention from different donors -
with CIDA and SIDA focusing on governance in Ghana, and DFID focusing on governance in
Vietnam. Finally, those evaluators who show the least interest in governance issues (AFD, GTZ and
Japan) were among those who showed the most interest in infrastructure.
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Table 2.5B. Public sector-related constraints, by donor

Overall set of evaluations Narrow set of evaluations
Ghana Ghana
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Notes: WB: World Bank, J-Eval: joint evaluations, W.Std: weighted standard deviations.

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations.

The narrow set of evaluations provided a more nuanced — and interesting — picture. Generaly
speaking, the narrow set amplified indications that donors showed significant interest in infrastructure,
especialy with the emergence of the World Bank as a key player. It also magnifies the apparent
consensus among donors that governance is akey issue in Ghana.

How much attention is paid to supply-side constraints?

The economic literature on development gives great weight to the importance of supply-side
constraints in the economic growth equation. Since public sector-related constraints are only one
aspect of supply-side obstacles, the following section focuses on private sector-related constraints,
while acknowledging that in practice the line between public and private supply-side constraints is

often difficult to draw clearly.

Since the aid-for-trade literature repeatedly underscores the importance of supply side constraints,
one might expect evaluators to have focussed extensively and systematically on this issue. One might
also expect evaluators to have provided information on expenditures or costs—either the direct costs
involved in completing the operation, or, more interestingly from the perspective of this section, the
indirect costs to the whole economy of not (or if only partially) completing an operation. In this
context, one might also expect evaluators to give some sense of whether the private sector grew as a
result of the operation. Finally, one might also ask whether evaluators showed a systematic interest in
technical assistance in the broader sense of the term (i.e., not just trade-related technical assistance).
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Therecipient perspective

Table 2.6A provides amixed picture. Firdt, it shows that evaluators failed to address the issue of
supply-side constraints, both in the overall and the narrow set of evaluations.

Second, it shows that evaluators focused on expenditures unevenly. Only in the case of Ghana
were expenditures mentioned frequently, and then only by four donors (Danida, DFID, the EC and the
World Bank). Moreover, evaluators used the term expenditures in two different ways: first, in the
context of expenditures exceeding budgets;, and second, to differentiate between an operation's
recurring (often assumed to be covered by the recipient) and non-recurring expenditures (often funded
by the donor).*

Third, although the term “private sector growth” appeared rarely in both the overal and the
narrow sets of evaluations, the term “private sector” appeared much more frequently, reflecting the
fact that it was often used in neutral statements (e.g., encouraging the development of the private
sector by enhancing the business environment in which it operates) and not in the context of
evaluating specific operations (see Chapter 3).

Table 2.6A. Supply-side constraints, by recipient

Overal st Narrow set
CGhana  Vietnam  Transtor Ghana  Vietnam  Trandor
Does the evaluation mention supply-side constraints? 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Does the evaluation refer to expenditures (costs)? 34.2 108 147 37.9 2.7 138
Does the evaluation refer to private sector growth? 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.1
Does the evaluation deal with technical assistance? 155 136 26.0 20.4 213 28.8

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations.

The donor perspective

Shifting to donors, Table 2.6B shows that for the broad set of evaluations, none of the keywords
reached the threshold of 25 occurrences per 100 pages, both for the two countries and for the TranStor
sector. The terms “supply-side constraints’ and “private sector growth” were uniformly absent in all
evaluations. The term “expenditures’ was mentioned only in the case of Ghana. The rest of the picture
is fragmented.

* It is worth mentioning that the term was used to refer to public expenditures. It is particularly true for the
TranStor sector for which several evaluations stressed the lack of involvement of the private sector in
the management of infrastructure.
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Table 2.6B. Supply-side constraints, by donor

Overall set of evaluations Narrow set of evaluations
Ghana Ghana
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Transtor Transtor

<< <<

2 2 2 6 = & = =z = 2% 2 = = =z =
Does the evaluation mention supply-side constraints? 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 - 00 00 00 00 00 [
Does the evaluation refer to expenditures (costs)? 42 74 207 00 00 72 12 14709 46 56 170 00 163 138 07
Does the evaluation refer to private sector growth? 01 00 00 00 00 00 00 01 26 02 00 00 00 00 01 22
Does the evaluation mention technical assistance? 38 101 138 00 00 241 26 60 08 380 94 85 00 137 88 10

Notes: WB: World Bank, J-Eval: joint evaluations. W.Std: weighted standard deviations.

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations.

A similar pattern emerges for the narrow set of evaluations, with the exception of the expenditure
item for Ghana. All of the words continued to have very low frequencies in the evauations, even
though, as noted above, they reflect key prioritiesin the aid-for-trade agenda.

How much attention is paid to performance?

The basic aim of evaluations is to provide a sense of whether operations - projects, programmes
or general aid policies — performed according to expectations. Given that development is such a broad
subject, it more difficult to come up with a concise or exhaustive list of words and terms that might

reflect evaluators concerns with devel opment outcomes.

However, the following words — ranging from more precise to more general — were identified as
key to such alist: economic growth, competitiveness, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, poverty
reduction and gender gap. A brief description of these terms — and the rational e behind their selection -

isprovidedin Annex B.

Therecipient perspective

The frequency with which key development-related words appeared in evaluations of donor
operations is presented in Table 2.7A. One clear observation emerged: namely, that the more general
words and expressions were mentioned much more frequently than the more precise ones. On the
surface, this observation is puzzling, given that it is presumably harder for evaluators to assess an
operation using general words and expressions, such as poverty reduction or gender, rather than by
using mare precise ones, such as economic growth. The answer may lie in the fact that, as illustrated
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by the qualitative analysis (see Chapter 3), evaluators typically used these words and expressions to
state an operation's objectives, not to assess an operation's performance in meeting these objectives.

Table 2.7A. Development performances, by recipient

Overall st Narrow set
Ghana  Vietnam  Transtor CGhana  Vietnam  Transtor
Economic growth? 6.0 5.8 79 8.1 124 124
Competitiveness? 0.3 24 16 0.5 12.0 25
Efficiency? 114 112 24.0 9.7 18.7 345
Effectiveness? 24.8 19.0 16.3 245 226 19.1
Sustainability? 24.0 15.0 26.8 271 24.4 334
Poverty reduction? 23.9 215 14.4 21.7 8.1 24.6
Gender gap? 19.2 20.2 8.3 21 6.5 39

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations.

The donor perspective

The frequency with which key development-related words appeared in evaluations of recipient
operations is presented in Table 2.7B. Several observations can be drawn from it. First, the terms
economic growth and competitiveness were rarely mentioned by evaluators, with one exception, GTZ
in Vietnam. Second, the other key words and expressions were used more frequently, but generaly did
not reach the threshold of 25 occurrences per 100 pages. Third, the pattern was somewhat different for
Ghana, on the one hand, than for Vietnam and the TranStor sector, on the other. In the Ghana's case,
two donors, CIDA and DANIDA, used the widest range of key words most frequently. In the case of
Vietnam and the TranStor sector, however, the picture was more fragmented, with severa donors
using awide range of words, but fairly infrequently (e.g., the EC for Vietnam).

The narrow set of evaluations amplifies the observations made for the overall set. Most of the

donors focussed on sustainability, poverty reduction and the gender gap in the case of Ghana. But in
the case of Vietnam and the TranStor sector, the frequencies were scattered across donors.
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Table 2.7B. Development performances, by donor

Overall set of evaluations Narrow set of evaluations
Ghana Ghana
<C <<
=] = =) = a
<< [= >
2 [=] = w o % > @ = - 2 = o @ =
< &) o o w - =) = < = < o w = <
Refer to economic growth? 52 53 60 42 121 38 10 21 57 09 52 67 121 68 81 06
Refer to competitiveness? 00 00 07 01 32 00 00 03 04 23 00 08 32 00 07 18

[==] << [2=] 9

e o e e

<C (%) <C [=]

77 00 175 49

00 00 00 02

Refer o effciency? 3700 00 (263 127 158 00 00 00 39 189 0.

Refer o efleciveness? 199 00 | 368 240 (425 274 154 38 70 25 %0 07 196 00 228 [4037 274 114 [ 268" 07
Refer to sustainabilty? 494 190 500 292 171 | 452 115 202 381 187

Refer o povertyreduction? 649 00 684 325 210 | 895 2697 19 0! 656 216 ‘
Refer to gender gap? 307 00 447 342 175 | 387 38 2691 70 16 208 07 | 254 128 | 387 250 268 06

Vietnam Vietnam

o = =} © = @ ©

5 2 3 2 _ M 2 9 3 = & = 2 g , 9 2 -

< < o =) w &) - »n wn = - < = < w &) »n %) <
Refer to economic growth? 106 38 00 48 9.2 17 1.7 23 31 111 30 58 0.7 156 162 17 23 344 124 10
Refer to competitiveness? 20 00 00 00 68 442 00 62 10 00 05 24 24 69 81 461 62 26 120 13
Refer to efficiency? 184 13 147 84 215 42 538 108 45 98 194 112 09 227 414 43 108 38 187 10
Refer to effectiveness? 208 75 363 92 449 50 | 692 177 127 131 | 300 190 09 242 | 495 52 177 141 26 08
Refer to sustainability? 180 150 [ 353 48 [ 377 300 385 285 95 190 164 150 05 130 505 313 285 321 244 04
Refer to poverty reduction? 252 00 59 590 329 25 00 08 104 [1026 515 215 12 92 121 26 08 179 81 08
Refer to gender gap? 53 13 1088 60 188 08 00 23 280 33 | 508 202 16 03 263 09 23 282 65 12

Transtor Transtor
<< <<

@ o 2 = < = «@ o s =

2 2 I F 2 o a 2 2 2 2 % 2 = =

< < o © - [ = < = < < o - = <
Refer to economic growth? 98 95 79 167 211 17 63 79 06 139 88 191 211 78 124 04
Refer to competitiveness? 16 25 05 00 00 00 27 16 12 21 44 00 00 33 25 10
Refer to efficiency? 210 322 49 | 500 105 34 | 285 240 08 365 319 170 105 | 337 345 04
Refer to effectiveness? 161 | 262 25 167 53 114 159 163 06 197 [ 256 64 53 159 191 06
Refer to sustainability? 260 340 69 667 53 310 378 268 07 305 469 213 53 | 396 334 06
Refer to poverty reduction? 166 109 [ 256 833 53 69 160 144 12 212 50 | 574 53 230 246 09
Refer to gender gap? 12 235 167 167 00 212 29 83 09 06 81 468 00 56 39 16

Notes: WB: World Bank, J-Eval: joint evaluations. W.Std: weighted standard deviations

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations.

Section 3. Concluding remarks

Does this quantitative exercise offer any common lessons? Or - perhaps more accurately, given
the limited results from both the overal and narrow sets of evaluations - does it offer any salient
“guestions’? The following two lessons/questions emerge as the most important ones.

First, there were few clear links between a donor and specific issue, meaning there were few
systematic “leaders’ in terms of evaluations on a given topic, or for a given country and/or sector. One
donor might pay attention to a particular issue for one country, but then completely ignore that same
issue for another country (or sector). Systematic evaluations should thoroughly examine all potentia
issues and topics; and if one key topics is ignored, it should be for clearly stated reasons. If this
interpretation of the data is correct, then it argues strongly for a serious effort to establish more
detailed guidelines - and a stricter system of reviews - for evaluations (which in turn might allow
greater freedom and credtivity in evaluations).

Second, the key words and expressions that are most precise, from an economic anaysis
perspective, tended to appear less frequently. Moreover, evaluations gave little information on the
broader economic context in which the operations were taking place (the “general equilibrium”
perspective), making it difficult to clarify key policy linkages.

This was particularly striking for the linkages that would have been easiest to assess. For
instance, the fact that evaluators ignored trade policy instruments suggests that they had little
understanding of — or gave little weight to — the extent to which the rate of return of operations could
be reduced or increased by such instruments. High tariffs on inputs crucia to an operation would
obvioudly limit its effectiveness, just as high tariffs imposed on foreign substitutes to an operation's
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output could artificially increase the operation's benefits. Including this kind of analysisin evaluations
would be useful for recipients in particular, allowing them see just how damaging high tariffs areto a
country’s interests. It would also be useful for donors, underlining the contradictions and costs of
inconsistent policies—e.g., advocating freer trade in general, while accepting a high tariff structure in
aparticular caseif it boosts the return on donor operations.
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CHAPTER 3: QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

Summary of theresults

For all the issues considered, the qualitative analysis in this chapter largely echoes the
conclusions reached in the quantitative analysis in the previous chapter.

The qualitative analysis reveals that an operation's impact on trade was clearly not the focus
of evaluators work. Indeed, in a number of cases, the trade impact was never explicitly
addressed.

While some terms indicating an attention to policy linkages appeared in a number of
evaluations, the qualitative analysis reveals that these terms were not well defined and their
use was hot substantiated by reference to hard evidence.

The qualitative analysis reveals that eval uations focused more on broad, devel opment-related
concepts than on precise trade issues — and that even the development-related concepts were
interpreted vaguely and narrowly. For instance, gender was either mentioned in passing as a
cross-cutting issue, or measured in terms of short-term and irrelevant objectives that had
littte meaningful bearing on women’s economic or societa situation (such as the number of
women who attended seminars, as part of an operation).

The qualitative analysis reveals that evaluators rarely incorporated relevant time dimensions
in their assessments, and suggests two key reasons for this: First, little ex ante economic
analysis of the operations was undertaken, meaning that the operation’s objectives remained
un-quantified and there was no baseline information from which evaluators could measure
an operation's impact. Second, and to a large extent consequently, there was little economic
analysis undertaken in most evaluations.

I ntroduction

A “quantitative” analysis of key words and expressions works best in a large set of evaluations.
This chapter presents a “qualitative” analysis of the narrow set of 43 selected evaluations (an
evaluation on Vietnam for 2010 was added in the qualitative analysis because of some particularly
interesting features, see below). Its main aim isto test the observations made in the previous chapter.

With the goal of applying a coherent methodology across country-related and sector-related
evaluations, the following series of 49 questions was applied to the narrow set of evaluations to
explore the characteristics of each operation, and to assess the evaluations outcomes. The narrow set
of 43 selected evaluations was not based on word frequencies but on readings insights.
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Characteristics of the evaluated projects Type of evaluation (next)

1 Aid for Trade focused? 26 Population specific?

2 Trade-related? 27 What population?

3 Product-specific? 28 What product?

4 Which products? 29 s the timeliness evaluated?

5 Project, programme or general aid policy? 30 Is the respect of the budget evaluated?
6 Population specific? 31 Qualitative?

7  Which population? 32 Field mission?

8 Donor specific? 33 Quantitative?

9  Country specific? 34 Primary data collection?

10 Date of implementation of the project under scrutiny? 35 Indicators?

Type of evaluation 36 Econometric analysis?

11 Is the project's success assessed? 37 Estimation of benefits?

12 Is the project definition/conception evaluated? 38 Is there any type of robustness analysis?
13 Is the impact in trade explicitly considered? 39 Is the impact on the environment estimated?
14 Is the impact on trade explicitly measured? 40 s the socio-economic impact estimated?

15 Is the impact on poverty reduction explicitly considered? |41 Is the impact on governance and institutions estimated?

16 Is the impact on poverty reduction explicitly measured? 42 |s the rate of return calculated?

17 Period under scrutiny? Evaluation outcome

18 Part of a repeated evaluation process or one shot? 43 s the project found to be successful?

19 Do they relate to previous evaluations? 44 |s the impact on trade found to be positive?

20 Is the initial situation well identified? 45 Is the impact on poverty reduction found to be positive?
21 s there any type of benchmarking? 46 Rate of return?

22 |s causality identified in any way? 47 Any delay?

23 Explicated methodology? 48 Length of the delay?

25 Product-specific? 49 Budget respected?

However, this common framework needed to be tailored to the specific countries and sectors, and
when applied to a particular set of evaluations. The framework also needed to be adjusted to fit the
specific design and purpose of certain studies.

A DEReC evaluation can examine either a specific project or a broader “review” of a collection
of projects (grouped according to specific sectors, such as infrastructure or private sector development,
or according to themes, such as trade facilitation or poverty reduction). Reviews usualy provide a
long-term perspective,® and they rely, not just on evaluations, but also on desk studies. One example is
AsDB's review of its infrastructure development operations under the umbrella of the “Greater
Mekong Sub-region programme”. Focusing on the theme of trade facilitation, the review considered

® Thus, reviews are different than programme evaluations. One such example is the review of ADB's
infrastructure development and the “Greater Mekong Subregion programme”. Through the lenses of trade
facilitation the review considers severa projects implemented between 1990 and 2009 and refers to various
thematic impact assessments, for example the impact on the reduction of time travel but also on the spread of
HIV and the impact on poverty reduction. Such ADB “specia evaluation studies’ assess the impact of all
ADB operationsin one sector or under one type of programme. SIDA uses the same type of approaches when
assessing their Business Training programme considering operations from 1998 to 2006.
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several infrastructure projects implemented between 1990 and 2009, and encompassed various
thematic impact assessments, such astravel times, the spread of HIV, or poverty reduction.

The framework was adjusted depending on the purpose of the project and whether it had a direct
aid for trade-orientation. For each country and sector, the following sections will explain the
characteristics of the selected evaluations, the methodology followed, and the issues covered. Each
section then assesses the overall aid-for-trade impact of the operations.

Section 1. Aid for Tradein Vietnam

The set of selected evaluations

Out of the 64 evaluations made available by the OECD (specific to Vietnam or to a set of
countries including Vietnam), ten were selected and classified according to the WTO Aid for Trade
Task Force's definition of aid for trade [OECD, 2006]. Thus these 10 evauations were grouped into
three categories: trade-related technica assistance (TRTA), infrastructure and private-sector
development. The international dimension was taken as the first discriminator. Operations focused on
the domestic market were not included in the selection, even though they could have some spill-over
effects on trade (e.g. a project aimed at producing paper for the Vietnamese market).

Table 3.1 presents these ten evaluations. Trade clearly did not figure nearly as prominently in
evaluations of private sector development projects compared to evaluations of TRTA and
infrastructure projects. The qualitative analysis of Vietnam's narrow-set of evaluations reveals that
only “reviews’ looked at trade enhancement and poverty reduction in any detail. This was mainly
because reviews are concerned with long-term impact assessments, whereas the focus of project
evaluations tends to be more short term. It is al'so worth noting that such reviews are specific to AsDB.

Table 3.1. Key data for the narrow set of evaluations: Vietham

Period Word occurrences: frequency per 100
Evaluation Evaluation L Programme/ | Review/ pages
Institution | under ; . -
Category date . Project Evaluation 5 Sustain-
scrutiny trade | export | import - Poverty
ability
SECO- 2004- . .
2007 UNIDO 2006 Project Evaluation [ 35 88 2 16 6
2005- . .
2008 EU Project Evaluation || 340 |36 11 51 31
TRTA 2008
2009 SECO 2007 Project Evaluation || 119 |33 14 5 5
2 -
2009 SECO 288‘; Project Evaluation ||372 | 462 5 48 5
1990- . .
2003 ADB 2000 Project Evaluation || 24 35 28 33 2
1992- .
Infrastructure | 2008 ADB 2008 Programme | Review 299 |49 30 13 21
1992- .
2010 ADB 2009 Programme | Review 246 |90 33 0 315
1998- .
2006 SIDA Programme | Evaluation || 14 3 1 32 32
2004
Private Sector 1983- .
Bevelopment 2006 ADB 2006 Programme | Review 24 6 4 6 18
2005- .
2009 GTZ 2009 Programme | Evaluation || 32 13 0 31 4
Averager all 35 13 3
evaluations)
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Another important point worth noting is that all the selected evaluations scored a positive rating,
even if some included less satisfactory points. That said, there were notable differences among the
various categories of operations evaluated. Some based their assessments just on field missions
(congigting in interviews with non-statistically selected stakeholders), whereas others also made use of
objective indicators, such as the rates of return in infrastructure and private sector development
operations. The extent to which donors harmonise their operations with each other and with the
government was also usually noted - and positively rated - in the evaluations.

Assessment of the Aid for Trade dimension: methodol ogies and issues covered

The methodologies used by evaluators were highly dependent on the type of operation being
assessed. For example, quantitative tools were barely used for assessing TRTA operations, but were
used extensively for evaluating infrastructure operations. However, two general comments apply to all
selected evaluations.

First, an operation's impact on producers, exporters, and importers was hardly ever evaluated,
with the exception of a few case-studies in the SECO-UNIDO evaluation. According to many
evaluators, this reflected the failure to collect relevant data during the operations' implementation, and
the insufficient time between the end of operations and the start of evaluations, especialy for TRTA
evaluations. Another reason for this omission was that the direct beneficiaries of most operations was
governments - as well as a few private-public partner organizations — so evaluations tended to be
short-term and focussed on government clients.

Second, few studies made use of economic models to assess the impact of infrastructure
programmes on poverty reduction; the one study that did was not an evaluation stricto sensu, but
rather a prospective analysis. In none of the other evaluations were econometric tools employed to
identify causality. Indeed, the AsDB and SIDA frequently made a point of mentioning the need for
more robust analysis in their evaluations. Only the “reviews’ addressed trade or socio-economic
impacts — and here the impact assessment was usually subjective.

TRTA operations

Four TRTA operations were implemented to strengthen ingtitutional reform in Vietnam, as part of
the country's effort of open its economy and accede to the WTO. Each was focused to setting up
workshops or developing certification and testing facilities — all with the overarching objective of
sharing information on the implications of WTO rules, and helping Vietham to move up the export
value chain. There was a clear bias in this set of TRTA evauations, in that three of the four were
sponsored by SECO either as the principa donor or as a partner with UNIDO or SIDA. The fourth
evaluation assessed an EU funded operation.

All of these evaluations were carried out by independent consultants. They followed donors
guidelines and analyzed the operations' impact, relevance, efficiency and sustainability, as well as their
effect on a series of broader, cross cutting issues, such as gender or environment.

All the evaluations were qualitative, based mainly on field missions. Evaluators frequently
complained about being unable to assess the outcome of operations more thoroughly because the
failure to collect basdline data against which progress could have been measured through indicators.
This suggests that project conception should be clarified from the start, with the basic information and
data needed to assess a project's success provided in advance. The sustainability of operation outcomes
was one of the most poorly documented dimensions. Not only was it never supported by quantitative
evidence, but the concept itself was poorly understood — with the focus on the sustainability of the
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project (i.e., whether budgets were renewed or operational authority was successful transferred to
Vietnamese officials or partner organizations) rather than on the sustainability of outcomes (notably in
terms of trade).

Last but not least, the link between an operation's implementation and poverty reduction was
considered only in the context of the project objectives - and the results were never assessed. The
causal link between the various TRTA projects and trade development was never clearly established,
other than by relying on the evaluator's intuition.

The operations outcomes were assessed according to two criteria first, the effective
implementation of the project, such as the number of participants at workshops (a poor indicator of
participants capacity to implement any knowledge gained); and, second, interviews with stakeholders
to determine their relative satisfaction. Outcomes were never assessed in terms of the effective transfer
of knowledge or the operations' direct impact on trade. In fact, assessments were largely subjective,
with evaluators often repeating the expression “in our view”.

I nfrastructure operations

All three evaluations referenced in Table 3.1, under the infrastructure category, were AsDB
evaluations. Two of them relate to the same regiona programme. One of the three was a working
paper by independent authors employed by the AsDB Institute, while the other two were undertaken
by the AsDB’s Operations and Evaluation Department. It is not surprising that the last two evaluations
follow a similar pattern, based on a well-defined methodology, and systematically rate the relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability of the projects' objectives and outcomes. Moreover,
the evaluations look at comprehensive programmes—not stand alone projects—meaning they should
be classified as long term “reviews’, with evaluators assessing the impact of the whole endeavour
rather than the impact of a single and short-term initiative.

Generally these evaluations employ a more robust impact assessment methodology. When
assessing the impact of infrastructure projects, AsDB evaluators collected primary data from
implemented projects. They undertook quantitative data collection, such as traffic or border-crossing
point counts, as well as qualitative surveys (called “ perception surveys'), with the aim of ng the
impact of trade facilitation projects on the movement of goods and people across borders. In contrast,
much of the information used for assessing the impact of operations on socioeconomic parameters,
gender, and environment was secondary data gathered from government and private-sector officials.
Unfortunately, such survey data does not lend itself to thorough econometric analysis. However, it
does dlow evaluators to estimate some economic benefits that will flow from a project's
implementation. A good illustration is the evaluation of Saigon’s port rehabilitation project. Evaluators
were able to forecast cargo handling performances - and the evolution of various other flows — based
on whether or not the project was implemented - a task made possible because key indicators were
aready defined and available pre-implementation as part of the initial project outline. However, the
evaluation team was not able to identify the extent to which these economic benefits were passed on to
the Vietnamese economy as awhole.

Three factors could explain why evaluators use quantitative tools more extensively in evaluations
of infrastructure projects than in evaluations of TRTA operations. Firgt, the time frame for
infrastructure projects is much longer than for TRTAS projects (the two AsDB infrastructure projects
covered more than ten years), meaning that evaluators have scope to employ more sophisticated
assessment tools. Second, donors are keen to ensure the profitability of their investmentsin large-scale
infrastructure projects, and they typicaly insist on the importance of gathering ex ante information -
and employing relatively rigorous methodologies - when evaluating the impacts of the projects they
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financed. Finally, the outcomes of such operations (e.g., whether the number of cargo ships using new
harbour facilities increased) are easier to monitor and evaluate quantitatively than the outcomes of
TRTA operations (e.g., whether entrepreneurs and or officials usefully employed the knowledge
gained in workshops).

The AsDB review of the “Greater Mekong Subregion” (2008) deserves specia mention. It was
one of the most thorough evaluations covered by this meta-evaluation. Not only was the time frame
long enough for evaluators to measure impacts quantifiably, but the review aso included various
impact studies directly relevant to the programme. Although these impact studies had more than one
focus (i.e., socio-economic, trade, investment or poverty reduction issues), they provided evaluators
with valuable information based on robust methodologies which, when taken together, offered a
comprehensive assessment of the programme's overall impact. For instance, the AsDB (2010)
document quantified the links between infrastructure investment and poverty reduction, using a multi-
region, general equilibrium model, supplemented with household survey data (it did not assess the
effective impact on poverty but rather estimated itsimpact on an ex ante bass).

As for the trade impact, evaluators consistently failed to make the link between infrastructure
initiatives and programmes aimed at developing trade and investment. For example, the evaluators of
the Greater Mekong Subregion programme assessed the success of infrastructure development and the
creation of transport corridors, but they pointed to the need to transform this transport corridor into an
“economic corridor.” However, the available case studies anayzing the impact of the project could
aready establish the link between the operation and the development of trade within each country.
New projects focusing on trade facilitation would, in their view, enlarge this impact to inter-country
trade.

As shown in the analysis of the frequency with which the word “trade” is mentioned in the
evaluations, there is a tendency for evaluators to focus more on “exports’ than on “imports’. In this
respect, the AsDB infrastructure reviews and evaluations stand out as exceptions. The evaluation of
Saigon’s port rehabilitation, for example, highlighted the importance of imports for Viethamese
businesses, and pointed out that a decrease in import prices of key inputs, such as such as fertilizer,
sted or iron, was crucid for the development of Vietham's economy. Moreover, the same
observations made for Vietnam were also made for the TranStor evaluations.

Private sector development operations

Three evaluations relating to operations on private sector development — undertaken by SIDA,
AsDB and GTZ - were selected from the pool of all the available evaluations. The qualitative analysis
of these three private-sector development evaluations offers the same basic impression as the earlier
analysis of word occurrences. In none of the evaluations, with the possible exception of the GTZ
study, was trade explicitly considered, nor was the impact on poverty ever assessed, even in the
longer-term reviews.

The AsDB evaluation is awide review of all its private-sector development operations from 1985
to 2006. Thus Vietnam is just one case study among several, and the assessment of project
performance relies mostly on an examination of investment performance. The focusis on performance
and strategy, not impacts. Only afew details are mentioned about one AsDB project that, according to
the Operation Evaluation Department, created jobs and had an overall positive socio-economic impact.

The SIDA and GTZ evauations suffer from the same shortcomings as the TRTA operations
evaluations. That is to say, they rely mostly on qualitative information derived from field evaluations
and interviews with beneficiaries, none of which were selected on the basis of objective statistical
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methods. Following donor guidelines, evaluators made an effort to address the projects’ broad impact,
in areas such as poverty reduction, the environment, gender, sustainability and relevance. However,
the lack of necessary data, combined with the insufficient time between the projects' implementation
and the evaluations, precluded any quantitative measurement of impacts. As a result, for example, the
gender impact (when mentioned) was assessed according to the number of female trainees
participating in workshops. SIDA evaluators frankly complained about the lack of control groups or
primary data collection which would have allowed them to assess the direct impact of the projects —
especialy as Vietnam was experiencing a period strong economic growth at the time. That said, the
two evaluations contained a more robust quantitative analysis than the TRTA evaluations, and a more
comprehensive attempt to assess longer-term issues. For example, the SIDA evaluators mentioned, not
only the direct beneficiaries of the private-sector development operation, but also the “ultimate”
intended beneficiaries, meaning small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) (athough they were
unable to assess the impacts). Evaluators also noted the importance of alowing sufficient “maturity
time” for entrepreneurs to absorb and benefit from programmes before attempting to assess their
impacts — and the impossibility of drawing any useful conclusions when time frames were too short.
As aresult, the evaluators felt unable to infer that SMEs growth was a consequence of any specific
project outcome. The same weakness hampered the GTZ evaluator's capacity to assess the impact of
programmes aimed at employment and private-sector development.

Outcomes of evaluations; does aid for trade work?

Reaching clear conclusions about what works and why in aid for trade remains difficult. Existing
evaluations tend to tell us much more about how an operation was implemented - and its economic
sustainability (with information on rates of return, for example) - than about how it impacted on trade
or poverty reduction. From this narrower perspective, however, most selected evaluations were
positively rated.

It isimportant to highlight once again the uniqueness of Vietnam in this meta-evaluation, whether
in terms of the clear linkages between Vietham's WTO accession and the implementation of the aid-
for-trade agenda, or the Government's firm commitment to trade and business development. In short,
Vietnam served as an ideal “laboratory” for the aid-for-trade agenda.

Despite the positive synergiesin Vietnam, however, evaluators proved unable to provide arobust
impact assessment of aid for trade on trade performance, and even less on poverty reduction. Even
though the relevance of many operations was beyond doubt in this context, it remained difficult to
infer any direct causality between the implementation of aid-for-trade operations and Vietnam's
positive economic and trade dynamic.

Final remarks

The above analysis highlights the importance of distinguishing between evaluations and reviews
(that is, between short-term and long-term evaluations). Long-term studies were much more relevant
in terms of analyzing the extent of one donor’s action and itsimpact on cross-cutting issues.

Cross-cutting issues (e.g., the environment, HIV/AIDS, gender, etc.) are mandatory points that
evaluators must consider in order to follow donors guidelines and fulfil their terms of reference.
However, most of the time, evaluators highlight the irrelevance of such issues to project outcomes, or
the lack of data and information needed to undertake assessments. Because of its specific setting, the
Greater Mekong programmes evaluation was able to address the impact of improved infrastructure on
cross-cutting issues, such as HIV/AIDS. When HIV/AIDS was mentioned in other evaluations,
however, it was considered irrelevant to the type of operations evaluated. As for the environment,
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apart from the AsDB evaluation of Saigon’s port rehabilitation project, this issue was only mentioned
as a consequence of economic development in general. The important link between environmental
issues, economic development and infrastructure improvements was never disputed in the evaluations,
but the impact assessment was usualy too abstract, too general, and dependant on too many other
factors to be relevant. As for gender issues, they were amost aways mentioned in evaluations, but
through the lens of irrelevant or unusable statistics, such as the percentage of women participating in
various training workshops.

Section 2. Aid for Tradein Ghana
The set of selected evaluations

Out of the 41 evauations available for Ghanain the DEReC database, seven had to be eliminated
either because they were not ex post evaluations (but rather ex ante examinations of operations to
decide whether they should be financed), or because they were not concerned directly with Ghana.

Of the remaining 34 evaluations, 13 were selected for the qualitative analysis, spread equally
across projects, programmes, and aid policies. Given the small number of evaluations available, and
their tenuous links to trade, the selection procedure was based on a simple criterion. As long as an
operation was aimed at facilitating the integration of developing countries into the global economy
through the expansion of trade (even if this objective was marginal), it was selected. As a resullt,
among the 13 evaluations selected, only a fraction of them can be said to evaluate an aid-for-trade
operation stricto sensu. Had a stricter criterion been used, the number of selected evaluations would
have been too small to draw statistically meaningful conclusions. What is more, even the most trade-
related evaluations chosen cannot really be considered aid for trade-focused. For example, none of the
evaluations has a true international trade dimension; when internationa trade issues are considered, it
isonly “en passant”.

It should be noted that this broad definition of aid for trade used in selecting the narrow set of
evaluations for Ghana is very different from the definition adopted for Vietham and TranStor
evaluations. As a result, the data can be compared only with caution. To some extent, the lower
frequency of “trade words’ in the Ghana set is to be expected since the evaluations were not directly
concerned with aid for trade.

As shown in Table 2.2, the 13 operations evaluated were strongly biased towards aid policies,
which account for over half of the selection, and represent two thirds of the total “aid policy”
evaluations available in the stock. This unsurprisingly shows that most aid policies tend to have some
aid for trade component. This also shows that less frequent trade-related word occurrences are to be
expected because evaluations of this type are usually longer and concerned with a wider range of
issues. A third of operations evaluated in the selection were programmes (this al so represents a third of
such evaluations available in the total stock), while the remaining two-thirds were concerned with
specific projects (accounting for only a sixth of the available project evaluations in the stock). To the
extent that the evaluations in the DeREC database are representative of operations being undertaken
and evaluated in Ghana, it seems clear that donors do not focus on aid-for-trade projects in Ghana.
This might be due to the poverty-reduction priorities of the Government and some donors and/or to a
wide reluctance to recognise the potentials gains from trade. However, it is difficult to reach any firm
conclusions given that there is no complete list of the operations which donors have undertaken and
evaluated, so the representativeness of the DeREC database cannot be assessed.
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Assessment of the aid-for-trade dimension: methodologies and issues covered
Issues covered: the elusive quest for trade

The issues that the evaluations covered closely followed the guidelines adopted by donors (which
in turn reflect DAC guidelines). As a result, evaluations most often investigated the impact of
operations on poverty reduction, the environment, social and gender issues, as well as on private sector
participation — asin the case of Vietnam.®

In contrast, the trade impact was not aways explicitly considered. In fact, although al 13
evaluated operations dealt with trade-related issues, such as supply-side constraints or transport and
energy market issues, none were explicitly designed to advance trade objectives. What is more, when
the impact on trade was mentioned, it was most often couched in theoretical or hypothetical terms, and
never systematically measured or verified. Returning to the word count exercise, the total occurrence
of the word trade within evaluations selected is 13 times per 100 pages on average, half the figure for
poverty reduction. This gives a good idea of the evaluators' limited focus on trade.

In addition, the qualitative reading of the 13 selected evaluations indicates that the word trade
does not occur in trade-impact analysis, but rather in the country context provided by evaluators. In the
“aid policy” evaluations reviewed, only one had a paragraph explicitly evaluating the impact of several
operations on international trade (those related to transport). It also contained a few paragraphs
examining the impact of operations on private-sector development, and on the diversification of
Ghana s productive/export base. However, these paragraphs were relatively short, and, like the other
selected evaluations, did not contain quantitative impact measurements.

Methodology used in the narrow set of evaluations

As mentioned above, most of the evaluations were based on a set of criteria that closely followed
DAC guidelines. However, these criteria were used: (i) to look at short-term impacts only, or at the
characteristics of the operations; and (ii) in the absence of techniques that would have allowed for the
evaluation of performance in a satisfactory and comparable way. Regarding the first issue, most
evaluations assessed the relevance of operations in term of whether they fit the country context,
addressed the Government’s objectives and strategies (i.e., the policy linkages), and met budget,
disbursement and implementation targets. Regarding the second issue, the evaluations impact findings
were often hypothetical or superficial, and lacked objective measurement. Indeed, none the 13
evaluations used quantitative tools, and the evaluation processes never involved data collection,
construction of indicators, or quantitative techniques. Lack of data was frequently mentioned as a
shortcoming of the evaluations—especially the lack of baseline data that would have made possible a
comparison of the ex ante and ex post situations. When evaluators described their methodologies, they
relied exclusively on one or both of the following tools: (i) the analysis of documents obtained from
officials and sector stakeholders, and (ii) the andysis of the results of field interviews with relevant
stakeholders and/or focus groups. These same tools were also being used informally in evaluations
where no particular methodology was identified.

Such practices are problematic in two respects. Firgt, it is difficult, if not impossible, to assess
operations' outcomes through non-quantitative methods alone. Second, the non-quantitative analysisis
itself challenging and problematic, as the evaluators themselves acknowledged. Not only were key
documents often unavailable, but evaluators rarely explained how those documents that were available

® In AfDB evaluations, community participation and regional integration are also considered — the latter being
of interest in an Aid for Trade perspective (although, as will be shown below, little information is provided).
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were systematically analysed, and how their results were derived. As aresult, evaluators did not assess
the quality and reliability of the sources which provided the main input in their evaluations. Here, it
should be noted that the evaluators themselves were well aware of the non-significance (in statistical
terms) of their results.

It is also worth noting that in some evaluations economic theory was used to predict the possible
impact of operations, and to judge the relevance of their design. While this approach does not address
the causality problem, it does improve the quality of the a priori evaluation of a project.

Outcomes of evaluations: does aid for trade work?

It has to be stressed that the reading of available evaluations does not offer a definitive answer to
the question of whether — or why — aid for trade works for Ghana. This is because evaluators were
unable to identify causal links between operations and performance. The results reported in
evaluations regarding funds disbursed and projects implemented appear to be mixed. One recurring
problem appears to be the operations' sustainability: several evaluations reported positive results in the
short-term, but less positive results over the long-term because of financial uncertainty. Evaluators
aso mention the difficulty of tackling both growth and poverty reduction objectives simultaneoudly.
For example, in one evaluation, support to the agricultural sector was said to have a pro-poor positive
impact—by successfully targeting of poor recipients—but it was also said to have failed to promote
growth or export diversification—raising serious questions about the sustainability of its pro-poor
impact. Conversely, this same evaluation found that support for the transport sector had a positive
impact on growth, but not on poverty reduction, as it was targeted mainly at the richest regions.

It is to be feared that reports of an operation's poor performance in terms of implementation also
suggest that itsimpact on trade and poverty-reduction were limited at best. As aresult, evaluations that
lack instruments to identify causality probably also miss large positive results in terms of long-term
impacts.

The nature of evaluations available for Ghana (mainly programmes or ‘aid policies’) probably helps
explain the methodological limits outlined above. Indeed, such operations are difficult to assess given
the complex factors impacting performance on a sectoral or macroeconomic scale, as opposed to the
performance of a specific project in a specific context. The paucity of trade results might also reflect
the absence of trade-related objectives in the operations terms of reference.

Section 3. Aid for Tradein TranStor

The TranSor sector is trade oriented by nature. All programmes or projects are devoted to
rehabilitate, maintain or construct transport infrastructures (roads, rails or ports) and, at least
indirectly, will normally lead to enhanced trade and economic growth, as well as reduced poverty. The
World Bank (2007) provides a review of the literature on the importance of transport in the delivery
chain, and the link between transport and poverty. Transport costs account for alarge part of the value
of imported and exported goods throughout the world. Especially in African or landlocked countries,
transport costs seriously weaken the terms of trade of such countries’. The World Bank (2007)
underscores the fact that transport effects on poverty reduction are not well understood but “growing

" According the World Bank (2007), 11.5 percent of the total value of imports to Africa is related to transport
costs, and 20 percent of export costs and up to 55 percent for landlocked countries such as Maawi. There is an
extensive literature on this matter, of which relevant examples are from Hummels (2007), Raballand, G., and P.
Macchi (2008), Djankov et al. (2006).
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evidence links transport investment to the improved well-being of the poor” . Finally, although these
effects are largely indirect, “most direct poverty-targeted interventions such as schools, clinics, or
nutrition programmes depend on transport in one way or another”. In addition, in evaluations
assessing the general background of the country in which a project operates, importance is given to the
role of geography. For instance, landlocked or island countries are addressed differently given their
unique geographical characteristics. These characteristics are carefully mentioned when designing the
objective of the project.

The set of selected evaluations

Out of the 64 studies and evaluations covered by the DEReC database, twenty were selected
because they had an international trade dimension (Table 3.2). The background of this narrow set of
selected evaluations — as well as the 64 studies available in the DEReC database — is very similar. The
proportions of donors in the overall and in the narrow set are quite comparable (with the AsDB
counting for a majority of the evaluations). The same is observed for the projects’ implementation
dates, which largely cover the period 1995-2000. Severa evaluations refer to specific projects, while
othersrefer to a set of projects (a programme).

Table 3.2. Key data for the narrow set of evaluations: the TranStor sector

ID Implementation Period Institution Programme Type Product or Countries

date unde_r sector

scrutiny

1 1995-2005 1995-2007 WB Programme  Review ?
6 1996-2004 1996-2007 AfDB Project Evaluation Road Cameroon
7 1995-2001 2000-2005 ADB Project Evaluation Road Lao
9 1994-2001 1994-2003 WB Project Evaluation  road, bridge, rail Croatia
12 1997-2005 1995-2007 ADB Programme  Review road, railway China
13 1985-2005 1985-2005 ADB Programme  Evaluation road, bridge Pakistan
17 1995-2001 1994-2005 ADB Project Evaluation port, expressway China
30 2 1997-2007 Denmark Projects Review Road
38 1991-1998 1989-2001 ADB Project Evaluation road, bridge Lao
42 1989-1998 1989-2001 ADB Project Evaluation Port Vanuatu
43  1992-1998 2000 ADB Project Evaluation Port Maldives
44 1988-1997 2001 ADB Project Evaluation Port India
49 1988-1998 2002 ADB Project Evaluation Road Indonesia
50 1993-2000 2002 ADB Project Evaluation  Airport Mongolia
56 1992-2001 2004 WB Project Evaluation Road Sierra Leone
57 1981-2000 2000 AfDB Programme  Review Road All five African regions
58 1986-1999 2004 AfDB Project Evaluation Highway Tanzania
61 1992-2003 Japan Programme  Review Road, bridge Cambodia
62 1992-2008 2008 ADB Programme  Review Road, rail, airport Mongolia
63  1987-2007 2007 ADB Programme  Review Road, railway India

That said, most transport infrastructure projects pertain to the road sector. The diverse nature and
quality of road sectors is well represented in the selection, as projects targeted both national and local

8 The World Bank (2007) provides a series of examples through research projects and surveys. Other papers on
thisissue are provided by Stone, Susan & Strutt, Anna & Hertel, Thomas (2010).
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roads, expressways, transit roads and even whole networks. The second main sector is the maritime
sector, and projects focused on maintaining or constructing of ports (most of which, naturally, deal
with international traffic). Projects focused on bridges, railways and airports were marginal in the
narrow set of evaluations, as in the overall set. Finaly, the narrow set covers a balanced range of
recipient countries, even if Asian countries are over-represented in the sample.

Assessment of the Aid for Trade dimension: Methodologies and issues covered
Methodologies

An analysis of the selected evaluations leads to a number of general, as well as specific,
observations. First, TranStor projects did not target specific populations. Although many projects
impacted on rural populations, often in farming areas, this was not an objective of the projects per se.
The same was true for the projects' impact on women.

Second, the project’s success was always assessed at the project and/or overall level, especially in
the case of a programme evaluation. As for country-related analysis, different dimensions were
assessed, such as the projects outcomes, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, institutional impact,
socio-economic impact, environmental impact, sustainability or cross-cutting impacts. Although the
criteria used for each evaluation varied across donors, the more or less followed the Operating
Evaluation Department's (OED) guidelines. Almost all AsDB's evaluations took the form of Project
Performance Evaluation Reports (PPER), which followed the Project Completion Reports (PCR).
Apart from citing the World Bank (2007) review, there were few references to other similar studies.
Initial conditions were usually well identified in selected evaluations, with a clear description of both
the background and the needs of the transport sector in question (best illustrated by the AsDB’s
evaluations). Despite describing initial conditions, evaluators often lamented the lack of useful
basdline data to correctly validate the impact of projects.

Regarding methodologies, there were some disparities among evauations. Delays and budgets
were evaluated in all the selected studies. But while all evaluations attempted to provide some sort of
rate of return (EIRR and ERR) assessment, only a few presented a cost/benefit analysis. Severa
evaluations tried to undertake a robust cost/benefit analysis by assessing alternative scenarios and
providing sensitivity analysis.

Regarding outcomes, it should be emphasised that almost all the selected evaluations received a
positive rating, in the sense that projects were usually found to be successful in meeting their initial
objectives. Notwithstanding the potentia selection bias involved in choosing evaluations from the
DEReC database, the World Bank (2007) has pointed out that ratings in the transport sector have
benefited from steady improvements since the early 1990s, and have scored better than other sectors.
Yet despite satisfactory ratings, almost al projects suffered from delays (an average of 2 years)
resulting from either internal project weaknesses or external factors. Surprisingly, most projects
managed to stay within — or even come under - initial budgets. Where there were cost overruns, they
seem to have been the result of exchange rate changes.

Covered issues. The impact on trade

Only half of the selected evaluations explicitly focused on enhancing trade or facilitating the
movement of goods as priority objectives. The other half focused on reducing transport costs,
increasing economic growth, or improving living conditions. While international and domestic trade
was not always explicitly included in the summary description of the project’s objectives, trade was
aways mentioned by evaluators as one of the expected results of the project. However, when it came
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to measuring trade impacts, figures were hard to come by and evaluators admitted their analyses
limitations.

As pointed out by the Nordic Consulting Group (2008), the universal indicators used in TranSor
evaluations are Vehicle Operating Costs (VOC), Traffic Flows and Time Saving. For ports projects,
the basic indicator is the port throughput, a series of efficiency indicators related to the productivity of
the port. These indicators would have provided a useful basis for assessing the impact of transport
improvements on trade’, but no extrapolation was done in the 20 evaluations covered. When a
systematic measurement of transport costs proved impossible, some evaluations attempted to
approximate the evolution of transport costs following the project's implementation.

Last but not leadt, it was generally the case that when trade was assessed; the assessment focused
more on exports than imports. However, there were several notable exceptions, with some evaluators
attempting to assess the project's likely impact on the cost of imports for the local population. This
information was mostly gained through interviews.

Covered issues: The impact on poverty

It is important to stress that, even when poverty reduction was not cited in a project's summary
objectives, many evaluations considered an operation's potential impact on this issue. Among the 20
selected evaluations, only two focused explicitly on the link between improved transportation and
poverty reduction or improved living conditions, by examining the construction of schools, health
centres, cultural centres, small agricultural projects, or water and electrification projects.

However, several other evaluations tried to assess this impact using a series of proxies or poverty
indicators, such as school enrolment, access to health (average distance to a centre), the reduction in
child illness, access to credit, women's participation in the economy, income evolution, and economic
diversification. These evaluations also relied on socio-economic surveys and interviews, some of
which were extremely detailed.

Covered issues: Sustainability

Most evaluations made reference to “sustainability”, with the goal of ng a project's impact
on the environment and socio-economic issues. Under the umbrella of “sustainability” evaluators
asked two questions. Were projects detrimental to the environment? And did projects provide new
employments by strengthening the private sector?

Regarding environmental impacts, the evaluations were very general. The 20 selected evaluations
generaly concluded that the operations environmental impact was neutra, but they offered little
robust evidence to support this conclusion. One can assume that transport infrastructure improvements
— particularly road improvements — resulted in increased traffic, yet the possibility that traffic growth
would in turn lead to increased CO2 emissions (particularly in developing countries, where vehicle
emission efficiency is generally lower) was never mentioned in the environmental assessments.

Regarding the private sector impact, evaluations largely acknowledged the key link between
transport infrastructure improvements and private sector development. Moreover, private sector
development was seen as central to poverty reduction in almost all evaluations. Severa evaluations
tried to measure projects impact on business (especially small business) creation, industrial expansion

°As reminded previously transport cost is a substantial part of import and export value.
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or even increased tourism. Increased employment — or, more interestingly, the net balance of jobs
created and destroyed - was also measured in some evaluations.

Outcomes of evaluations; does aid for trade work?

The evaluations found that operations' trade impact was positive, based mostly on the growth of
traffic volumes. However, these conclusions were reached without taking into account counterfactuals
or the effects of other external factors. Attempts to measure operations' impact on poverty reduction
suffered from the same weaknesses — although most evaluations saw poverty reduction as an indirect
outcome and difficult to assess.

Beyond these common themes, some evaluations also recognised the synergies that can result
from donors working together. Assessing these synergies - and other potential externalities - is
difficult to quantify and, at a minimum, requires a certain level of agreement on methodol ogies among
donors. Thisis especially true for acomplex sector like transportation which requires coherence across
modalities (road, railways, etc.) and territories to ddiver the expected benefits. In particular, close
attention needs to be paid to trans-modal coherence in any evaluation. For example, it makes little
sense for a project to target just one aspect of transport infrastructure, say road maintenance, without
reference to the broader transport network and regulatory environment of which it is a part. This
concern is more adequately addressed in programmes evaluations that attempt to assess different
transport-sector projects together and comprehensively.

Section 4. Final remarks

DAC guidelines were followed relatively closely in most evaluations, in that projects were
analysed in terms of their relevance, efficiency and sustainability, as well as in terms of their impact
on a series of cross-cutting issues such as gender or the environment. However, the impact on trade
was clearly not the focus of evaluators work. In a number of cases; it was not addressed at all. In other
case, it was addressed only in very general terms, and the operations impact on exporters and/or
importers was hardly ever evaluated.

Some simple quantitative tools, such as rates of return, were sometimes used, especialy when
infrastructure projects were analyzed. However, except in few instances (such as in TranStor
evaluations), more sophigticated tools, such as economic and econometric modelling, were rare,
mainly because of a generalised lack of data collection, both ex ante (during operation
implementation) and ex post.

Outcomes differed from one case to the next. While in Vietnam, all selected evaluations generally
had positive ratings, in Ghana the results were mixed. However, this difference might stem from the
very different nature of the operations under consideration. In both countries, donor harmonization
and coherence with governments were usually mentioned and positively rated in the evaluations. In
contrast, the operations' sustainability and impact were harder to document, and the outcomes seemed
less satisfactory.

It appears that the quantitative (key word count) and the qualitative analyses point to similar
conclusions - e.g. the stock of Vietham and TranSor provide a better selection of trade oriented
projects and even evaluations. Excluding Ghana, the word “export” was more often reported than
“import”, as suggested above. Finaly, the qualitative analysis confirms what the quantitative analysis
showed — namely, that trade policy issues were rarely examined in the selected evaluations.
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CHAPTER 4. WHAT NEEDSTO BE DONE:
LOOKING FOR A SIMPLE APPROACH

Summary of theresults

e There are huge variations among the evaluation procedures used. Moreover, economic or
econometric techniques are uniformly ignored.

I ntroduction

The previous chapters provided a rough picture of the selected evaluations, focusing on “what we
want to know” and “what we effectively know”. This chapter focuses on “what we should do ideally”
- and provides some recommendations. It prepares the ground by examining how current evaluations
perceive the evaluation process. Then it suggests the kind of things that a model evaluation might look
at.

Section 1. Preparingtheground

It is interesting to look at the evaluation process as revealed in the evaluations themselves. This
can be done in three steps: by looking at the evaluation procedures used; by looking at the economic
instruments used for evaluating operations in other domains; and by looking at the econometric
instruments used for evaluating in other domains.

Evaluation procedures

A frequent complaint of evaluators was that they lacked a robust ex ante assessment of the
operation. Objectives tended to be defined without first undertaking the work required to make the
operation “assessable’. In this respect, evaluations in the TranStor sector generally looked better than
evaluations in Vietnam or Ghana because certain technical, engineering work had been done before
launching an operation, and this preliminary work required a clear definition of objectives and means.
It isrevealing that the word “objective” appeared much more frequently than the word “outcome”.

Against this background, it is worth examining how the evaluators themselves perceive their own
procedures. Table 4.1 presents the frequencies with which four “procedural” terms appeared in
evaluations. The words “indicators’ and “performances’ relate to outcomes, while the words
“monitoring” and “review” relate to procedures that are critical to ensuring the quality of aid for trade
operations. Table 4.1 shows a notable variation in the frequencies of the four key words, with
systematically lower frequencies for Vietnam and less systematically lower frequencies for TranStor.



Table 4.1. Key evaluation procedures, by recipient

Overall st Narrow set
Ghama  Vietnan  Transtor Ghana  Vietnam  Transtor
Refer to indicator(s)? 209 139 61.2 153 17.0 16.3
Refer to performance(s)? 493 280 230 414 312 78.9
Refer to monitoring? 28.7 24.4 371 25.7 23.0 188
Refer to review? 55.0 444 18.7 472 416 38.1

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations

By contrast, procedural words (except for indicators) appear more frequently in the narrow set of
evaluations more closely related to the aid for trade agenda.

Key economic techniques

Shifting from procedural to more substantive issues, Table 4.2 lists several terms that are part of
routine evaluation work in other domains. The term “impact assessment” captures the idea of an
integrated approach to public decision-making and is widely used in various national contexts—from
the expected impact of future regulatory changes (Austrdia, the EC) to the ex post impact of
regulatory changes already introduced (the U.S.). The terms “cost-efficiency” and “cost-benefit”
analyses are well known techniques (with different strengths and weaknesses). Terms such as “short-
term”, “long-term” and “discount rate” are also included in the list. Chapter 4 showed how taking into
account adeguate time horizons plays a key role in the accuracy and quality of evaluations, while the
discount rate is crucial to cost-efficiency and cost-benefit analyses. Timescale issues are particularly
important for devel oping countries which need to more carefully alocate limited resources over time.

Table 4.2 shows that all these terms were rarely mentioned by evaluators, with the exception of
“time horizon”. In this respect, the adjective “long term” was mentioned more frequently than “ short
term” (suggesting that, on its own. “long-term” has little meaning without an awareness of the
discount rate and its role in long-run cost benefit analysis) (Hahn 2000). Here the overall and narrow
sets of evaluation do not differ greatly.

Table 4.2. Key econometric techniques, by

recipient
Overal set Narrow set
CGhana  Vietnan  Transtor CGhana  Vietnam  Transtor
Refer to impact assessment(s)? 16 0.7 30 25 38 20
Refer to cogt-efficiency? 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.0 01
Refer to cost-benfit? 0.6 0.6 0.6 11 0.0 04
Refer to time horizon: short tern? 5.6 4.0 2.2 7.2 25 20
Refer to time horizon: long term? 138 12.3 9.2 16.8 8.7 11.3
Refer to discount rate? 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations.

Key economic techniques
Other aid domains where public choice is involved (e.g., education, health, etc.) increasingly use

more sophisticated techniques (for an excellent survey, see World Bank 2009). In order to assess
whether these techniques were employed by evaluations, Table 4.3 presents the frequencies with

44



which four key terms appeared in the selected studies. Almost all these terms were totally ignored in
the evaluations in both the overall and narrow sets.

Table 4.3. Key econometric techniques, by recipient

Overall st Narrow et
Ghana  Vignam  Transtor Ghana  Viginam  Transtor
Refer to counterfactual(s)? 11 12 03 0.8 0.0 0.3
Refer to control variable? 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Refer to differencesin differences? 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Refer to randomization? 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source: DEReC database. Authors' computations.

Section 2. Optionsfor a better assessment of the Aid for Trade operations

As mentioned in the introduction, evaluations could be improved by using the economic methods
captured in Table 4.2 or the more sophisticated methods captured in Table 4.3. A pragmatic approach
would treat these two tracks as complementary. The advantage of economic methods is that they can
be used ex ante as well as ex post—and the need of ex ante studies has been highlighted repeatedly by
evaluators, not least because costs can be kept within reasonable limits (the cost of economic methods
can also be significantly higher, depending the approach). In other words, economic methods can be
routinely employed in any evaluation. Econometric methods are by definition more expensive (relying
on micro-data collection) and require relatively higher skillsto administer. In other words, they can be
used in only alimited number of cases.

This paper focuses on the first track - which seems the most urgent — and highlights the
importance of guidelines for evaluating aid-funded operations. However, a key lesson drawn from
Chapters 2 and 3 is that there is no common pattern in the way donors evaluate their operations. This
implies that current guidelines many not be precise enough, or may not be implemented strictly
enough.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to review existing guidelines. It seems more useful to provide
some information on economic techniques used relatively frequently in other domains — e.g., in
assessing the impact of future regulatory changes (in order to take into account the essential ex ante

aspect).

In this context, Table 4.4 presents the simplified sequence of questions that the Australian Office
of Best Practice Regulations asks evaluators to undertake when assessing the potential impact of
regulatory changes.
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4.4
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4.5
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Table 4.4 Impact assessment: an ideal checklist

Identifying the problem
Markets concerned (‘relevant' markets)
Market failure
Regulatory failure
Unacceptable risk
Social goals
Assessing the consequences of no action
Defining the objectives of government action
Defining the objective
Defining the outcome
Examining the options that may achieve the objective / outcome
No action
Market-based instruments
Subsidies, taxes
Is there a regulatory option?
Are there other possible options
Impact analysis — costs, benefits and risks
Who is affected by the problem
Who is likely to be affected by the proposed solutions?
Costs
To producers
To consumers
To the community and / or environment
To governments
Benefits
To producers
To consumers
To the community and / or environment
To governments
Analysing risk
A few key additional points
Competition assessment
Effect on small businesses
Effect on trade
Ecologically sustainable development
Deviation for international standards
Quantifying the impacts where significant
Valuing costs and benefits where there is no market
Discounting
Sensitive analysis
Quantifying the compliance costs
Consultation
Conclusion and recommended option
Implementation
Review

Source: Adapted from the Australian Office of Best Practice Regulation (2008)

Donors and recipients could adapt such a list to the aid for trade agenda. Such a modified list
would not replace interviews or field information. In fact, ideally it would be combined with feedback
from the people directly concerned with aid-funded operations. Nor would such a list iminate the
need for constant review, which serves to both assess the sustainability of operations over time, and

discipline evaluators.
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With these qualifications, several specific points need to be made about the “check list” outlined
in Table 4.4. First, ex ante Steps 1 to 3 are essential and should be well devel oped — as underscored by
the qualitative analysis above. Step 1 involving a substantial effort to determine whether the operation
addresses a market or regulatory failure. Market failures cover a wide range of possibilities — from
abuse of market power, to asymmetric information, to externalities, to public goods - which require
different responses than regulatory failures - which in turn require a thorough analysis of the relevant
regulations in place. Step 2 is about clarifying and defining the objectives—and ranking them
according to primary and subsidiary outcomes. Too often an operation is treated as a single “stone”
that can “kill two (or more) birds’. Step 3 is about examining all available options—from no action, to
market-based instruments (tradable property rights, auctions, etc.), to subsidies, to taxes (with defined
broadly so that they include international aid, of course), to regulatory reforms — and selecting the
appropriate response

Step 4 focuses on impact analysis, and has two aspects. First, it should be done both ex ante — to
provide evaluators with robust benchmarks - and ex post. Second, it should be interpreted broadly, in
order to offer acomprehensive view of the operation. For instance, costs should include administrative
costs, changes in sources of supply, changes in input prices, and so forth. Cost to consumers should
not only include changes in the price of a good or a service, but also reductions in “utility” (e.g.,
quality, range of choice, etc.), undesirable income or wealth redistribution effects, unemployment, etc.
Benefits to consumers should be looked at just as comprehensively. Sub-steps 4.4 to 4.6 are self-
explanatory.

Finally, as noted above, Steps 5 to 8 deal with the inter-active process — i.e., between the policy
makers and the people directly affected by the operations. Here too the importance of the review
process (Step 8) cannot be over-emphasised. If a review is done fairly, it can help to build trust
between policy makers and people. And trust may well be the most crucia input for efficient aid for
trade.
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ANNEX A. AN OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATIONS, EVALUATORSAND THETIME
PATTERN

As underlined in the introduction, this meta-evaluation deals with only two countries - Ghana and
Vietnam - and one sector - transport and storage, aggregated for the purposes of this study in the
“TranStor” sector. As already mentioned, a detailed examination of the 162 evaluations strongly
suggests that the “aid for trade” component is not equally strong for all evaluations. Thus, besides the
“overal” set of 162 evaluations, a“narrow” set of 43 evaluations more clearly focused on aid for trade
issues was selected. The criteria used for choosing these 43 evaluations is described in detail in
Chapter 3. In short, within each country/sector-specific set of evaluations, the most “aid for trade-
related” evaluations were selected. Hence, the narrow sets were defined in a manner which takes into
account the specificities of the countries and the sector under scrutiny—they are thus not perfectly
similar.

Section 1. Thestock of evaluationsunder scrutiny

Table Al (bloc A) provides an overview of al the evaluations under scrutiny focusing on
countries (no similar comparison could be made for TranStor since there is only one sector.) It makes
adistinction between the overall and the narrow sets of evaluations. The overal set, which is the most
important at this early stage of the meta-evaluation, suggests that operations in Vietnam were more
intensely evaluated than those in Ghana.

Table A1. An overview: the stock of evaluations (1999-2009)

Ghana Vietnam TranStor
overall narrow Period overall narrow Period overall narrow
A. Data on evaluations
Number of evaluations 34 13 1999-2009 64 9 1999-2009 64 20
Number of pages 3312 1858 1999-2009 5719 814 1999-2009 4227 1438
Average length of evaluations 97 143 1999-2009 89 90 1999-2009 66 72
B. Trade data
Exports (current $) 5.3 2008 62.7 2008 -
Imports (currentS) 10.3 2008 80.7 2008 -
Tariffs
average applied tariff (%) 13.0 2008 16.8 2008 -
average bound tariff (%) 92.5 2008 11.4 2008 -
binding coverage (%) 14.3 2008 100.0 2008 -
C. Macroeconomic data
Population (million) 23.3 2008 86.2 2008 -
GDP (current $ bio.) 16.1 2008 90.7 2008 -
GDP (at PPP S bio.) 33.9 2008 240.1 2008 -
GDP/capita (PPP $) 1454.9 2008 2785.3 2008 -
Real GDP growth index 153.0 (2000=100) 179.0 (2000=100) -
Gross external debt (S bio.) 5.8 2008e 23.7 2008e --
Public debt (% GDP) 67.5 2008e 44.5 2008e -
Economic aid (S bio.) 1.65 2006-2009 2.95 2006-2009 --
D. Poverty data
Below poverty (% pop.) 28.5 2007 7.8 2009e -
Gini index 39.4 2005 37.0 2004 --

Source: DEReC, WTO. Authors' computations. For Vietnam, the evaluation done in 2010 included in the qualitative approach
(Chapter 3) is not included in this table.
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These observations need to be put in perspective by taking into account the basic differences
between these two economies. Such differences can be defined in three different ways. First, they
could be defined in terms of the relative size of trade flows, a definition that echoes the pure “trade”
aspect of aid for trade. As Ghana's exports and imports are much smaller (one fourth to one seventh)
than those of Vietnam, Ghana emerges as much more monitored than Vietnam (Table A1, bloc B).
Second, the differences between the two economies could be captured by the relative size of
populations, GDP or other key macroeconomic variables (debt and economic aid). All these
dimensions shift the focus from the pure “trade” aspect of aid for trade to indicators more directly
related to development and aid. As Ghana s macroeconomic indicators are still smaller than Vietham's
(roughly one third to one fourth), Ghana continues to be more intensively monitored than Vietnam in
this context—on average two to three times more intensely (Table A1, bloc C).

The third possible definition of the differences between the two countries provides a different
perspective. This definition focuses on income distribution, defined as the share of the population
below poverty level or the Gini coefficient. As Ghana exhibits higher income distribution than
Vietnam, Vietnam appears now as more frequently subjected to evaluations than Ghana (Table A1,
bloc D). This result raises interesting questions—once again assuming that the sample of evaluations
is representative. Does it reflect the different nature of the operations evaluated, namely projects,
programmes and general aid policy (see section 2 below)? Or does it mirror countries specificities (it
may be easier to undertake operations in a country like Vietham than in a country like Ghana)? Or
does it reflect the fact that evaluators are more sensitive to key development concerns, such as income
digtribution, if a country has already reached a certain level of development, and seems on a successful
growth path?

Section 2. Different types of operations

Before going further, it is important to realise that the nature of the operations evaluated varies
considerably, and that this feature makes the operations more or less easily subjected to evaluations.
Table A2 presents a breakdown of the evaluations under scrutiny into three main categories,
depending on the type of operations evaluated. Following the definitions provided by the OECD
[1992], projects involve “well-defined devel opment activities that are limited in time and space” while
programmes “consist of all contributions made available to a recipient country for general
development purposes, i.e. balance-of-payments support, general budget support and commodity
assistance, not linked to specific project activities’. We further define “genera aid policy” as the
complete body of operations by a specific donor in a specific recipient country in a particular time
frame.

Intuitively, the different scope of these three types of operations has an impact on the
characteristics of the evaluations. Evaluating projects seems less easy to relate to broad trade and
devel opment issues than programmes and general policy operations for a host of reasons. Projects are
aso likely to be more limited in terms of time horizon (i.e., to be shorter term), and hence may not
alow sufficient time for assessing consequences. Conversely, evaluating the achievements of projects
might be methodologically easier than those of a general aid policy, with much larger and long-term
goals.
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Table A2. A breakdown by project, programme and general aid policy

Ghana Vietnam Transtor
overall narrow overall narrow overall narrow

A. All evaluations

Number of evaluations 34 13 64 9 64 20

Number of pages 3312 1858 5719 814 4239 1438

Average length of evaluations 97 143 89 90 66 72
B. Evaluations of projects

Number of evaluations 11.0 2.0 27 5 38 12

Number of pages 670 114 2143 483 1949 566

Average length of evaluations 61 57 79 97 51 47
C. Evaluations of programs

Number of evaluations 12 4 18 4 18 8

Number of pages 1153 485 1675 370 1845 872

Average length of evaluations 96 121 93 93 103 109
D. Evaluations of general aid policy operations

Number of evaluations 11 7 19 -- 8 0

Number of pages 1489 1259 1901 -- 504 --

Average length of evaluations 135 180 100 -- 63 --

Source: DEReC. Authors' computations. For Vietnam, the evaluation done in 2010 included in the qualitative approach (chapter
3) is not included in this table.

Section 3. Thetime pattern of the evaluations by recipient

This section focuses on the time pattern of the evaluations under scrutiny according to recipient,
by looking first at the overall set, and then at the narrow set, of evaluations.

The overall set of evaluations

Table A3 covers the whole set of evaluations. It shows a very different time pattern across
countries and sectors. The evaluations of operations undertaken in Ghana—whether measured by the
number of evaluations, the number of pages, or the average length of evaluations—are much more
volatile than those made in Vietnam, even if, for both countries, the peak of evaluations occurred in
the years 2004-2006. This volatility can be measured by an indicator of variance. The chosen indicator
is the weighted standard deviation which captures how far each observation lies from the mean (the
lower such an indicator is, the lower the volatility is. This indicator of variance is two to four times
higher for Ghana than for Vietnam. Evaluations on the TranStor sector suggest a time pattern closer
from the one in Ghanathan the onein Vietnam.

That said, it is essentia to go beyond the mere numbers of evaluations or pages, and to provide a
measure reflecting the potential informational content of the evaluations. As explained in the
methodology section of chapter 1 (and explained in more detailsin Annex A), the frequency of the 48
key words or expressions (the occurrence of such words per one hundred pages) provides such a—
admittedly crude—measure of this potentia informational content of the evaluations.

50



Table A3 gives the frequency by recipient for the overall set of the 48 key words or expressions.
The average frequency of the key words and expressions is notably lower for Ghana than for Vietham
and TranStor. Interestingly, the variance is higher for Ghana than for Vietham and TranStor.

Table A3. A overview of the overall set of evaluations: the time pattern by recipient

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 All Weight

years st.dev

Ghana
Number of evaluations 1 3 0 1 0 7 8 8 2 2 2 A 1.00
Number of pages 528 402 - 109 - 493 432 851 205 142 150 3312 0.66
Avg length of evaluations 528 134 - 109 - 70 4 106 103 71 B 97 1.07
Frequency [a] 546 801 - 693 - 413 432 737 865 1403 616 730 0.41
Annual GNI (current $) 460 530 590 630 na --

Vietnam
Number of evaluations 2 4 7 3 5 8 8 9 6 6 6 64 0.38
Number of pages 506 336 506 226 247 564 744 1139 435 679 337 5719 0.51
Avg length of evaluations 253 84 72 75 49 71 93 127 73 113 56 89 0.58
Frequency [a] 353 574 460 506 706 706 824 844 643 938 772 688 0.27
Annual GNI (current $) 620 690 770 890

Transtor [b]
Number of evaluations 2 11 3 11 1 12 6 7 7 4 0 o4 0.72
Number of pages 100 1044 112 549 100 498 302 466 812 244 - 4227 0.75
Avg length of evaluations 50 95 37 50 100 2 50 67 116 61 - 66 0.41
Frequency [&] 611 587 549 515 690 644 634 642 878 930 - 671 0.20

Note: [a] See Annex B for the list of words and expressions

Source: DEReC. Authors' computations. For Vietnam, the evaluation done in 2010 included in the qualitative approach (Chapter
3) is not included in this table.

These observations raise the following question: Are such differences explained by reasons
related to the recipient countries or by reasons related to the donors? Part of the answer may be related
to the recipient.

In the case of Ghana, “at-the-border” policies were subjected to two forces during this decade
[Trade Policy Review, 2001 and 2008]. On the one hand, the simple average applied tariff fell from 17
percent in 1992 to 14.7 percent in 2000 and 12.7 percent in 2007. On the other hand, Ghana's tariffs
are still largely unbound in the WTO, with a very low binding coverage of 14.5 per cent (see Table
A1), covering comprehensively, but practically only, agricultural products. This means that, at any
time, tariffs could be significantly with little risk of retaliation by trade partners. For instance, in
February 2000 Ghana introduced a “specia import tax” of 40 per cent on a significant share of
consumer goods [Trade Policy Review, 2001].

What is more, since 2009, the world consensus on open trade policies has come under stress
because of the global financial crisis and recession. As just noted, because of its low bindings
coverage, Ghana retains the option of increasing its applied tariffs at any time without risk breaking its
WTO commitments or being forced to provide compensations to its trading partners. The potential
reversal of its relatively open trade policy would be easy and quick. This situation is reinforced by
Ghana s macroeconomic imbalances which |eave open the possibility of threatened or real trade policy
reversals [ Trade policy Review 2001].

In the case of Vietnam, the trajectory of its “at-the-border” and “behind-the-border” policies is
much more ambitioudy libera (this is partly due to the fact that Vietnam was largely a closed
economy in the 1980s) - and appears firmer - than Ghanas. In trade matters, the decade under
consideration was dominated Vietham's WTO accession negotiations. Vietnam's Protocol of
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Accession was ratified in 2007, after a 12 year negotiations (a relatively short period of time). The
Protocol includes commitments on a wide range of both “at-the-border” and “behind-the-border”
policies. Vietnam has agreed to bind all its tariffs at an average rate of 11.4 per cent (see Table Al),
and to undertake ambitious disciplines on non-tariff barriers (from quotas to standards), foreign direct
investment, services, and intellectual property. This is in sharp contrast to Ghana which has no
commitment in many policy areas and sectors. The extremely wide ranging commitments adopted
under the Protocol have served to reduce fears among donors of policy reversals, even though some of
these commitments are being implemented at arelatively slow pace.

The narrow set of evaluations
As noted above, the overall set of evaluations is heterogeneous, with many evaluations being only

loosely related to aid for trade. As aresult, Table A4 is limited to the narrow set of 43 evaluations
which can be considered most robustly linked to aid for trade.

Table A4. An overview of the narrow set of evaluations: the time pattern by recipient

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009  All Weight

years st.dev
Ghana
Number of evaluations 1 3 0 0 0 0 3 4 0 1 1 13 124
Number of pages 528 402 - -- - - 205 561 - 104 58 1858 0.70
Avg length of evaluations 528 134 -- - -- - 68 140 -- 104 58 143 103
Frequency [a] 546 801 - -- - - 1061 736 - 1513 336 763 0.50
Vietnam
Number of evaluations 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 2 3 9 132
Number of pages -- - -- - 46 - -- 220 51 303 194 814 0.69
Avg length of evaluations - -- - -- 46 -- - 110 51 152 65 90 0.53
Frequency [a] 561 -- - 1274 629 1369 828 1134 0.40
Transtor
Number of evaluations 0 2 2 4 0 3 1 2 3 3 0 20 0.77
Number of pages - 110 2 162 - 97 76 160 551 190 - 1438 0.86
Avg length of evaluations -- 55 46 41 -- 32 76 80 184 63 -- 72 0.67
Frequency [a] - 634 501 607 - 787 445 564 1000 1019 - 819 0.32

Note: [a] See Annex B for the list of words and expressions

Source: DEReC. Authors' computations.

Section 4. The evaluations by donor

This section switches the focus from recipients to donors. It excludes four evaluations from the
sets of evaluations because the corresponding donors (IDO in the case of Ghana, EBRD, NEI and
NORA in the case of TranStor) have only one evaluation for the countries and sectors under scrutiny.
Once again, a distinction is made between the overal set of evaluations and the narrow, more aid for
trade-focused set of evaluations.

The overall set of evaluations

Table A5 suggests several conclusions. First, each donor's share in terms of the number of

evaluation pages gives a rough sense of the structure of the “supply” side of the “ evaluation market” .*°

From this perspective, there is a marked difference between Vietnam and TranStor, on the one hand,

1% The number of pages seems a more accurate indicator than the number of eval uations.
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and Ghana, on the other. Evaluations of Vietnam and TranStor are largely dominated by one or two
donors. SIDA and, to a smaller extent, AsDB for Vietnam (totally 75.9 per cent of all the pages);
AsDB and (to a notably smaller extent) AfDB and the World Bank (altogether 76.5 percent of al the
pages) for TranStor. By contrast, the Ghana evaluations reveal ho dominant donor, with four donors
(AfDB, DANIDA, DFID and the World Bank) having almost the same share of pages (15 to 17 per
cent), although AfDB remains an important provider in terms of the number of evaluations.

This difference between a supply structure dominated by a couple of donors and a supply
structure fragmented among several donors is an interesting feature — and might warrant further
investigation as to whether these differing supply structures contributed to the big dispersion in
evaluations for Ghana compared to those for Vietnam. That said, it should be stressed that this
observation is based on evaluations notified to DEReC, not on all the evaluations undertaken by
donorsin these two countries. Thus, it may give a distorted view of the situation.

Table A5. An overview of the overall set of evaluations: the donor pattern

< 8
= 2 o 5 2 o ~ § S s % T L 53
T 2 % 5 3 &5 8 & & B g 2 g & 2 23
Ghana
Number of evaluations 9 1 1 4 5 1 1 1 4 6 33 0.85
Number of pages
total 32 - 58 38 600 690 124 - 26 - 104 201 621 - 2784 0.94
share (%) 11.6 - 21 14 216 24.8 45 - 09 - 37 72 23 - 100.0 0.94
Avg length of evaluations 36 - 58 38 150 138 124 - 26 - 104 50 104 - 84 0.56
Frequency of key words and expressions [&]
complete list 94 - 352 1132 900 T 1167 - 812 - 513 487 715 - 868 0.35
coreP list 397 - 72 587 362 382 373 - 419 - 191 149 384 - 336 0.46
coreP loss rate 42.5 - 2.5 51.9 40.2 4.1 32.0 - 51.6 -- 37.2 30.6 537 - 38.7 0.27
Vietnam
Number of evaluations - 19 2 1 - 1 2 2 1 3 28 - 2 3 64 155
Number of pages
total - 1790 80 A4 - &3 162 120 13 130 2721 -- 153 433 5719 17
share (%) -- 313 14 0.6 - 15 28 21 0.2 23 476 -- 2.7 7.6 100.0 171
Avg length of evaluations - ¢ 40 A 83 81 60 13 43 97 7 144 89 0.53
Frequency of key words and expressions [a]
complete list -- 826 358 1035 - 906 1515 600 708 987 484 -- 827 961 687 0.37
coreP list -- 340 4 538 - 439 386 273 2 268 161 -- 48 425 257 0.43
coreP loss rate -- 412 12.3 52.0 485 255 455 391 27.2 33 -- 421 4.2 374 0.31
Transtor
Number of evaluations 9 35 - - 3 - - 1 1 - 3 - 9 - 61 139
Number of pages
total 485 2179 - - 203 - - 6 19 - 290 - 555 - 3737 141
share (%) 130 58.3 - - 54 - - 0.2 05 - 7.8 - 149 - 100.0 141
Avg length of evaluations 54 62 - - 68 - - 6 19 - 97 - 62 - 61 0.58
Frequency of key words and expressions [a]
complete list 782 642 - - 643 - - 850 716 - 505 - 801 - 674 0.17
coreP list 416 293 - - 293 -- - 283 126 - 169 -- 367 - 295 0.37
coreP loss rate 532 456 - - 456 -- - 33 17.6 - RB5 -- 458 - 438 0.30

Note: [a] See Annex B for the list of words and expressions

Source: DEReC. Authors' computations.

Second, Table A5 tries to give a sense of the potentia informational content of the evaluations by
donor, by showing the frequency with which al the words and expressions defined as key appeared. It
reveals a wide gap—by a factor of four for Ghana, or six for Vietham—among the donors exhibiting
the highest and lowest frequencies. The relative ranking of all the donors (for instance, those with
frequencies higher than the average frequency for the overall stock of evaluations) is relatively stable.
The same observation is true if one limits the donors presented to those with the highest number of
evaluations. This stability of results is interesting, since it suggests some systemic factors—but, it
would need to be tested on a higher number of evaluations for the donors with only a few evaluations
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in order to be confirmed. In sharp contrast to the countries cases, the frequency gap between donorsis
much smaller in the TranStor case, with afactor of only 1.5.

These results rely on the overall set of the 48 key words or expressions. It seems useful to refine
this list by focusing on subsets of words and expressions considered particularly important (“core”).
Such a core list is defined by the 30 words and expressions which are considered by the authors as
truly essential from a purely economic perspective. In other words, it gives a sense of the evaluations
which are the most clearly driven by economic analysis. The core list of words and expressions is
provided in Annex A. It consists in three groups (of roughly similar size) of words and expression
which are related to trade, development and options for future guidance.

The core list shows much smaller frequencies—revealing a much smaller potential informational
content on pure economic issues. The “loss rate” (the number of economic-oriented words as aratio of
the words included in the overall list) is substantial—on average 38 to 44 per cent. Moreover, it varies
considerably among donors. It can reach up to 80 per cent, and it is systematically higher than the
average for a few donors (AFD, EC, SIDA and USAID). Finaly, as a result of these different loss
rates, a new stable ranking emerges among al the donors, with CIDA exhibiting the highest
frequencies for Ghana and Vietnam, and AfDB for the TranStor sector.

The narrow set of evaluations

The narrow set relies on a substantially smaller number of observations (including in terms of
donors). This feature means that the observations need to be interpreted with caution. However, it
seems clear that there are one or two dominant donors in this set of evaluations, and that the wide gap
in terms of frequencies among donors still prevails.

Table A6. An overview of the narrow set of evaluations: the donor pattern

< s =
= [=) — S =
& g 2 3 2 2 , M B S8 3 2 o & = 5%
< < < o a a w ) S ) ) =) = - < =%
Ghana
Number of evaluations 4 - 1 3 2 1 1 12 0.63
Number of pages
totd 189 58 508 401 124 - - - - - “ - 13B0 087
share (%)  14.2 44 B2 06 93 - - - - - 33 - 1000 087
Avg length of evaluations 47 58 169 204 124 - - - - - 4 - m o064
Frequency [a] 86 3% 920 685 1167 - - - - - 1184 - 89 0.37
Vietnam
Number of evaluations - 3 - - - - 1 1 - 3 2 - - - 10 0.50
Number of pages
total - 3R - - - - 9 115 - 130 8 - - - 84 080
share (%) - 82 - - - - 22 141 - 16.0 96 - - - 1000 080
Avg length of evaluations - 131 - - - - 9 115 83 39 - - - 8l 0.49
Frequency [a] - 1260 - - - - 1783 580 %7 736 - - - U4 044
Transtor
Number of evaluations 12 3 - - 1 - - - 1 - - - 3 - 20 115
Number of pages
total W2 160 - - 47 - - - 19 - - - 210 - 148 1R
share(%) 655 111 - - 33 - - - 13 - - - 188 - 1000 132
Avg length of evaluations 79 5 - - 47 - - - 19 - - - 2 - 72 048
Frequency [a] 791 766 - - 847 - - - 716 - - - 9%3 - 89 01

Note: [a] See Annex B for the list of words and expressions.

Source: DEReC. Authors' computations.
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ANNEX B. A BRIEF PRESENTATION OF THE LIST OF KEY WORDS

Annex B provides more information on the methodology used in the paper. Table B1 presents the
complete list of words and expressions that correspond to issues on which, ideally, policy makers
would like to get more information from field evaluators in order to improve the gains from
development aid. For instance, when the question “is trade taken into consideration?’ is asked, the
answer is provided by the number of occurrences of the word “trade” in the evaluations. These words
are divided in three columns; column 1 lists words related to trade aspects, column 2 those related to
the development dimensions, and column 3 those related to options for future guidance. There is a
total of 48words and expressions, almost equally split among these three aspects.

Table B1. The complete list of words and expressions

Trade component Table Development component Table Procedures and techniques Table
trade 21 infrastructure 25 indicator 4.1
export 21 specific regulation 25 performance 4.1
import 21 regulatory framework 25 monitoring 4.1
trade balance 21 governance 25 review 41
comparative advantage 21 supply-side constraint 2.6 impact assessment 4.2
gains from trade 21 expenditure 2.6 cost efficiency 4.2
trade restriction 22 private sector growth 2.6 cost-benefit 4.2
tariff 2.2 technical assistance 2.6 short term 4.2
quota 22 economic growth 2.7 long term 4.2
subsidy 2.2 competitiveness 2.7 discount rate 4.2
technical barriers to trade 23 efficiciency 2.7 counterfactual 43
sanitary/phytosanitary standards 23 effectiveness 2.7 control variables 43
trade facilitation 23 sustainability 2.7 difference in differences 43
adjustment policies 23 poverty reduction 2.7 randomization 43
trade assistance 2.3 gender 2.7

trade-related technical assistance 23

WTO 24

regional trade agreements 24

preferential trade agreements 24

Section 1 shows that it is very useful to defined “core” words. The core list focuses on words and
expressions key in the context of economic analysis, as defined by the authors. It is beyond the scope
of this paper to explain the choice of the core list in detail. And, there are several reasons for not
including a word in the core list. For instance, the word “trade” is too wide either because it refers to
reaities indirectly important from the international trade perspective on which this paper focuses (for
instance, it can refer to retail trade) or because it is not precise enough to capture the essence of the
economic gains from trade (too much trade can be as harmful astoo little trade). Table B2 provides the
list of these words.
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Table B2. The core list of words and expressions key from an economic perspective

Trade component Table Development component Table Procedures and techniques Table
import 21 specific regulation 25 indicator 4.1
comparative advantage 21 regulatory framework 25 performance 41
gains from trade 21 supply-side constraint 2.6 monitoring 41
tariff 22 economic growth 2.7 review 41
quota 2.2 competitiveness 2.7 impact assessment 4.2
subsidy 2.2 efficicency 2.7 cost efficiency 4.2
technical barriers to trade 23 effectiveness 2.7 cost-benefit 4.2
sanitary/phytosanitary standards 2.3 sustainability 2.7 discount rate 4.2
trade facilitation 2.3 poverty reduction 2.7

adjustment policies 2.3 gender 2.7
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