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Summary 

The last 30 years of democracy are characterised by a paradox: on one hand, efforts to 
promote democracy are on the rise; on the other, democratic backsliding is reaching its 
highest level to date. Understanding what works to support democracy and freedom in a 
democratic backsliding context is a necessary step in reversing the trend.  

In light of the concerning decline in democratic standards such as competitive elections, 
political participation, and public accountability worldwide, this rapid evidence assessment 
aims to address the synthesis gap regarding effective interventions to strengthen democracy 
and freedom in contexts of democratic backsliding. We analyse 64 studies from 13 countries 
published between 2007–2023, including 59 quantitative impact evaluations and 5 
qualitative evaluations.  

The assessment reveals limited evidence on the effectiveness of identified interventions, 
which makes it challenging to determine the most effective and transferable strategies to 
promote freedom and democracy. The analysis indicates predominantly small, positive, and 
statistically insignificant effects. Nonetheless, individual evaluations highlight interventions 
that show promise in certain contexts, such as strengthening the capacity of public, judicial 
and security sectors or voter information, voter education and get-out-the-vote campaigns.  

Moreover, the analysis of barriers provides insights into the specific challenges raised by 
democratic backsliding contexts that may contribute to these modest effects, such as 
stakeholder resistance, restrictive and non-democratic social norms, lower democratic 
literacy, and limited resources. Those barriers may be overcome by building on facilitators 
such as the engagement of democracy champions, the influence of civil society 
organisations or strategies for public mobilisation. Perception plays a key part in the success 
of democracy and freedom interventions, as they must build legitimacy for the democratic 
model while also empowering political stakeholders to take part in this potentially new 
governance model.  

Overall, this assessment provides insight into the effectiveness of interventions to 
strengthen democracy and freedom in the context of democratic backsliding, while 
highlighting the need for further research and nuanced approaches to promote democratic 
ideals and values. The contextual analysis of democratic backsliding calls for careful 
diagnosis of democracy at the scale of the intervention to develop well-founded theories of 
change.  

The diversity of contexts and interventions also requires careful interpretation of findings that 
might not be transferable to all contexts. In the absence of a ‘one size fits all’ intervention, 
the design of democracy and freedom interventions must be tailored to the democracy 
outcomes they seek to address. Finally, in a backsliding context where governments can act 
as both drivers and barriers to democratisation, inter-governmental and research-
government collaboration is needed to expand access to data and evidence for democracy. 
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1. Background 

1.1 The issue 

In 2023, various reports highlight a global decline in democracy standards over past 
decades: the V-Dem Institute’s 2023 Report on Democracy reveals that the progress 
made in democracy worldwide over the past 35 years has been reversed, with 72 per cent 
of the world's population now living under autocratic regimes (Papada et al. 2023, p.6). 
The International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance’s Global State of 
Democracy 2022 report shows that in the last six years, the number of countries moving 
towards authoritarianism has more than doubled compared to those moving towards 
democracy (International IDEA 2022, p.1). Human rights organisations such as Human 
Rights Watch and Freedom House warn of the erosion of civil liberties (Human Rights 
Watch 2023a; Repucci and Slipowitz 2022). 

Despite democracy and democratic freedom gaining international interest from 
policymakers in the past three decades, there has been a concerning trend of democratic 
backsliding worldwide (Sonnenfeld et al. 2020; Kozakiewicz et al. 2022; Berretta et al. 
2021, 2022; Gonzalez Parrao et al. 2022a, 2022b). Democratic backsliding refers to the 
deterioration in qualities associated with democratic governance within any regime. These 
qualities may include freedom of expression, civil liberties, party competition, institutional 
checks, accountability and transparency.  

Given the growing interest in democratisation and the increasing trend of democratic 
backsliding, there is a need for evidence on the effectiveness of interventions addressing 
this issue. Policymakers, practitioners, and researchers require this evidence to 
understand what strategies work to counter democratic backsliding and support the 
democratisation process. However, our recent mapping of evidence on democracy, 
governance, and human rights reveals a synthesis gap regarding the effects of 
interventions in contexts of democratic backsliding. 

1.2 Aims and objectives 

In this report, we present a rapid evidence assessment (REA) on the effect of democracy 
and freedom interventions. Our primary research objective is to identify and describe the 
available evidence on the effect of those interventions in democratic backsliding contexts. 
To achieve our objective, we draw on the studies included in the six USAID democracy, 
human rights and governance (DRG) evidence gap maps (EGMs) as of October 2022 
(Sonnenfeld et al., 2020; Kozakiewicz et al., 2022; Berretta et al. 2021, 2022; Gonzalez 
Parrao et al. 2022a, 2022b).  
The EGM projects systematically searched for and presented evidence on the 
effectiveness of human rights, rule of law, independent media, civil society, governance 
effectiveness and political competition interventions. We provide novel insights on the 
state of evidence identified in democratic backsliding contexts, and present new 
information to answer the following research questions: 
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1. What are the effects of democracy and freedom interventions implemented in 
democratic backsliding contexts?  

2. How do the effects of interventions vary according to contextual factors, such as 
regime type, country income status or implementer type? Do they vary according to 
whether backsliding is specifically acknowledged in the research, or whether the 
intervention has a specific objective to address an element of backsliding? Do they 
vary according to different subgroups of a population? 

3. What is the risk of bias for studies on the effects of democracy and freedom 
interventions implemented in democratic backsliding contexts? 

4. Are there any reported unintended consequences associated with democracy and 
freedom interventions?  

5. Which factors are reported as barriers to and facilitators of effectiveness among 
democracy and freedom interventions in democratic backsliding contexts?  

6. What evidence exists on the costs of the included democracy and freedom 
interventions? 

The scope and research questions were designed in consultation with Foreign, 
Commonwealth and Development Office (FCDO) advisors and represent a topic of 
particular interest for their Development and Open Societies Directorate. Our review also 
addresses one of the evidence synthesis gaps observed in our recent mapping (Lwamba 
et al. 2023) to provide policymakers, practitioners and researchers evidence on what 
works for democracy and freedom in democratic backsliding contexts. Our body of 
evidence includes six intervention domains: 

• Accountable governance, including horizontal and vertical accountability, checks 
and balances, and rule of law: interventions working on structural changes in public 
institutions to make them more accountable, transparent and responsive to 
citizens’ demands while being compliant with human rights laws and standards.  

• Civic space, including freedom of assembly, freedom of association and freedom of 
expression: interventions working with civil society actors to build capacities, 
mobilise, and support the use of and demand for civil liberties and citizens’ rights.  

• Electoral integrity, including the capacity and autonomy of election management 
bodies, voter registration, prevention or control of vote-buying and other 
irregularities, and government intimidation and other forms of electoral violence: 
interventions working with all stakeholders of the electoral process to build 
capacities and ensure transparency in free and fair electoral processes.  

• Inclusive political participation, including the inclusion of women, youth and 
minority groups, opposition parties, and full geographic representation: 
interventions working from both a top-down and bottom-up approach to ensure that 
all citizens and actors can take part in the democratic political system.  

• Freedom of media and digital technology: interventions supporting the role of 
media and digital technologies in providing information and holding political 
representatives accountable.  

• Corruption and other aspects of economic democratic governance: interventions 
ensuring the transparent and compliant management of public funds. 
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The change enabled by these interventions at the macro, institutional and individual levels 
is theorised to contribute to short- and long-term outcomes that help to reverse the trend of 
democratic backsliding, and to sustain and consolidate democracy. These outcomes are 
categorised within the following five domains: 

• Knowledge, belief, attitudes and norms: stakeholders are provided with the 
knowledge, awareness and necessary capacities to take part in the democratic 
process and adopt democratic behaviours. 

• Participation and civic or political engagement by the general public: citizens are 
empowered to take part in democratic life as individuals or as part of civil society. 

• Institutional capacity and service quality: institutions are governed in accordance 
with democratic principles and human rights, and are responsive to the demands of 
citizens. 

• Transparency and accountability: democratic governance is enabled through 
transparent and accountable institutions elected by the people and is free of 
corruption.  

• Trust and social cohesion: democratic collaboration is enabled through inter- and 
intra-group (e.g., citizens, institutions) trust and social cohesion. 

2. Methods 

Instead of conducting new searches and screening, the REA relies on evidence gathered 
by the six DRG EGMs. These EGMs covered various topics related to democracy and 
freedom, making them suitable for the REA. The EGMs followed a standardised process, 
including consultations with experts, literature searches, and screening. They searched 
multiple databases and sources, ensuring a diverse range of publications, and used both 
manual and automated screening techniques to identify relevant studies.  

The inclusion criteria for the REA were established in collaboration with experts from the 
FCDO. The criteria included participants from selected countries, specific intervention 
categories aligned with interest areas for FCDO, the presence of a comparison group, 
relevant outcome categories, and quantitative and qualitative impact evaluations study 
designs. Studies published from 1990 onwards and in any language were eligible (Table 
1). 
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Table 1: Summary of criteria (population, intervention, comparison, outcomes, 
study design) determining study eligibility for the REA  
Criteria Description 
Participants/ 
Geography 

Individuals and organisations in the countries selected with FCDO:  
Sub-Saharan Africa: Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Kenya, 
Mozambique, Niger, Nigeria, Tanzania and Zambia;  
Europe and Central Asia: Türkiye; 
South Asia: Bangladesh, India (for a subset of studies related to trust 
and social cohesion) and Pakistan; and 
East Asia and the Pacific: Indonesia and the Philippines.  

Interventions Interventions introduced during an episode of democratic backsliding in 
the last 30 years related to the following areas of FCDO interest: 
accountable governance and rule of law; civic space and freedom; 
electoral integrity; inclusive politics; corruption and economic democracy; 
and freedom of media and digital technology (see Appendix A for the full 
list of interventions and definitions). 

Comparison A study must have included a comparison group, though there are no 
exclusion criteria based on the type of comparison (e.g., status quo, 
waiting list, other intervention).   

Outcome The following outcome categories are included: institutional capacities 
and service quality; knowledge, belief, attitudes and norms; participation 
and civic/political engagement by the general public; transparency and 
accountability; and trust/social cohesion (see Appendix B for the full list 
of outcomes and definitions).  

Study 
designs 

We include quantitative impact evaluations, qualitative evaluations and 
systematic reviews. For quantitative impact evaluations, we include 
studies using an experimental or quasi-experimental design. For 
qualitative evaluations, we include studies using a subset of designs 
(listed in Appendix 3). We include systematic reviews that synthesise the 
effects of an intervention on outcomes (descriptions of included study 
designs are available in Appendix C). 

Language  Studies in any language are eligible, although search terms used to 
identify the literature were in English.   

Publication 
date  

All studies published from 1990 onwards.   

Status of 
studies  

We include ongoing1 and completed quantitative impact evaluations, 
qualitative evaluations, and systematic reviews. This considers 
prospective study records, protocols and trial registries. 

Publication 
status 

We include studies published in any outlet, including peer-reviewed 
journals, working paper series, organisational reports and unpublished 
author manuscripts. 

 
1 Ongoing studies, such as protocols, are included when they provide sufficient information to 
determine that they meet all criteria. This includes an explanation of primary and secondary 
outcomes, as well as the intervention to be evaluated. 
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Double-coded data extraction was performed by training reviewers and involved capturing 
various aspects of the studies, including descriptive data, methodological information, 
quantitative and qualitative data, and cost information. Reviewers independently coded the 
data, and disagreements were resolved through discussion. The research team ensured 
consistency and reviewed the data extraction process. 

To facilitate cross-study comparisons, standard effect sizes were calculated based on the 
outcome measures reported in the studies. Dependent effect sizes, arising from multiple 
publications or studies based on the same data, were addressed by linking related papers 
and selecting one main study for data extraction. 

Unit-of-analysis issues, such as allocation and analysis at different levels, were assessed, 
and adjustments were made if necessary. Efforts were made to obtain missing data by 
contacting study authors. The risk of bias in included studies was assessed by two 
independent reviewers using 3ie's risk-of-bias tool and considered factors such as 
confounding, missing outcome data, and biases in study design and analysis. Following the 
selection of estimates, reported estimates and meta-analysis were also assessed through 
an adaptation of grading of recommendations, assessment, development and evaluations 
 (GRADE)2 to rate the confidence of findings. 

We also conducted a qualitative description of the barriers and facilitators to interventions' 
effects, as well as their costs. This information was extracted both from the quantitative 
impact evaluations (when this information was available in the study) and the qualitative 
evaluations. We did not undertake an additional search for qualitative evidence or costs. 

3. Descriptive findings 

3.1 Search results  

A total of 1,867 studies were included in the six DRG maps (Figure 1). We identified 197 
studies in this body of evidence with a focus on the effects of democracy and freedom 
interventions in democratic backsliding contexts. From these 197 studies, we selected 59 
quantitative impact evaluations, 5 qualitative evaluations and 47 linked papers for this REA 
(see Section 3 for detailed inclusion/exclusion criteria).  

  

 
2 GRADE is a method for presenting summaries and assessing confidence levels in systematic 
review findings. For more information about GRADE see Siemieniuk and Guyatt (n.d.) 
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Figure 1: PRISMA diagram 

 
Note: Steps marked with * were carried out as part of the production of the six DRG EGMs. 

3.2 State of evidence on the effects of democracy and freedom interventions 
in a selection of democratic backsliding contexts 

3.2.1 Volume and growth of evidence 
Overall, we identified 64 studies (including 59 quantitative impact evaluations and 5 
qualitative evaluations). This constitutes 3 per cent of the 1,867 impact evaluations in the 
six DRG EGMs, and 33 per cent of the 197 studies initiated in a context of democratic 
backsliding. Of the 64 included studies, 60 are completed and 4 are protocols or ongoing 
studies.  

Studies included in our REA were published between 2007 and 2023; 65 per cent of our 
body of evidence was published between 2017 and 2021, peaking in 2021 (n = 15) (Figure 

*Records identified from: 
Databases (n = 281,607) 
Grey literature, citation tracking & others 
(n = 77,792) 

*Records removed before screening: 
Duplicate records removed   
(n = 83,708) 
  

*Records screened at title and abstract 
(n = 275,691) 

*Records excluded 
(n = 268,864) 

*Records screened at full text 
(n = 6,771) 

*Records excluded 
(n = 4,455) 

*Studies included in 6 DRG maps 
(n = 1,867) 

Identification of studies via databases, grey literature, citation tracking & other sources 
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democracy and freedom interventions in 
democratic backsliding contexts 
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Studies included for this REA 
   Quantitative impact evaluations (n = 59) 
   Qualitative evaluations (n = 5) 
   Linked papers (n = 47) 

Studies excluded with no focus on 
interventions in the democratic 
backsliding context 
(n = 1,670) 
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2). The five qualitative evaluations were published in 2014, 2016, 2018, 2019 and 2021 
and do not show specific publication patterns.  

Figure 2: Number of impact evaluations of democracy and freedom interventions in 
backsliding contexts by year 

 

3.2.2 Intervention and outcome coverage 
Almost half of the included studies consider interventions related to accountable 
governance (n = 24). This intervention domain is particularly driven by a number of studies 
focusing on the effect of decentralisation (n = 9), capacity strengthening of public officials 
(n = 5) and access to public data (n = 4). Evaluations under the civic space and electoral 
integrity (n = 15) domains are also common in our body of evidence. They focus primarily 
on the effects of voter information (n = 11) and public education for civic awareness and 
participation (n = 9). Interventions under the media (n = 5) and corruption and economic 
democracy (n = 4) domains gather a smaller number of studies in our body of evidence 
(Table 2)3.  

The evaluations covered in our REA mainly focus on outcomes related to knowledge, 
beliefs, attitudes and norms (n = 34); institutional capacity and service quality (n = 32); and 
participation and civic/political engagement by the general public (n = 32). However, fewer 
studies report the effect of interventions on trust and social cohesion (n = 15) or 
transparency and accountability (n = 13). 

The most common intervention-outcome groups evaluated are the effects of accountable 
governance interventions on institutional capacity and service quality (n = 19) and the 
effects of civic space interventions on knowledge, beliefs, attitudes and norms (n = 14). On 
the other hand, none of the studies in the media intervention domain report on outcomes 
related to institutional capacity and service quality, trust and social cohesion or 
transparency and accountability. 

 
3 Although we observe different regional trends in our body of evidence, we cannot offer global 
observations as this body of evidence was selected based on FCDO countries of interest. The 
reader should consult the mapping of evidence in a backsliding context for more insights into the 
overall body of evidence (see Lwamba and colleagues 2023). 
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Table 2: Frequency of impact evaluations by intervention-outcome domains 

                                                      
Outcomes 
 
 
 
Interventions 

Knowledge, 
beliefs, 
attitudes 
and norms 

Institutional 
capacity 
and 
service 
quality 

Participation 
and 
civic/political 
engagement 
by the general 
public 

Trust/social 
cohesion 

Transparency 
and 
accountability 

Total 

Accountable governance 10 19 10 4 7 24 
Electoral integrity 9 2 11 4 3 15 
Civic space 14 5 10 4 2 15 
Inclusive politics 6 11 6 6 3 11 
Media 3  0 3 0  0  5 
Corruption and economic 
democracy 2 4 3 2 3 4 

Total 34 32 32 15 13 64 
 
3.2.3 Geographic coverage and democratic backsliding contexts 
Geographic coverage 
Our study analyses interventions implemented in 13 countries across the world. Over one 
third of the evaluated interventions were implemented in South Asia (n = 26; 40%); 
however, we also observe a smaller cluster of impact evaluations in Sub-Saharan Africa (n 
= 21; 32%). The remainder of the evidence focuses on the East Asia and Pacific region (n 
= 14; 22%) and Europe and Central Asia (n = 4; 6%). India and Pakistan are the most 
prevalent countries (n = 10 each; 15%) and are closely followed by the Philippines (n = 9; 
14%) and Bangladesh (n = 6; 9%). Less evidence is available for Zambia and Kenya (n = 
1 each; 1%) (Figure 3). 

Figure 3: Distribution of studies across the selection of countries 
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Backsliding context 
The body of evidence covers interventions initiated between 2001 and 2020 and in 18 of 
the 22 backsliding episodes identified in the selected countries (82%). The democratic 
backsliding episodes in India from 2000 to 2021 garners the highest number of studies (n 
= 10) followed by Pakistan between 2015 and 2021 (n = 7). However, backsliding 
episodes that occurred in DRC in 2020, in Niger in 1996 and 1999, and in Nigeria between 
1994 and 1997 are not covered in our body of evidence (Figure 4).    

Figure 4: Frequency of studies by backsliding episode 

 

An analysis of V-Dem democracy scores shows that the 13 analysis countries have had 
different experiences with democratisation and democratic backsliding in the last 30 years 
(Figure 5), in particular: 

• An overall increase in democratic standards over the period with some episodes of 
democratic backsliding in DRC, Kenya, Niger, Mozambique, Indonesia and Nigeria;  

• Backsliding and an overall decrease in democratic standards over the period, 
despite some episodes of democratisation in Türkiye, the Philippines, Bangladesh 
and India; and 

• Fluctuations in democratic standards caused by episodes of backsliding and 
democratisation but overall, long-term democratic progress has stalled over the 
thirty-year study period in Pakistan, Tanzania and Zambia.  

Figure 5: V-Dem democracy scores in included countries (1990–2021) 

Countries that experienced an overall increase in democratic standards 

 
Countries that experienced backsliding and an overall decrease in democratic standards 
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Countries where there have been fluctuations in democratic standards

Note: Diagrams are created by the authors, based on the episodes of regime transformation 
dataset (V-Dem 2022) 

Despite their differing recent histories of democracy, the contextual analysis highlights 
some patterns that may raise challenges to democracy among the selected countries: 

• Electoral fraud and violence can undermine the legitimacy of the electoral process 
and erode public trust in electoral and democratic institutions (Human Rights 
Watch 2019).  

• Coups, or any form of illegal seizure of power by force, cause a major breakdown 
of existing institutions and power structures. It sometimes involves violence, which 
can result in a fracture of the political and civic spheres (Islam 2016).  

• Political discrimination is the exclusion of individuals or groups from the political 
process based on their race, ethnicity, religion or other characteristics. It limits 
diversity and access to political rights and democratic redistribution (e.g., right to 
vote, access to public services, rights protections) through political marginalisation 
(Human Rights Watch 2023a).  

• Restrictions on basic freedoms such as freedom of speech, freedom of assembly, 
and freedom of the press have an impact on democratic life at all levels. They 
restrict the capacity to hold the government accountable, the ability to access 
information and  services, and the ability of individuals and groups to participate in 
democratic life (Freedom House 2021b). 

• Corruption erodes public trust in the government by concentrating power and 
resources in the hands of a few. It also erodes the representative aspects of 
democracy by influencing political decisions while limiting participation in the 
political process (Freedom House 2022a).  

• Political polarisation increases the power divide between political groups by 
increasing the influence and power of one political group over others. By reducing 
political competition, political polarisation also reduces the ability of citizens to elect 
their representatives and the ability of opposition parties to offer political 
alternatives (Freedom House 2022b).  

• Political violence and threats to civil society increase the divide between political 
authorities and civil society actors (The Guardian 2023).  

• Low democratic literacy and limited knowledge of democratic principles reduce the 
ability of citizens and political actors to take part in the democratic process and 
advocate for democracy (Carter Center 2011). 
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3.2.4 Methods of evaluation and risk of bias 
Most of our studies employ an experimental design for causal inference (n = 39; 60%).4 
The most common approaches among quasi-experimental designs (n = 26; 40%) are 
fixed-effects and difference-in-difference (n = 16), followed by statistical matching (n = 8). 
Those designs are more common among studies focusing on accountable governance 
and measuring their effect on institutional capacity and service quality (n = 8). Regression 
discontinuity designs, instrumental variables and interrupted time series each have fewer 
than three studies (Table 3). 

Table 3: Frequency of included studies by study design 

Evaluation design  No. of quantitative 
impact evaluations 

% of quantitative 
impact evaluations 

Experimental evaluations 39 62% 
Non-experimental evaluations  26 38% 
Difference-in-differences & fixed effects   16 27% 
Statistical matching  8 13% 
Regression discontinuity design  2 3% 
Instrumental variable estimation  1 2% 
Interrupted time series analysis  1 2% 

 

We also include a smaller subset of qualitative evaluations (n = 5). Two of the included 
qualitative evaluations use outcome harvesting, while the other three use process tracing, 
contribution analysis and qualitative comparative analysis.  

In the 64 studies in the evidence synthesis, we identified a total of 319 reported effects. 
Among these, three are reported as low risk of bias, 120 as raising some concerns for risk 
of bias, and 196 as high risk of bias (Figure 6). The most common sources of bias are 
related to the lack of reporting on attrition and potential spillovers. If attrition is not 
balanced or measured across treatment and comparison or control groups, it may affect 
the results. Similarly, access to treatment by control groups or spillover may affect the 
overall results of the experiment. Studies in our body of evidence often lack reporting data 
on aspects that did not allow us to assess whether they were considered and/or mitigated.  

  

 
4 Some studies use both experimental and quasi-experimental approaches. Similarly, some quasi-
experimental studies use combinations of methods.  
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Figure 6: Risk of bias of studies included in the evidence synthesis 

 

3.2.5 Funding 
The data on implementing agencies, programme funders, and research funders for the 
studies included in this analysis revealed that government agencies (comprising 
governments and government departments that implement development programmes 
within their countries) most frequently implemented programmes and funded research 
(Table 4). They are followed by international aid agencies, academic institutions and 
international financial institutions. However, 20–66% of the studies did not report any 
implementing or funding agency.  

Table 4: Sources of funding for included REA studies 

  Programme Implementation  Research Funding  

   Implementing 
agency  

Funding 
agency  

Qualitative 
evaluation 

Quantitative 
impact evaluation  

Academic institution  4 (6%) 4 (6%) 0 (0%) 13 (22%) 
Charitable or private foundation  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (20%) 2 (3%) 
For-profit firm  1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Government agency  21 (32%) 18 (28%) 1 (20%) 7 (12%) 
International aid agency  4 (6%) 4 (6%) 1(20%) 9 (15%) 
International financial institution  0 (0%) 4 (6%) 0 (0%) 4 (7%) 
Non-profit organisation  19 (29%) 3 (5%) 1 (20%) 4 (7%) 
Not specified  29 (45%) 43 (66%) 1 (20%) 21 (35%) 
Note: Where more than one agency is reported by studies, multi-coding is permitted (i.e., a study 
may include more than one listed funder). 

4. Effects of democracy and freedom interventions in a selection 
of democratic backsliding contexts 

In the following section, we present the effect of democracy and freedom interventions on 
democratisation outcomes in democratic backsliding contexts. We begin with a discussion 
of the contextual factors which may affect whether and how an intervention works in a 
given context, and which should be considered in the design and delivery of democracy 
and freedom interventions. We then analyse the size, direction, and statistical significance 
of the effects of each intervention type according to our framework. Finally, we discuss 
potential barriers to and facilitators of successful interventions in this sphere.  
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4.1 The contextual factor of democratic backsliding 

As outlined in the previous section, the context of democratic backsliding is characterised 
by an erosion of democracy indicators and movement towards autocracy. This erosion can 
be attributed to multiple factors, such as a reduction in civil liberties, a lack of checks and 
balances, or low levels of accountability or transparency. It can also be reinforced by other 
contextual factors, including fragility and conflict, economic status, or regional integration 
(Carothers and Press 2022). 

4.1.1 Diversity in backsliding contexts 
Despite being classified as backsliding democracies, each of the 18 episodes of 
democratic backsliding in the body of evidence arise from different causes and have 
different consequences. Nonetheless, we observe a few common patterns (see Appendix 
D for a detailed list of backsliding episodes): 

• The seizure of power by non-democratic actors (e.g., military) was seen in 
countries such as Bangladesh in 2007 and Niger in 2010. This often resulted in the 
suspension of democratic institutions, including cessation of democratic 
participation and suspension of political movements. 

• Allegations of electoral irregularities and fraud were prevalent in many of these 
episodes. Controversial elections, manipulated outcomes, and disputed results 
undermined the legitimacy and credibility of democratic processes. Examples of 
this pattern include the 2011 elections in DRC, the 2009 elections in Mozambique, 
and the 2019 elections in Nigeria. 

• Restrictions on freedom of expression and the press were widespread. 
Harassment, intimidation, and censorship of journalists, activists, and opposition 
voices were commonly reported. We notably observe these characteristics in 
Türkiye (particularly since 2016), Zambia and Pakistan. This curtailed the ability of 
citizens to freely express their opinions, limited political discourse, and hindered 
the functioning of a robust democratic society. 

• Corruption and abuse of power by political leaders were also recurring themes. 
Instances of embezzlement, nepotism, and favouritism eroded public trust in the 
democratic system and weakened the accountability of those in power. We 
observed such episodes in the Philippines, Tanzania and Kenya. 

• Human rights abuses including extrajudicial killings, torture, and harassment were 
reported in several countries, indicating a disregard for the rule of law and the 
protection of fundamental rights. This is particularly true for minority groups in 
India, Türkiye and Indonesia. 

• Some backsliding episodes were characterised by broader governance challenges 
such as systemic corruption, poverty, security threats, and inequalities. These 
factors contributed to a climate of instability and weakened democratic institutions 
in countries such as DRC, Kenya, Mozambique and Pakistan. 

Despite these patterns, the analysis of specific intervention contexts according to the 
democratic backsliding indicators reveals different challenges for each backsliding 
episode. While some episodes are caused by a decrease in all democracy indicators (e.g., 
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Bangladesh in 2007, Pakistan between 2015and 2021, India between 2000 and 2021), 
others are driven by a sharp decrease in one or several indicators (e.g., electoral integrity 
in Mozambique between 2009 and 2013, media and electoral integrity in Tanzania 
between 2015 and 2021). 

It is important to note that a change in the same democracy indicators across countries 
may correspond to very different local manifestations of backsliding. Our included 
interventions occur in different democratic, stability, and economic contexts, all of which 
can shape backsliding, and must be considered in the design of interventions to reverse it 
(Table 5).  

For example, despite the common decrease in accountable governance, electoral integrity 
and civic space, the situation in the Philippines differs in important ways from that in Niger: 
the Philippines has transitioned to electoral democracy and does not face the same 
fragility, regional integration, and economic challenges as Niger. As presented in Table 5 
below, democratic backsliding does not refer to a single phenomenon; rather it is a general 
label for a wide array of events that weaken democratic norms and systems, and broadly 
construed.  

Table 5: Overview of included backsliding contexts   

Backsliding 
episode Political regime FCAS Income level Areas of decline 

AGC EI CS IP M  
Bangladesh 
2007 CA No L       

Bangladesh 
2014–2018 EA No L (2014–2015) 

LM (2016–2018) 
      

DRC  
2013–2017 EA Yes L       

India  
2000–2021 

ED (2000–2018) 
EA (2018–2021) No L (2000–2008) 

LM (2009–2021) 
      

Indonesia  
2009–2021 ED No LM (2009–2020) 

UM (2021) 
      

Kenya  
2008–2012 EA No L      

Mozambique 
2009–2013 EA No L      

Niger  
2009–2010 EA No L      

Niger  
2015–2021 ED Yes L       

Nigeria  
2003–2007 EA Yes L      

Nigeria  
2019–2021 ED Yes LM      
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Backsliding 
episode Political regime FCAS Income level Areas of decline 

AGC EI CS IP M  
Pakistan  
1999–2004 

CA (1999–2001) 
EA (2002–2004) No L      

Pakistan  
2015–2021 EA No LM       

Philippines  
2001–2005 

EA (2004–2005) 
ED (2001–2003) No LM       

Philippines  
2016–2021 

EA (2018–2021) 
ED (2016–2017) No LM       

Tanzania  
2015–2021 EA No L (2015–2020) 

LM (2021) 
      

Türkiye  
2005–2021 

EA (2013–2021) 
ED (2005–2012) No LM (2005) 

UM (2006–2021) 
      

Zambia  
2010–2021 

EA (2013–2021) 
ED (2010–2012) No L (2010–2011) 

LM (2012–2021) 
      

Note: FCAS = Fragile and conflict affected setting, CA = closed autocracy, EA = electoral 
autocracy, ED = electoral democracy, L = low income, LM = lower-middle income, UM = upper-
middle income, AGC = accountable governance and corruption, EI = electoral integrity, CS = civic 
space, IE = inclusive politics, M = media. Areas of decline are based on decreasing indicators 
according to the V-Dem episodes of regime transformation dataset (V-Dem 2022) 

4.1.2 The incorporation of contextual factors in the design of interventions 
Despite the diversity of contexts and the multiple elements driving backsliding episodes, 
the analysis of our body of evidence rarely reports on the integration of specificities of the 
backsliding context into intervention design. 

We analyse the relevance of interventions with regard to the democratic challenges faced 
by their implementation countries. By matching the intervention domain of each study with 
the areas of decline in the corresponding backsliding context (e.g., a voter information 
intervention in a country challenged by electoral integrity), we observe that 98 per cent of 
studies focus on a relevant intervention to address the contextual backsliding areas. 

However, the relevance of the intervention domain does not necessarily mean that the 
design is tailored to address democratic challenges faced in the specific intervention 
context. We can illustrate this nuance through the lower number of studies that specifically 
acknowledge an objective of addressing democratic backsliding challenges through their 
intervention: 14 per cent of the included studies explicitly report on the intervention 
objective of addressing a democratic backsliding challenge, and 18 per cent of the studies 
provide an analysis of the backsliding challenges experienced in their intervention setting. 

Finally, we observe a discrepancy between the scale of the intervention and the scale of 
the democratic challenge faced by the country of implementation. Over 60 per cent of our 
studies analyse the effect of interventions through randomised controlled trials often 
implemented at the village or district level. Only 10 per cent of studies analyse a country-
wide intervention. However, we can observe a difference between the overall democratic 
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challenges faced by the country and the specific challenges faced by democracy actors at 
the local level.  

4.1.3 The measure of democratisation 
The small number of studies reporting on the specifics of democratic backsliding in the 
intervention design is also reflected in the measure of democratisation. Despite areas of 
democracy decline across multiple outcome domains for most of our included backsliding 
episodes (Table 5), 51 per cent of studies analyse the effect of an intervention on a single 
outcome domain, while 3 per cent of the studies provide analyses across all outcome 
domains. For each intervention type, we would expect it to be more likely to influence 
certain outcomes over others.  

As illustrated in Table 2, we generally observe alignment between interventions evaluated 
and outcomes measured: studies primarily focus on the expected outcomes matching the 
intervention domain. For example, most studies of accountable governance measure the 
effect of interventions on institutional capacity, and most studies of electoral integrity 
measure the effect of interventions on political participation (especially through voter 
turnout). This shows a discrepancy between the measure of democratisation and the 
multiple areas of decline causing democratic backsliding. 

Similarly, despite the observed differences in experiences of democracy and democratic 
backsliding among specific population groups, a minority of studies provides subgroup 
analyses for the measure of effect: 29 per cent of the body of evidence provides subgroup 
analyses, including nine studies providing subgroup analysis based on sex or gender. We 
observe a small number of studies specifically focusing their subgroup analysis on other 
key actors of democracy, such as civil society organisations (n = 1), migrants and 
refugees (n = 2) or public officials (n = 5). 

4.2 The effect of democracy and freedom interventions in backsliding 
contexts 

In the following sub-section, we present the effect of democracy and freedom interventions 
on democratisation outcomes. Overall, the available evidence is sparse and has 
methodological shortcomings, both of which limit the conclusions that can be drawn with 
confidence. However, it does provide insights that can inform researchers and 
implementers in addressing the complex trends of democratic backsliding. We first provide 
additional information on the measure and interpretation of effect, and then analyse the 
effects reported and synthesised in our body of evidence. We conclude with insights on 
how to interpret the findings in a democratic backsliding context.  

4.2.1 Measuring the effect of interventions  
Our REA analyses the effect of interventions through 319 estimates reported from 16 
interventions and 17 outcome categories. Each estimate is the measure of the effect of a 
specific intervention against one of our outcome categories. When data allow, we combine 
estimates from independent studies to provide a synthesised measure of the effect of an 
intervention category on an outcome category with a meta-analysis. For each estimate 
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and/or meta-analysis we report on: 
• The size of the effect: the magnitude of the effect of the intervention on the 

beneficiary group; 
• The direction of the effect: the positive or negative effect of the intervention on the 

beneficiary group; and 
• The statistical significance of the effect: the attributability of the change to the 

intervention effect, to chance, or to other elements.  

4.2.2 Overview of the effects of democracy and freedom interventions in democratic 
backsliding contexts 
Overall, we observe limited and unevenly distributed evidence across our framework 
categories: of the 272 potential analyses of our intervention and outcome framework, our 
body of evidence provides data for 121 intersections. Out of those intersections, we were 
able to run 19 meta-analyses; the rest of the analysis is reported through independent 
studies. Three of the meta-analyses show statistically significant results and include 3 to 
14 estimates. The overview of meta-analyses shows limited evidence, but also a high level 
of heterogeneity between reported results.  

Similarly, the significant effect reported by single studies shows a low level of consistency 
across indicators, as well as measures that do not always allow for comparison of results 
across independent studies. The combination of meta-analysis and independent effects 
analysis shows that the effects observed are primarily small, positive and statistically 
insignificant.  

Evidence is limited and unevenly distributed 
The body of evidence specifically focused on the democratic backsliding context is 
relatively small (n = 197, including 64 studies in our REA) compared to the overall body of 
evidence on the democracy, governance and human rights sector (n = 1,867). Although 
more evidence is required to confirm this hypothesis, the discrepancy might be related to 
the additional challenges raised by democratic backsliding contexts when implementing 
democracy and freedom interventions.  

In contexts where the principles of transparency and accountability are eroded, 
implementation of an intervention seeking to reverse the trend might raise additional 
challenges in obtaining buy-in from governments and communities. This observation is 
reinforced by the unevenly distributed evidence across interventions and outcome domains. 
In the latter, we observe an evidence gap in outcomes related to transparency and 
accountability, trust and social cohesion, or outcomes measuring internal governance 
processes. Once again, this might be related to challenges in accessing data and information 
in a context where transparency, governance integrity and accountability are decreasing.   

The effect is mostly small, positive and not statistically significant 
Overall, both the meta-analyses and independent effects show mostly small, positive and 
not statistically significant effects of the democracy and freedom interventions in backsliding 
contexts. More evidence will be needed on similar interventions in non-backsliding contexts 
to assess whether this observation is caused by the backsliding context.  
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However, the similar range and direction of effect across our 16 interventions’ categories 
might highlight the particular complexity of achieving large and significant effects across 
the diversity of actors, interests, mechanisms and political influences involved in the 
backsliding democratic principles. This might also indicate a lack of tailoring of 
interventions to contextual specificities, as only a small portion of our evidence both 
acknowledges the specific context and explicitly intends to address it.  

In most cases, the effects do not exceed a standardised mean difference of 0.10. Although 
interventions aimed at promoting democracy and freedom can have an impact in situations 
where democratic values are declining, these effects are typically modest and often lack 
substantial evidence for applicability in other contexts. The extensive range of possible 
combinations between interventions and outcomes, and the low number of studies in each 
meta-analysis, make it challenging to conduct moderator analysis to investigate variations 
based on factors such as context, duration, study design and potential biases. 

Effect is heterogeneous 
Our body of evidence is characterised by a diversity of contexts, leading to a diversity of 
effects. Although the low amount and high heterogeneity of evidence do not allow for 
moderator analyses that could show different effects according to subgroups, study design 
or other contextual elements, we do observe high levels of heterogeneity in the observed 
effects across intervention and outcome domains.  

Analogous interventions in similarly democratically challenged contexts do not bear the 
same effects. This might reinforce the importance of a deeper assessment of the political 
economy, fragility and/or economic status of the field of intervention and how it might 
influence intervention effects. Categorising a context as backsliding, even by identifying a 
high-level challenge (e.g., electoral integrity or corruption), is thus not enough to 
understand the reality of the context, identify the best fit-for-purpose intervention, and 
ensure its success. A thorough contextual analysis and mapping of stakeholders and 
influence is needed to design interventions in democratic backsliding contexts.  

4.2.3 The effects of democracy and freedom interventions in democratic backsliding 
contexts by outcome domain 
The analysis of the effect of democracy and freedom interventions in democratic 
backsliding contexts highlights specific considerations imposed by this context of 
interventions, as well as specific challenges regarding the effect on targeted populations. 
Despite limited and unevenly distributed evidence of mostly small, positive, not statistically 
significant and heterogeneous effects, the body of evidence provides trends and findings 
under each outcome domain. 

Knowledge, beliefs, attitudes and norms 
The knowledge, belief, attitudes and norms outcome domain refers to the collective 
understanding, opinions, values and social norms held by various stakeholders in the 
political regime (e.g., citizens, state actors, service providers). It encompasses individuals' 
perceptions of preferred candidates or political parties; democratic behaviours exhibited by 
justice actors, public institutions, and society members; levels of knowledge and 
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awareness regarding freedom and democracy principles; and public satisfaction with 
democratic values and the legitimacy of government processes and outcomes.  

Acting on this outcome domain is particularly relevant in a democratic backsliding context, 
where understanding of democracy, perceptions and norms can act against democratic 
principles. By promoting knowledge and democratic behaviours and norms, interventions 
can enable structural changes in the political systems towards democracy. 

In our body of evidence, this outcome domain is measured through 77 estimates, 14 
interventions and 4 outcome categories. We do observe a small, positive and significant 
effect of capacity strengthening of public, judicial and security sectors interventions on 
attitudes and beliefs about freedom and democracy (𝜇̂𝜇 = 0.07; 95% confidence interval 
[CI]: 0.03 to 0.12;  p < 0.001).  

However, this result is based on three estimates, and largely driven by Gaikwad and 
colleagues (2023), which was the only individual estimate with a statistically significant 
positive effect. In this study, the authors analyse the effect of a capacity-strengthening 
intervention on elected elites and officials to support water connectivity and mobilisation of 
local communities on this issue in India. They observe that individuals in targeted 
communities were more likely to report that they had been encouraged to participate in 
collective action on formal access to water.  

We also report on the effects of public education, voter information and community-driven 
development (CDD) on outcomes of attitudes and beliefs about freedom and democracy, 
democratic behaviours, and knowledge and awareness about freedom and democracy 
principles. Although all analyses show small and positive effects, none of them is 
statistically significant. However, none of the interventions show statistically significant and 
negative effects under this outcome domain. 

Participation and civic/political engagement by the general public 
This outcome domain refers to the citizens' participation and engagement both in the 
formal democratic process and as actors of the community to influence political decisions 
and make use of their democratic rights. It encompasses electoral participation (both as 
voter or candidate), engagement in civil society organisations and local mobilisation, use 
of political rights, and participation in community-based activities.  

In the context of democratic backsliding where the participation of citizens or groups of 
citizens can be denied, acting on participation and engagement helps to ensure that the 
democratic process is truly working as a representation of the interests of the people, 
rather than a selection of powerholders. It ensures that all citizens can contribute to the 
decision-making process and have a voice in the political sphere.  

Our body of evidence covers this outcome domain through 71 estimates across 16 
interventions and two outcome categories. We observe a small, positive and significant 
effect of voter information, voter education and get-out-the-vote (GOTV) on public 
engagement in democracy and governance (μ� = 0.11, 95% CI: 0.002 to 0.22;  p = .04). The 
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reported effect is based on 14 estimates ranging from -0.05 to 0.46 standard deviations. 
The largest effect is based on door-to-door facilitation campaign to help migrants obtain 
local voter identification cards to participate in the national election in Lucknow and New 
Delhi (Gaikwad and Nellis 2021; 𝑔𝑔� = 0.46, 95% CI: 0.38 to 0.55;  p < .001). 

The analysis of the effect of electoral monitoring, observation and mitigating electoral 
violence, public education and behaviour change interventions for civic awareness and 
participation, CDD and co-production of public services, and support for media to uphold 
accountability and democracy promotion showed small, positive but not statistically 
significant effects of those interventions on public engagement and citizen participation in 
the community. Once again, none of the interventions shows statistically significant and 
negative effects under this outcome domain. 

Institutional capacity and service quality 
The institutional capacity and service quality outcome domain encompasses measures of 
effectiveness, efficiency, accessibility, compliance and support mechanisms within 
governance institutions and public services – such as policy quality, public expenditure, 
performance of legislators, or support mechanisms for human rights. In the context of 
democratic backsliding where access to public services and government benefits might 
not be fairly distributed, assessment of institutional capacity and service quality is an 
indicator of democratic functioning. It provides insight into the capacity of the public 
system to uphold democratic values and ensure access and quality of public services and 
compliance with human rights.  

Our REA analyses the effect of interventions on this outcome domain through 64 
estimates, 12 interventions and 5 outcome categories. Although we observe small and 
positive effects of CDD interventions on the quality of governance, public service 
effectiveness and efficiency, and access to public services or government benefits, none 
of these effects are statistically significant.  

Regarding access to public services or government benefits (𝜇̂𝜇 = 0.05; 95% CI: −0.02 to 
0.12;  p = 0.14), the meta-analysis is based on seven studies with a high level of 
heterogeneity (effect sizes vary extensively from -0.32 to 1.12 standard deviations) and 
becomes statistically significant if we remove the study from Labonne and Chase (2011), 
which is considered an outlier based on the meta-analysis model.  

One of the studies of this meta-analysis is the work from Madajewicz and colleagues 
(2021). In this randomised controlled trial implemented in Bangladesh, the authors analyse 
the implementation of three local decision-making processes for the installation of deep 
tube wells: the top-down process (where the decision is taken by local authorities), the 
community participation process (where the decision is taken through a local initiative of 
citizens) and the regulated community participation process (where the decision is 
facilitated through a meeting and need for unanimous decision). The latter led to higher 
household-level reporting of the use of safe drinking water following the intervention (g� =
0.09;  95% CI: 0.05 to 0.12;  p <  0.001). 
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We also observe a small positive but not statistically significant effect of decentralisation, 
administrative devolution or reorganisation on public service effectiveness and efficiency. 
None of the intervention categories shows statistically significant and negative effects 
under this outcome domain. 

Transparency and accountability 
The transparency and accountability outcome domain assesses the level of openness, 
clarity, and accountability within public institutions and governments both during and 
between electoral processes. It encompasses the ability to monitor government 
institutions, access public information, and hold governments responsible for making 
decisions free from corruption. Transparency and accountability are two major values that 
are at risk during democratic backsliding episodes, which erode trust and transparency in 
decision-making. By increasing accountability levels, interventions may act against 
authoritarian influences and combat corruption to reinforce the integrity and reliability of 
democratic governance.  

Despite the relevance of transparency and accountability in the democratic backsliding 
context, we note a major evidence gap in comparison to other outcome domains. It covers 
28 estimates across 11 interventions and 3 outcome categories. This observation is in line 
with the conclusion of the recent EGM on governance effectiveness (Gonzalez Parrao et 
al. 2022b, p.34), which highlights that ‘outcomes focusing on government processes and 
the accountability and quality of policymaking, are less frequently studied’.  

The report’s hypothesis on this evidence gap can be particularly relevant to backsliding 
contexts: it might be due to difficulties in accessing not publicly available data or involving 
government authorities in experimental designs. Although this hypothesis would need to 
be verified through further evidence, access to internal data, hidden practices (e.g., 
corruption) and engagement with governments might be even more challenging in 
backsliding contexts where transparency and accountability are deteriorating. 

Due to the lack of available evidence, we cannot assess the positive or negative effect of 
our intervention categories under this outcome domain and can only rely on results 
reported in independent studies. We note that only three of the included estimates report 
statistically significant results.  

For example, one of the largest and most statistically significant effects observed under 
this outcome domain is reported by Afridi and colleagues (2017). In their randomised 
controlled trial, the research team analyse the effect of electoral quotas for women in 
village councils in India and their effect on corruption and learning. The authors observe a 
small, positive and statistically significant effect of the intervention on requests from 
citizens to review official records (g� = 0.11; 95% CI: 0.01 to 0.21; p < 0.001) and calls for 
government and electoral transparency and accountability. 

Trust and social cohesion 
The outcome domain of trust and social cohesion refers to the level of trust, interaction 
and peaceful coexistence among citizens and between citizens and their government. It 
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includes indicators related to social bonds, absence of conflicts, intragroup trust (within 
social groups), and public trust in government, institutions, electoral processes, civil 
society and media.  

In the context of democratic backsliding, trust and social cohesion are both affected by 
and affect the health of the democratic system. Through the erosion of democratic 
principles, trust and social cohesion among citizens and between citizens and their 
government may be affected, as political decisions do not represent the interests of 
citizens or may give prevalence to a specific group or elites. Similarly, mistrust and lack of 
social cohesion can lead to conflict that may affect the stability of a democratic regime and 
catalyse its erosion.  

As with the previous outcome domain, trust and social cohesion garner a lower number of 
estimates: 29 estimates across 10 interventions and 2 outcome categories. We observe a 
small, positive and statistically significant effect of voter information, voter education and 
GOTV on public trust in government (μ� = 0.09, 95% CI: 0.03 to 0.15;  p = .01).  

This meta-analysis is based on three estimates from three studies (Aker et al. 2017; 
Gaikwad and Nellis 2021; Liaqat et al. 2018). The observed outcomes ranged from 0.04 to 
0.16 standard deviations, with all estimates being positive. Aker and colleagues (2017) 
analysed the effect of the provision of civic education through leaflets and SMS targeting 
voters in the 2009 elections in Mozambique. Their randomised controlled trial found that 
the civic education campaign led to a higher level of voter trust in the electoral commission 
(g� = 0.16;  95% CI: 0.04 to 0.28;  p = .01). 

The meta-analysis of CDD and co-production of public services shows small, positive but 
not statistically significant effects on public trust in government. Once again, none of the 
interventions show statistically significant and negative effects under this outcome domain. 
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Table 6: Effects of interventions  

Positive and significant result (meta-analysis) 
Non-significant result (meta-analysis) 
Negative and significant result (meta-analysis) 
Non-significant effect reported in a single study (no synthesis) 
Reported effects in individual studies (no synthesis) – mixed or negative effects 
Reported effects in individual studies (no synthesis) – reporting positive effects 
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4.3 Barriers and facilitators in the effectiveness of democracy and freedom 
interventions in backsliding contexts  

Our finding of mainly small and/or non-significant effects of democracy and freedom 
interventions in backsliding contexts may indicate that many interventions have not been 
suited to address the root causes of anti-democratic conditions in the contexts in which 
they are implemented. This reinforces the importance of considering barriers and 
facilitators that may affect intervention effectiveness. The following section presents the 
barriers and facilitators we have been able to identify in our body of evidence.  

Our presentation of barriers and facilitators is subject to two important caveats, however. 
The first is that because most interventions had no significant effects on key outcomes, we 
are limited in our ability to identify factors that facilitate successful interventions; we would 
likely need a larger sample of successful interventions to identify such patterns.  

The second caveat is that the included studies are predominantly quantitative impact 
evaluations. Such studies tend to focus narrowly on identifying the magnitude of the 
intervention’s effects, without discussing implementation details or rigorously examining why 
an intervention resulted in its effect. A thorough analysis of barriers and facilitators would 
require a dedicated search for different types of evidence, such as process evaluations. 

4.3.1 Resistance to democratisation may inhibit intervention impact 
Change in governance systems may be challenged by the difficulty of introducing new 
practices in an established hierarchical system. In democratic backsliding contexts, this 
difficulty is reinforced by the existing power structure and resistance from agents with a 
stake in the status quo or concerned with losing power or control. Two studies by Banerjee 
and colleagues (2020, 2021) illustrate this resistance to democratisation.  

Banerjee and colleagues (2020) experimentally tested the effects of a digital platform that 
manages payments and invoicing in real time for India's largest public works programme. 
As this platform reduced leakage of public funds, street-level implementers strongly 
resisted the intervention. According to the authors, their lobby against the intervention was 
grounded in administrative data showing a decline in public expenditure. However, 
experimental results later showed that the reduction in expenditure was due to reduced 
leakage, not a lower level of programme delivery.  

In the second study, Banerjee and colleagues (2021) conducted a large-scale randomised 
trial to test interventions for management reform among the police of Rajasthan, India. The 
study implemented a number of interventions, including halting the transfer of officers, 
training, improved duty rotation and leave, community monitoring, and using decoys as 
victims to improve performance.  

The authors commented that the limited success of some of their interventions may have 
resulted from resistance created by middle managers (i.e., station chiefs) that disrupted 
proper implementation. In particular, interventions that withdrew authority from these 
managers (e.g., decisions related to the transfer of police officers to other stations or 
management of duty rota) faced substantial resistance during implementation. 
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4.3.2 Norms and social practices can prevent change 
Some authors highlight the influence of restrictive sociopolitical norms and informal power 
balances as barriers to democratisation efforts. Working on structural changes might then 
be a necessary step to democratisation, as local dynamics and sociopolitical realities can 
impinge on the intervention's goals.  

In DRC, Laudati and colleagues (2018a) report several factors that influenced the 
community reception and impact of the CDD programme. Their qualitative investigation 
revealed that service providers felt they lacked the social or political power to 
communicate with line ministries. Other factors included existing social hierarchies, power 
dynamics, preference for traditional medicine, intra-ethnic rivalries, and regional insecurity. 
The projects sometimes became entangled in conflicts within villages, or the benefits were 
captured by the elites.  

In Pakistan, Khan (2020) evaluated a campaign to encourage women voters' turnout. 
Findings indicated that campaigns targeting men may affect their attitudes towards 
women's participation; however, in this case the change in attitudes did not appear to 
result in behavioural changes.  

Experimental evidence from Cheema and colleagues (2023), also conducted in Pakistan, 
supported this notion and showed that targeting male household members along with 
females can increase female voter participation. Note, however, that the latter two effects 
are quite small and derived from the same country. This evidence may not transfer to 
other settings, and interventions targeting women’s political participation should be backed 
by a thorough understanding of gender dynamics in the local context. 

4.3.3 Democracy champions may catalyse the implementation of change 
Several authors in our body of evidence highlight the importance of engaging a diverse 
array of local stakeholders to facilitate change, particularly ‘champions’ who have a 
measure of influence. Khwaja and colleagues (2020) evaluated an intervention that helped 
Pakistani local revenue collection bodies to improve their tax collection efforts. Based on 
data collected from the field, the authors argue that engaging local leaders facilitated the 
communication strategy to motivate citizens to pay more taxes, though it should be noted 
that this intervention had no significant effects on outcomes in our framework.  

4.3.4 Strengthening the capabilities and skills of actors in democratic systems may 
facilitate change 
Democratisation and democracy rely on a number of civic and political stakeholders (e.g., 
civil society organisations, governments, voters). Some authors highlight the importance of 
skills and capacities of actors in democratic systems. In the tax policy reform experiment 
mentioned above (Khwaja et al. 2020), officials in the local tax collection authority were 
trained in technology used for data management and public engagement. Interviews and 
focus group discussions indicated that the intervention improved the department's capacity 
to collect, manage and monitor data.  
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4.3.5 Democratic governance requires resources and infrastructure 
Despite the lack of evidence on intervention costs, a number of authors comment on the 
resources required by functioning democratic systems. The lack of access to such 
resources may place major constraints on the potential of interventions, particularly small-
scale interventions, to effect change.  

In the context of a community-driven development reform in Tanzania, Pretari (2019) 
evaluated interventions promoting community-driven governance and accountability 
through the use of digital tools. However, qualitative case studies uncovered 
implementation challenges stemming from limited access to and use of online platforms by 
citizens. The authors also observed differential access to technologies according to 
gender, socioeconomic status or age.  

Banerjee and colleagues (2020) observed similar phenomena in their analysis of the 
introduction of a digital platform that manages payments and invoicing in India. 
Madajewicz and colleagues (2021) conducted a field experiment in Bangladesh to test 
whether community participation in a CDD programme would improve the provision of 
public goods such as water. Based on interviews and observations, the authors report that 
the programme's success was undermined because hydro-geological conditions were not 
favourable for installing tube wells, which were key elements of the intervention. 

4.3.6 Appropriate engagement with democracy stakeholders is key  
Some authors comment on the importance of the right strategies to engage with various 
stakeholders. Hearn and colleagues (2016) employ the outcome harvesting approach to 
assess the impact of strengthening civil society organisations on their engagement in the 
reform process of the Indonesian justice sector. Their case studies reveal three factors 
associated with the organisations’ abilities to catalyse justice sector reform: evidence-
informed and collaborative approaches in engagement, reputation and resources, and 
capacity to develop and maintain relationships with government institutions.  

Similarly, according to Tsai and colleagues (2018), the delivery of civic leadership training 
to community leaders was facilitated by a constructive working relationship between the 
project's implementers and the secretary of the department at the time, who had a 
background in civil society organisations. (However, it should be noted that this training 
intervention had no significant effects on outcomes in our framework.)  

Other authors highlight the importance of engaging effectively with citizens. Chadha and 
Wadhwa (2018) investigate the impact of an adult literacy programme in Uttar Pradesh, 
India, on women's empowerment and social and political engagement. Programme staff 
observed that in addition to engaging individual women, engagement with their 
households and communities was instrumental in allowing women to participate in the 
programme.  

Similarly, Laudati and colleagues (2018b) highlight the importance of ‘translating’ 
democracy concepts into language that will resonate with citizens. They suggest that 
different understandings of terms such as empowerment, governance, and accountability 
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impeded some citizens’ participation in the Tuungane 2 CDD programme in DRC. The 
authors recommend communicating in local languages using terms widely understood by 
citizens. 

4.3.7 Democratisation requires political actors motivated to pursue democratic aims 
Political actors need motivation and incentives to contribute to democratic governance. 
Gaikwad and colleagues (2023) highlight the importance of political motivations: in India, 
the authors evaluated how a bureaucratic facilitation and political coordination intervention 
motivated politicians to provide water in slums. Based on their field observations and 
reports from local partners and project staff, they suggest that politicians native to the 
locality were less motivated to provide water connections to slums, as they believed they 
had fixed vote banks from locals. In contrast, the authors reported that non-native 
politicians tended to be more proactive in providing such public services, as they see slum 
dwellers as potential additions to their vote banks. 

5. Conclusion 

5.1 Summary of findings  

Recent reports from international observers on democracy all highlight a global erosion of 
democratic standards: according to the V-Dem Institute’s 2023 report on democracy, 72 
per cent of the world population lives in autocracies. Understanding what works to promote 
democracy and freedom in democratic backsliding contexts is needed to reverse this 
trend.  

We analyse the effects of interventions targeting democracy and freedom in democratic 
backsliding contexts through 64 evaluations (59 quantitative and 5 qualitative) published 
between 2007 and 2023. A majority of the studies analyse the effects of interventions 
through experimental designs and with a short follow-up period: 92 per cent of included 
studies analyse impacts within six months of the end of the intervention. Our study 
analyses the effect of 15 intervention categories (aggregated into 6 domains) across 17 
outcome categories (aggregated into 5 domains).  

Overall, the evidence on each type of intervention is scarce, which limits our ability to 
identify interventions with support from a robust evidence base. The high number of 
unique intervention-outcome combinations also limits the scope for moderator analysis, 
which could be used to shed light on how effects vary by context, duration of exposure, 
study design, risk of bias, and so on. 

In those cases where we were able to meta-analyse results from multiple studies, effects 
were generally small and not statistically significant. In three cases, meta-analysis yielded 
statistically significant and positive effects; however, they were small and likely of limited 
practical significance (standardised mean difference below 0.1 in each case). Patterns are 
similar when we analyse individual estimates: there are relatively few statistically significant 
effects and even when significant, they rarely exceed 0.1 standardised mean difference. 
The largest effect sizes tend to come from studies with very small sample sizes. 
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The contexts in which these studies were conducted are heterogeneous. We focus our 
analysis on 13 countries that have experienced different forms of backsliding with different 
causes: electoral fraud and violence, coups, political discrimination, restriction of basic 
freedoms, corruption, political polarisation, and political violence. Although 98 per cent of 
our studies focus on an intervention relevant to backsliding challenges faced at the 
national level, manifestations of backsliding at the local level (where interventions are 
often implemented) may differ from these.  

The complexity of democratic backsliding systems and implementation barriers contribute 
to these small and statistically insignificant effects. While further evidence is required to 
make direct attributions, several factors can influence the outcomes observed in the 
context of democratic backsliding. Various barriers and facilitators come into play. One 
significant impediment to effectiveness arises from resistance to change among those in 
power, particularly those who benefit from the erosion of democracy. Additionally, 
restrictive social norms, such as gender-based norms and socioeconomic exclusion, along 
with limited resources, present challenges in shifting perceptions and behaviours towards 
democracy. 

Conversely, certain facilitators can significantly enhance the impact of democracy and 
freedom interventions. Local stakeholders, including public officials, traditional leaders, 
and civil society organisations, have the potential to play a crucial role as catalysts for 
change. They can act as intermediaries between various actors, advocate for change, and 
fulfil the role of duty-bearers. Moreover, the effectiveness of people's participation and 
interventions depends on whether participants are motivated to pursue democratic aims.  

Lastly, the authors emphasise the vital importance of creating an enabling environment for 
democracy. This involves building the necessary skills, infrastructure, and resources to 
sustain democracy and prevent its regression into backsliding. 

5.2 Limitations of available studies  

Given the focus of our REA on a subset of countries, the overall evidence base on the 
effect of democracy and freedom interventions in democratic backsliding contexts is 
limited: we selected 64 of 197 studies initiated in a democratic backsliding context, which 
were a subset of the 1,867 studies from 3ie’s democracy, governance and human rights 
EGMs. In other words, our sample represents only 3 per cent of the broader literature on 
democracy and governance in low- and middle-income countries.  

The rarity of evaluations in backsliding contexts may be due to the inherent difficulties in 
conducting rigorous evaluation studies in contexts where basic freedoms are restricted 
and poor transparency limits the availability of key data. This limited body of evidence 
constrains our ability to reach transferable conclusions about the likely effects of the 
interventions.  

Although all studies are initiated in the context of democratic backsliding, only a minority 
either specifically seek to address democratic backsliding (14%) or report their results 
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according to international measures of democratic backsliding. Although all studies 
measure relevant outcomes, they frequently provide little information on the context of the 
intervention and how it seeks to address democratic backsliding issues at the local or 
national level. It is therefore difficult to determine the extent to which programme theories 
of change identify plausible mechanisms to address the root causes of backsliding in the 
contexts where these programmes are implemented. 

Similarly, in contexts where inclusive political engagement is limited, only a few studies 
provide subgroup analyses (especially on politically marginalised groups such as women, 
youth or rural communities). This might be partially explained by the difficulty in involving 
these groups in research in contexts of eroded democratic standards. However, such 
inclusion and subgroup analyses would improve our ability to determine whether these 
interventions are benefitting the most marginalised citizens.  

The available evidence carries a substantial risk of bias and, based on an adaptation of 
the GRADE assessment, a majority of findings are rated as low or very low certainty. In 
particular, studies regularly lack sufficient reporting on potential attrition or spillovers that 
might affect the reliability of results.  

We observe a lack of mixed-methods research and cost evidence across our entire body 
of evidence. Given the unique factors at play in each context of backsliding, there is a 
particular need for additional qualitative information about barriers and facilitators, 
potential complementarities, and the sustainability and cost-effectiveness of interventions. 
Although several studies report on the total cost of the programme or intervention, only a 
few provide detailed cost analyses or breakdowns per component, which are required for 
informative cost-effectiveness analysis.  

5.3 Implications for policymakers, implementers and researchers  

5.3.1 Implications for policymakers and implementers 
Implementers should begin with a careful diagnosis of the barriers to democracy 
and freedom in the local context and develop a well-founded theory of change. One 
possible reason for the lack of significant effects in this literature is that the interventions 
are often not targeting the true root causes of the democratic challenge they seek to 
address. While the vast majority of the studies in our body of evidence implement an 
intervention relevant to democratic challenges identified at the national level, only 14 per 
cent of them explicitly aim to address a specific backsliding challenge, and only 18 per 
cent provide some form of backsliding analysis.  

These low figures could suggest that in most cases, the causes of backsliding have not 
been accurately diagnosed, and therefore the treatments may not align well with the 
underlying issues. In other words, the interventions' theories of change may be inaccurate. 
Before interventions are implemented, therefore, scoping work should seek to identify the 
backsliding challenges at the scale of the intervention, and interventions should be 
designed using an explicit theory of change that specifies how the proposed intervention 
will address the identified root causes. 
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Policymakers and implementers should set realistic expectations for the scope of 
potential changes given the scale of the intervention. Democratic backsliding is 
typically measured using national-level indicators, such as those used by V-Dem or the 
International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, yet interventions are 
typically implemented at local levels. Obviously, local change is a necessary precursor to 
national change, but it will take time for the local reinforcement of democratic norms and 
systems to filter up to the national level.  

Notably, the indicators used to measure local changes differ markedly from those used by 
international observers (e.g., V-Dem, International IDEA) to measure national-level 
governance structures. None of the included studies assessed the state of democracy at 
the local level using sets of indicators such as those used by international observers. 
Some national-level indicators will be inapplicable at the local level and vice versa, but 
policymakers and implementers may wish to consider adopting recognised national-level 
indicators to measure local progress.  

While each intervention shows promise in improving democracy and freedom outcomes, 
none seems to address all the potential areas of democratic backsliding. In the absence of 
a one-size-fits-all solution, policymakers should, therefore, prioritise their funding 
based on the aspect of democracy they aim to strengthen or support: 

Regarding knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, and norms, evidence shows positive and 
statistically significant effects of capacity strengthening of public, judicial, and security 
sectors, as well as voter information, voter education, and GOTV interventions on attitudes 
and beliefs about freedom and democracy. The effect of these interventions also highlights 
the different entry points that policymakers and implementers may use to address 
backsliding: while capacity strengthening of public, judicial, and security sectors mainly 
works with public institutions to drive change, voter information, voter education, and 
GOTV directly target citizens and voters to claim their electoral rights.  

However, policymakers and implementers should note the relatively small magnitude of 
these effects and consider barriers and facilitators that will influence them. It is also 
important to bear in mind that changes in attitudes may not necessarily lead to changes in 
behaviours; therefore, policymakers and implementers should ensure that they have 
considered potential barriers on the pathway from attitudes to behaviours, and have 
strategies for addressing these.  

In terms of participation and civic/political engagement by the general public, there is a 
small yet positive and statistically significant effect of voter information on public 
engagement in democracy and governance. When it comes to encouraging participation 
and engagement from marginalised groups, policymakers and implementers should be 
cognisant of social norms and other factors that prevent marginalised groups from 
participating in political processes. 

Regarding institutional capacity and service quality, although more than half of included 
interventions target outcomes such as quality of governance, public service effectiveness 
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and efficiency, or access to public service or government benefits, none of them yield 
statistically significant results. This could be due to institutional resistance to change from 
actors who benefit from democratic backsliding, or because the interventions did not 
address the root causes of issues with service quality. Policymakers and implementers 
can leverage local democracy champions (such as local authorities, officials, and civil 
society organisations) to increase the influence of interventions and drive change. 

In terms of transparency and accountability, the evidence is relatively thinner regarding the 
effects of included interventions on outcomes such as corruption, government and 
electoral transparency and accountability, and electoral corruption and malfeasance. The 
scarcity of evidence may stem, in part, from challenges in accessing public data or internal 
institutional information in contexts of endemic corruption and low transparency. In these 
contexts, policymakers and implementers (and researchers) may need to rely on proxy 
measures for these outcomes – ideally, those that have been validated in prior research. 

When it comes to trust and social cohesion, evidence shows a small, positive and 
statistically significant effect of voter information interventions on public trust in 
government. However, there is limited evidence on the effects of interventions on social 
cohesion, highlighting the need for policymakers and implementers to collaborate with 
researchers to expand the evidence base in this area.  

Where evidence is available, policymakers and implementers can use it. In the 
absence of a universal solution to democratic backsliding, existing evidence from specific 
contexts or that addresses specific democratic backsliding challenges is a precious 
resource for implementation design and decision-making. Despite the limited body of 
evidence on democracy and freedom interventions in democratic backsliding contexts, 
policymakers and practitioners can consult evidence on a diverse range of interventions to 
inform their decisions.  

They should therefore draw from evidence in contexts that are comparable not only 
regarding the overall backsliding trend, but also regarding criteria such as regime type, 
economic status, conflict and stability context, or specific areas of backsliding both at the 
local and national level. The use of evidence may also build on the potential barriers and 
facilitators identified by other authors in backsliding contexts: this includes barriers related 
to resistance to change from non-democratic actors as well as entrenched social norms 
preventing the transition to democracy.  

To catalyse change, implementers may choose to build on the observations of authors 
highlighting the potential of localisation, and capacity strengthening of local actors, role 
models and democracy champions as facilitators of change. They might also tailor their 
intervention to reflect the importance of perception and legitimacy of democracy as a 
governance model and the participation of citizens within it.  

Where evidence is scarce, policymakers and implementers can contribute to filling 
the gap. In contexts of democratic backsliding, where access to public data and the 
transparency and accountability of public institutions may be challenged, the role of 
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policymakers and governments as sources of data is particularly important. To produce 
reliable evidence, researchers need reliable and transparent data from government bodies 
that will allow for reliable measures of intervention effects.  

Policymakers can also contribute to filling evidence gaps through partnerships with 
quantitative and qualitative evaluation researchers, ideally from the earliest stages of 
programme design. In working with researchers, policymakers can also stress the 
importance of cost-benefit analyses and mixed-methods evaluations to aid decision-
making and ensure that these elements are incorporated into programme evaluations. 

5.3.2 Implications for researchers 
The democracy and freedom sector needs more evidence on the effectiveness of 
interventions. V-Dem and other international observers’ democracy scores in included 
countries indicate that democratic backsliding has become more prevalent in the last two 
decades, suggesting this is a fruitful area for research. The available body of evidence is 
sparsely distributed across intervention and outcome types, and therefore many research 
questions remain understudied. Most or all interventions have only been studied in one or 
few contexts.  

To enhance analysis accuracy, evidence must integrate both quantitative and 
qualitative aspects and focus on equity dimensions. Democracy necessitates 
behavioural changes from various actors, including individuals, society, and institutions. By 
understanding the local context, mechanisms, and participants' perceptions, we can better 
analyse the effects of democracy and freedom interventions on democratic backsliding. 
More mixed-methods research is required to expand the body of evidence, identify 
effective approaches, and understand the mechanisms at play.  

Additionally, including equity aspects (e.g., subgroup analysis based on gender, age 
groups, or socioeconomic groups) can provide further insight into intervention effects. 
Building on this existing evidence, researchers may also contribute to the work of 
implementers by developing tools and guidelines for better assessment of backsliding 
contexts, particularly at the local level, and improved tailoring of intervention designs to 
specific democratic challenges at scale.  

For comprehensive democratisation measurement, researchers must analyse all 
aspects of democracy. While many studies focus on specific aspects of democratic 
backsliding, or the expected democracy outcomes of an intervention category (e.g., 
participation in a voter information intervention or attitudes for a capacity strengthening 
intervention), few studies examine the interventions' impact across the entire set of 
outcome domains. Linking research findings to existing indices on democratic backsliding 
(e.g., V-Dem, International IDEA) may also facilitate comparison across contexts. 

Future research should prioritise transparency in data collection processes. In 
backsliding contexts where transparency and accountability of political actors are limited, 
transparency in the data collection process is an important consideration for the reliability 
of findings. Although more evidence would be needed to assess whether those research 



 

35 

 

challenges are more prevalent in democratic backsliding contexts, studies often lack 
information on respondents' knowledge of the intervention and/or consciousness of 
backsliding challenges, potentially influencing their answers and data quality. Efforts 
should also be made to minimise attrition rates, as many studies faced challenges in 
tracking individuals throughout the intervention period. 

Nationally representative analyses would be valuable in understanding intervention 
effects beyond local contexts. While 62 per cent of studies used experimental designs 
representative of the targeted area's population, only a few studies conducted experiments 
at the regional or national level. In comparison, 40 per cent of studies in the six DRG 
EGMs (including both backsliding and non-backsliding contexts) used experimental 
designs. Additional research using, for example, national panel datasets would provide 
greater insight and confirm or challenge existing findings. 

Analysis should consider the longer-term effects of interventions. The analysis of 
backsliding trends in the last 30 years shows that some contexts have been experiencing 
unstable trends of autocratisation and democratisation for extended periods. Studies 
analysing intervention effects at multiple points in time are currently lacking, thereby 
impeding our understanding of how these effects may evolve. Thus, longer-term impacts 
in targeted areas may differ from short-term effects, and more evidence is needed to 
assess the sustainability of positive and/or negative trends observed across our 
intervention framework. 

Cost evidence is needed to assess the efficiency and value for money of 
interventions. Reporting on the total budget of an intervention is not enough to fully 
assess its cost and benefits. Researchers can contribute to filling this evidence gap 
through additional cost analysis in published evaluations and/or specific cost-benefit 
synthesis of democracy and freedom interventions.  

5.4 Strengths, limitations and future directions  

Findings of REAs must generally be interpreted with greater caution than those of 
systematic reviews. Apart from the abbreviated approach to search and screening 
described below, our approach followed the Campbell Collaboration guidelines for a 
systematic review. Both the outcome mapping and data extraction were performed 
independently by two reviewers, and we undertook the analysis according to our proposed 
methodology (Section 3). 

Our body of evidence is based on a subset of six EGMs published between 2020 and 
2022, and we have not undertaken additional searches and screening. We only searched 
for updated linked papers or published versions of studies that were ongoing at the time of 
the initial search. Thus, despite the rigour of our analysis, some relevant studies might not 
be included. In particular, due to resource constraints, we selected 64 studies out of the 
197 identified in the DRG EGMs (based on FCDO countries of interest) and did not include 
relevant evidence from countries such as Brazil, Russia, Myanmar, Bolivia, or Mali.  
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Similarly, our study focuses on interventions initiated during a backsliding episode. Thus, 
some studies of interventions mostly implemented in a backsliding episode might not have 
been included because they began in a democratic context. Thus, there is potential to 
expand the body of evidence across additional contexts.  

The high variability of studies meant that only a subset could be analysed through meta-
analysis. This limits our ability to draw generalised conclusions about the effectiveness of 
the included interventions. Similarly, the DRG EGMs included a limited list of qualitative 
designs; additional insights on barriers and facilitators might be present in additional 
research that was beyond the scope of the DRG EGMs or this REA. Moreover, only a 
subset of studies provided cost data, meaning that it is not possible to weigh the benefits 
of interventions against their costs. Future impact evaluations in this space should aim to 
measure outcomes – and costs – in standardised ways so that results can be synthesised 
more productively in the future.  

We used an adapted GRADE approach that assessed the overall strength of evidence 
based on four factors: risk of bias, inconsistency of results, imprecision, and publication 
bias. We did not downgrade based on the indirectness of the evidence, and the tool has 
been adapted across domains to better fit the type of data we analysed. Future studies 
could cover all applicable GRADE criteria to increase the accuracy of the certainty rating.  
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Online appendixes  

Online appendix A: List of interventions selected with FCDO (EGM) 

https://3ieimpact.org/sites/default/files/2023-08/FCDO-Dem-REA-Report-Summary-Online-
appendix-A.pdf 

Online appendix B: Full list of outcomes and definitions 

https://3ieimpact.org/sites/default/files/2023-08/FCDO-Dem-REA-Report-Summary-Online-
appendix-B.pdf 

Online appendix C: Further information on included study designs for the 
evidence gap maps 

https://3ieimpact.org/sites/default/files/2023-08/FCDO-Dem-REA-Report-Summary-Online-
appendix-C.pdf 

Online appendix D: Characteristics tables 

https://3ieimpact.org/sites/default/files/2023-08/FCDO-Dem-REA-Report-Summary-Online-
appendix-D.pdf 

Online appendix E: Technical report 

https://3ieimpact.org/sites/default/files/2023-08/FCDO-Dem-REA-Report-Summary-Online-
appendix-E-Technical-Report.pdf 



 

38 

 

References  

Included studies5 

Quantitative impact evaluations 
Afridi, Farzana, Vegard Iversen, and M. R. Sharan. 2013. Women Political Leaders, 
Corruption and Learning: Evidence from a Large Public Program in India. Working Paper 
7212. IZA Discussion Papers. https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/71730. 

Afridi, Farzana, Vegard Iversen, and M. R. Sharan. 2017. ‘Women Political Leaders, 
Corruption, and Learning: Evidence from a Large Public Program in India’. Economic 
Development and Cultural Change 66 (1): 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1086/693679. 

Afzal, Madiha. 2014. ‘Do Barriers to Candidacy Reduce Political Competition? Evidence 
from a Bachelor’s Degree Requirement for Legislators in Pakistan’. Public Choice 161 
(1/2): 51–72. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-013-0126-2. 

Ahmed, Firoz, Roland Hodler, and Asadul Islam. 2020. Voting or Abstaining in “Managed” 
Elections? A Field Experiment in Bangladesh. CEPR Press Discussion Paper 14608. 
London: Centre for Economic Policy Research. https://cepr.org/publications/dp14608. 

Aker, Jenny C., Paul Collier, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2017. ‘Is Information Power? Using 
Mobile Phones and Free Newspapers during an Election in Mozambique’. The Review of 
Economics and Statistics 99 (2): 185–200. https://doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00611. 

Aker, Jenny C, Paul Collier, and Pedro C Vicente. 2015. ‘Is Information Power? Using 
Mobile Phones and Free Newspapers during an Election in Mozambique’. " Review of 
Economics and Statistics 99, no. 2 (2015): 185-200. 

Aker, Jenny, Paul Collier, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2013. Is Information Power? Using 
Mobile Phones and Free Newspapers during an Election in Mozambique. 328. Working 
Papers. Center for Global Development. https://ideas.repec.org//p/cgd/wpaper/328.html. 

Vicente, Pedro, Paul Collier, and Jenny C. Aker. 2011. Is Information Power? Using 
Cellphones during an Election Campaign. NCID Working Papers 02/2011. Pamplona: 
Navarra Center for International Development, University of Navarra. 
https://ideas.repec.org//p/nva/unnvaa/wp02-2011.html. 

Alan, Sule, Ceren Baysan, Mert Gumren, and Elif Kubilay. 2020. Building Inter-Ethnic 
Cohesion in Schools: An Intervention on Perspective-Taking. HCEO Working Paper 2020–
009. Chicago, IL: HCEO Human Capital and Economic Opportunity Global Working 
Group. https://hceconomics.uchicago.edu/research/working-paper/building-inter-ethnic-
cohesion-schools-intervention-perspective-taking. 

 

 
5 Bullet points indicate a linked paper. 

https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/71730
https://doi.org/10.1086/693679
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-013-0126-2
https://cepr.org/publications/dp14608
https://doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00611
https://ideas.repec.org/p/cgd/wpaper/328.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/nva/unnvaa/wp02-2011.html
https://hceconomics.uchicago.edu/research/working-paper/building-inter-ethnic-cohesion-schools-intervention-perspective-taking
https://hceconomics.uchicago.edu/research/working-paper/building-inter-ethnic-cohesion-schools-intervention-perspective-taking


 

39 

 

Aldrich, Daniel P. 2012. ‘Radio as the Voice of God: Peace and Tolerance Radio 
Programming’s Impact on Norms’. Perspectives on Terrorism 6 (6): 34–60. 

Almeida, Tiago Filipe de L. S. de. 2013. The Impact of National and International 
Observers in Democratic Elections: A Randomized Control Trial from the Mozambican 
Elections of 2009. Working Paper. NOVA – School of Business and Economics. 
https://run.unl.pt/bitstream/10362/11590/1/Almeida_2014.pdf. 

Altindag, Duha T., Elif S. Filiz, and Erdal Tekin. 2020. ‘Does It Matter How and How Much 
Politicians Are Paid?’ Economica 87 (348): 1105–32. https://doi.org/10.1111/ecca.12336. 

Altindag, Duha T, S Elif Filiz, and Erdal Tekin. 2017. ‘Does It Matter How and How Much 
Politicians Are Paid?’ Paper No. 10923. IZA. https://docs.iza.org/dp10923.pdf. 

Ananthpur, Kripa, Kabir Malik, and Vijayendra Rao. 2014. The Anatomy of Failure : An 
Ethnography of a Randomized Trial to Deepen Democracy in Rural India (English). Policy 
Research Working Paper WPS6958. Washington DC: World Bank. 
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/261951468269382815/pdf/WPS6958.pdf.  

Arora, Ashna. 2018. ‘Essays on Labor and Development Economics’. PhD diss., Columbia 
University. https://doi.org/10.7916/D80S15SQ. 

Ashraf, Nava, Oriana Bandiera, Edward Davenport, and Scott S. Lee. 2020. ‘Losing 
Prosociality in the Quest for Talent? Sorting, Selection, and Productivity in the Delivery of 
Public Services’. American Economic Review 110 (5): 1355–94. 
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20180326. 

Ashraf, Nava, Oriana Bandiera, and Scott Lee. 2018. Losing Prosociality in the Quest for 
Talent? Sorting, Selection, and Productivity in the Delivery of Public Services. Working 
Paper. London School of Economics. 
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/_NEW/PUBLICATIONS/abstract/?index=4481. 

Aydogan, Evren, Esra Bakkalbasioglu, Tugba Bozcaga, and Aytug Sasmaz. 2018. The 
Effects of Efficiency-Increasing Reforms in Rural Governance: Evidence from a Quasi-
Experiment in Türkiye. Pre-Analysis Plan. Working Paper. https://osf.io/6hjf3. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Raghabendra Chattopadhyay, Esther Duflo, Daniel Keniston, and Nina 
Singh. 2012a. Can Institutions Be Reformed from within? Evidence from a Randomized 
Experiment with the Rajasthan Police. NBER Working Paper 17912. Cambridge, MA: 
National Bureau of Economic Research. http://www.nber.org/papers/w17912. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Raghabendra Chattopadhyay, Esther Duflo, Daniel Keniston, and Nina 
Singh. 2012b. Improving Police Performance in Rajasthan, India: Experimental Evidence 
on Incentives, Managerial Autonomy and Training. Working Paper 17912. Working Papers 
Series. National Bureau of Economic Research. https://www.nber.org/papers/w17912. 

Banerjee, Abhijit V, Esther Duflo, Clement Imbert, and Rohini Pande. 2013. Entry, Exit and 
Candidate Selection: Evidence from India. 3ie Draft Grantee Final Report. International 

https://run.unl.pt/bitstream/10362/11590/1/Almeida_2014.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecca.12336
https://docs.iza.org/dp10923.pdf
https://doi.org/10.7916/D80S15SQ
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20180326
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/_NEW/PUBLICATIONS/abstract/?index=4481
https://osf.io/6hjf3
http://www.nber.org/papers/w17912
https://www.nber.org/papers/w17912


 

40 

 

Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie).   
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.592.8131&rep=rep1&type=pdf. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Clement Imbert, Santhosh Mathew, and Rohini Pande. 
2015. Can E-Governance Reduce Capture of Public Programmes? Experimental Evidence 
from India’s Employment Guarantee Scheme in Bihar. 31. 3ie Series Report. International 
Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie).   
https://3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/publications/impact-evaluations/can-e-governance-
reduce-capture-public-programmes. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Rema Hanna, Jordan C. Kyle, Benjamin A. Olken, and Sudarno 
Sumarto. 2015. The Power of Transparency: Information, Identification Cards, and Food 
Subsidy Programs in Indonesia. Faculty Research Working Paper RWP15-010. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Kennedy School. https://www.hks.harvard.edu/publications/ 
power-transparency-information-identification-cards-and-food-subsidy-programs. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Rema Hanna, Jordan C. Kyle, Benjamin A. Olken, and Sudarno 
Sumarto. 2015. Contracting out the Last-Mile of Service Delivery: Subsidized Food 
Distribution in Indonesia. Working Paper 21837. Working Papers Series. National Bureau 
of Economic Research. https://www.nber.org/papers/w21837. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Raghabendra Chattopadhyay, Esther Duflo, Daniel Keniston, and Nina 
Singh. 2016. E-Governance, Accountability, and Leakage in Public Programs: 
Experimental Evidence from a Financial Management Reform in India. Working Paper 
22803. Working Papers Series. National Bureau of Economic Research.  
https://www.nber.org/papers/w22803. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Clément A. C. Imbert, and Rohini Pande. 2016. Entry, Exit 
and Candidate Selection: Evidence from India. Working Paper. https://editorialexpress.com 
/cgi-bin/conference/download.cgi?db_name=CSAE2017&paper_id=1090. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Rema Hanna, Jordan C. Kyle, Benjamin A. Olken, and Sudarno 
Sumarto. 2017. Private Outsourcing and Competition: Subsidized Food Distribution in 
Indonesia. Working Paper. University of Chicago.  https://doi.org/10.1086/700734. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Clément Imbert, Santhosh Mathew, and Rohini Pande. 
2019. E-Governance, Accountability, and Leakage in Public Programs : Experimental 
Evidence from a Financial Management Reform in India. Working or Discussion Paper. 
Warwick Economics Research Papers. https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/ 
research/workingpapers/2019/twerp_1224_imbert.pdf. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Rema Hanna, Jordan Kyle, Benjamin A. Olken, and Sudarno Sumarto. 
2019. ‘Private Outsourcing and Competition: Subsidized Food Distribution in Indonesia.’ 
Journal of Political Economy 127 (1): 101–37. https://doi.org/10.1086/700734. 

 

https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.592.8131&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/publications/impact-evaluations/can-e-governance-reduce-capture-public-programmes
https://3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/publications/impact-evaluations/can-e-governance-reduce-capture-public-programmes
https://www.hks.harvard.edu/publications/power-transparency-information-identification-cards-and-food-subsidy-programs
https://www.hks.harvard.edu/publications/power-transparency-information-identification-cards-and-food-subsidy-programs
https://www.nber.org/papers/w21837
https://www.nber.org/papers/w22803
https://editorialexpress.com/cgi-bin/conference/download.cgi?db_name=CSAE2017&paper_id=1090
https://editorialexpress.com/cgi-bin/conference/download.cgi?db_name=CSAE2017&paper_id=1090
https://doi.org/DOI:%2010.1086/700734
https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/research/workingpapers/2019/twerp_1224_imbert.pdf
https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/research/workingpapers/2019/twerp_1224_imbert.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1086/700734


 

41 

 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Clément Imbert, Santhosh Mathew, and Rohini Pande. 
2020. ‘E-Governance, Accountability, and Leakage in Public Programs: Experimental 
Evidence from a Financial Management Reform in India.’ American Economic Journal: 
Applied Economics 12 (4): 39–72. https://doi.org/10.1257/app.20180302. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Raghabendra Chattopadhyay, Esther Duflo, Daniel Keniston, and Nina 
Singh. 2021. ‘Improving Police Performance in Rajasthan, India: Experimental Evidence 
on Incentives, Managerial Autonomy, and Training.’ American Economic Journal: 
Economic Policy 13 (1): 36–66. https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20190664. 

Benyishay, Ariel, Lisa Mueller, Katherine Nolan, and Phillip Roessler. 2019. Impact 
Evaluation of the Niger Participatory & Responsive Governance Project: Final Report. 
Williamsburg, VA: USAID and AidData at William & Mary. 
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-
responsive-governance-project-final-report. 

BenYishay, Ariel, Lisa Mueller, and Phil Roessler. 2017. Impact Evaluation of the Niger 
Participatory & Responsive Governance Project: Baseline Report. AidData Center for 
Development Policy. https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-
participatory-responsive-governance-project-baseline-report. 

BenYishay, Ariel, Lisa Mueller, and Phil Roessler. 2019. Impact Evaluation of the Niger 
Participatory & Responsive Governance Project: Final Report. AidData Center for 
Development Policy. https://www.aiddata.org/publications/ 
impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-final-report. 

BenYishay, Ariel, Phil Roessler, and Lisa Mueller. 2017. Participatory, Responsive 
Governance in Niger: Updated Impact Evaluation Project Description 2015-2017. AidData 
Center for Development Policy. https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00W6R2.pdf. 

Birdsall, Nancy, James Fishkin, Faraz Haqqi, Abel Kinyondo, Mujobu Moyo, Jennifer 
Richmond, and Justin Sandefur. 2018. How Should Tanzania Use Its Natural Gas? 
Citizens’ Views from a Nationwide Deliberative Poll. Impact Evaluation Report 70. 2018th 
ed. New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 
https://doi.org/10.23846/OW8.IE70. 

Bohlken, Anjali, Nikhar Gaikwad, and Gareth Nellis. 2018. Getting on the Grid: The Politics 
of Public Service Formalization in Urban India. Pre-Analysis Plan. Egap Registry. 
https://osf.io/hw2vz. 

Capuno, Joseph J., and Ma. M. Garcia. 2008. Can Information about Local Government 
Performance Induce Civic Participation? Evidence from the Philippines. Discussion Papers. 
UP School of Economics. https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/46625/1/584110979.pdf. 

Capuno, Joseph J., and Ma. M. Garcia. 2010. ‘Can Information about Local Government 
Performance Induce Civic Participation? Evidence from the Philippines.’ The Journal of 
Development Studies 46 (4): 624–43. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220380903023521. 

https://doi.org/10.1257/app.20180302
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20190664
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-final-report
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-final-report
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-baseline-report
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-baseline-report
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-final-report
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-final-report
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00W6R2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.23846/OW8.IE70
https://osf.io/hw2vz
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/46625/1/584110979.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220380903023521


 

42 

 

Capuno, Joseph J., and Maria Melody S. Garcia. 2009. What Difference Can Performance 
Ratings Make? Difference-In-Difference Estimates of Impact on Local Government 
Responsiveness In The Philippines. University of Philippines School of Economics 
Discussion Papers Vol. 0908. https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/46629. 

Chadha, Nishant, and Soma Wadhwa. 2018. ‘Impact of an Adult Literacy Programme on 
the Personal and Public Lives of Women: Evidence from India.’ Journal of South Asian 
Development 13 (1): 82–111. https://doi.org/10.1177/0973174118764930. 

Cheema, Ali, Sarah Khan, Shandana Khan Mohmand, and Asad Liaqat. 2021. Canvassing 
the Gatekeepers: A Field Experiment to Increase Women’s Voter Turnout in Pakistan. 
Working Paper. Tech. Rep. 
https://www.khansarah.com/uploads/2/6/3/8/26387631/20210529_cgk.pdf. 

Cheema, Ali, Sarah Khan, Asad Liaqat, and Shandana Khan Mohmand. 2023. 
‘Canvassing the Gatekeepers: A Field Experiment to Increase Women Voters’ Turnout in 
Pakistan.’ American Political Science Review 117 (1): 1–21. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055422000375. 

Cheeseman, Nic, and Caryn Peiffer. 2020. Why Efforts to Fight Corruption Hurt 
Democracy: Lessons from a Survey Experiment in Nigeria. Anti-Corruption Evidence 
(ACE). SOAS, University of London. https://ace.soas.ac.uk/publication/why-efforts-to-fight-
corruption-hurt-democracy-lessons-from-a-survey-experiment-in-nigeria/. 

Cheeseman, Nic, and Caryn Peiffer. 2022a. ‘The Curse of Good Intentions: Why 
Anticorruption Messaging Can Encourage Bribery.’ American Political Science Review 116 
(3): 1081–95. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055421001398. 

Cheeseman, Nic, and Caryn Peiffer. 2022b. ‘Why Efforts to Fight Corruption Can 
Undermine the Social Contract: Lessons from a Survey Experiment in Nigeria’. 
Governance 2022: 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12720. 

Chemin, Matthieu. 2007. The Impact of the Judiciary on Entrepreneurship: Evaluation of 
Pakistan’s Access to Justice Programme. CIRPEE Working Paper No. 07–27. 
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1018901. 

Chemin, Matthieu. 2009. ‘The Impact of the Judiciary on Entrepreneurship: Evaluation of 
Pakistan’s “Access to Justice Programme”.’ Journal of Public Economics 93 (1): 114–25. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2008.05.005. 

Collier, Paul, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2008. Votes and Violence: Evidence from a Field 
Experiment in Nigeria. CSAE Working Paper. https://ora.ox.ac.uk/objects/uuid:2d8ffa44-
e119-48b3-bb19-
049f57834b28/download_file?file_format=application%2Fpdf&safe_filename=2008-
16text.pdf&type_of_work=Working+paper. 

 

https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/46629
https://doi.org/10.1177/0973174118764930
https://www.khansarah.com/uploads/2/6/3/8/26387631/20210529_cgk.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055422000375
https://ace.soas.ac.uk/publication/why-efforts-to-fight-corruption-hurt-democracy-lessons-from-a-survey-experiment-in-nigeria/
https://ace.soas.ac.uk/publication/why-efforts-to-fight-corruption-hurt-democracy-lessons-from-a-survey-experiment-in-nigeria/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055421001398
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12720
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1018901
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2008.05.005
https://ora.ox.ac.uk/objects/uuid:2d8ffa44-e119-48b3-bb19-049f57834b28/download_file?file_format=application%2Fpdf&safe_filename=2008-16text.pdf&type_of_work=Working+paper
https://ora.ox.ac.uk/objects/uuid:2d8ffa44-e119-48b3-bb19-049f57834b28/download_file?file_format=application%2Fpdf&safe_filename=2008-16text.pdf&type_of_work=Working+paper
https://ora.ox.ac.uk/objects/uuid:2d8ffa44-e119-48b3-bb19-049f57834b28/download_file?file_format=application%2Fpdf&safe_filename=2008-16text.pdf&type_of_work=Working+paper
https://ora.ox.ac.uk/objects/uuid:2d8ffa44-e119-48b3-bb19-049f57834b28/download_file?file_format=application%2Fpdf&safe_filename=2008-16text.pdf&type_of_work=Working+paper


 

43 

 

Collier, Paul, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2010. Votes and Violence: Evidence from a Field 
Experiment in Nigeria. CSAE Working Paper. https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document? 
repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=a09fc3dd29f8b0b4be51072d457fa84b1d755166. 

Collier, Paul, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2014. ‘Votes and Violence: Evidence from a Field 
Experiment in Nigeria.’ The Economic Journal 124 (574): F327–55. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12109. 

Fafchamps, Marcel, Ana Vaz, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2020. ‘Voting and Peer Effects: 
Experimental Evidence from Mozambique.’ Economic Development and Cultural Change 
68 (2): 567–605. https://doi.org/10.1086/700634. 

Matos Vaz, Ana de Silvia . 2012. Interpersonal Influence Regarding the Decision to Vote 
within Mozambican Households. CSAE Working Paper. Vol. WPS/2012-14. Oxford: 
Centre for the Study of African Economies, University of Oxford. 
https://ideas.repec.org/p/csa/wpaper/2012-14.html. 

Fernandez, Chloe, Ann Laudati, Eric Mvukiyehe, and Peter Van der Windt. 2020. 
Improving Local Service Provision Delivery in Eastern Congo: An Impact Evaluation of the 
Tuungane 2+ Interventions. 
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/815961604651656391/pdf/Improving-Local-
Accountability-in-Eastern-Congo-An-Impact-Evaluation-of-the-Tuungane-2-Plus-
Interventions.pdf. 

Laudati, Ann, Eric Mvukiyehe, and Peter van der Windt. 2018a. Participatory Development 
in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Contexts: An Impact Evaluation of Tuungane 1. 
International Rescue Committee. https://www.rescue.org/sites/default/files/ 
document/3746/tuungane1-evaluationfinalreport.pdf. 

Laudati, Ann, Eric Mvukiyehe, and Peter van der Windt. 2018b. Participatory Development 
in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Contexts: An Impact Evaluation of the Tuungane 2 
Program in the Democratic Republic of the Congo. 
https://www.rescue.org/sites/default/files/document/3747/tuungane2-
evaluationfinalreport.pdf 

Gaikwad, Nikhar, and Gareth Nellis. 2021. ‘Overcoming the Political Exclusion of Migrants: 
Theory and Experimental Evidence from India.’ American Political Science Review 115 
(4): 1129–46. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055421000435. 

Gaikwad, Nikhar, Gareth Nellis, and Anjali Thomas. 2023. Pipe Dreams: How Bureaucratic 
Hurdles and Identity Politics Shape Public Service Access in Urban India. Working Paper. 
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4371332. 

Grácio, Matilde, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2021. ‘Information, Get-out-the-Vote Messages, 
and Peer Influence: Causal Effects on Political Behavior in Mozambique.’ Journal of 
Development Economics 151 (June): 102665. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2021.102665. 

https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=a09fc3dd29f8b0b4be51072d457fa84b1d755166
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=a09fc3dd29f8b0b4be51072d457fa84b1d755166
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12109
https://doi.org/10.1086/700634
https://ideas.repec.org/p/csa/wpaper/2012-14.html
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/815961604651656391/pdf/Improving-Local-Accountability-in-Eastern-Congo-An-Impact-Evaluation-of-the-Tuungane-2-Plus-Interventions.pdf
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/815961604651656391/pdf/Improving-Local-Accountability-in-Eastern-Congo-An-Impact-Evaluation-of-the-Tuungane-2-Plus-Interventions.pdf
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/815961604651656391/pdf/Improving-Local-Accountability-in-Eastern-Congo-An-Impact-Evaluation-of-the-Tuungane-2-Plus-Interventions.pdf
https://www.rescue.org/sites/default/files/document/3746/tuungane1-evaluationfinalreport.pdf
https://www.rescue.org/sites/default/files/document/3746/tuungane1-evaluationfinalreport.pdf
https://www.rescue.org/sites/default/files/document/3747/tuungane2-evaluationfinalreport.pdf
https://www.rescue.org/sites/default/files/document/3747/tuungane2-evaluationfinalreport.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055421000435
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4371332
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2021.102665


 

44 

 

Grácio, Matilde, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2021. Information, Get-out-the-Vote Messages, 
and Peer Influence: Causal Effects on Political Behavior in Mozambique. 2009. 
NOVAFRICA Working Paper. https://novafrica.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/2009.pdf. 

Haim, Dotan, Nico Ravanilla, and Renard Sexton. 2020. When Can Public Service 
Delivery De-Escalate Conflict? A Field Experiment in the Philippines: Preliminary Pre-
Analysis Plan. Working Paper. 

Haim, Dotan, Nico Ravanilla, and Renard Sexton. 2021. ‘Sustained Government 
Engagement Improves Subsequent Pandemic Risk Reporting In Conflict Zones.’ American 
Political Science Review 115 (2): 717–24. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420001148. 

Hughes, Karl. 2012. Effectiveness Review: We Can Campaign, Bangladesh. Oxfam GB. 
https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/effectiveness-review-we-can-campaign-
bangladesh-247213/. 

Khan, Sarah. 2020. ‘Making Democracy Work for Women: Essays on Women’s Political 
Participation in Pakistan’. PhD diss., Columbia University. https://doi.org/10.7916/d8-tj97-
6064. 

Khan, Adnan, Sanval Nasim, Mahvish Shaukat, and Andreas Stegmann. 2020. Building 
Trust in the State with Information. Working Paper 9469. Policy Research Working Paper. 
World Bank. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/entities/publication/4a133922-ba0b-
58c7-9677-c8721f788fc2. 

Khan, Adnan, Sanval Nasim, Mahvish Shaukat, and Andreas Stegmann. 2021. ‘Building 
Trust in the State with Information: Evidence from Urban Punjab.’ Journal of Public 
Economics 202 (October): 104494. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2021.104494. 

Khwaja, Asim Ijaz, Osman Haq, Adnan Qadir Khan, Benjamin Olken, and Mahvish 
Shaukat. 2020. Rebuilding the Social Compact: Urban Service Delivery and Property 
Taxes in Pakistan. 3ie Impact Evaluation Report 117. New Delhi: International Initiative for 
Impact Evaluation (3ie). https://doi.org/10.23846/DPW1IE117. 

Kolstad, Ivar, and Arne Wiig. 2018. How Do Voters Respond to Information on Self-
Serving Elite Behaviour? Evidence from a Randomized Survey Experiment in Tanzania. 
11th ed. Vol. 2018. WIDER Working Paper. UNU-WIDER. 
https://www.wider.unu.edu/node/153519. 

Kolstad, Ivar, and Arne Wiig. 2019. ‘How Does Information about Elite Tax Evasion Affect 
Political Participation: Experimental Evidence from Tanzania.’ The Journal of Development 
Studies 55 (4): 509–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2018.1448067. 

Labonne, Julien, and Robert S. Chase. 2008. ‘Do Community-Driven Development Projects 
Enhance Social Capital? Evidence from the Philippines.’ 4678. World Bank Policy Research 
Working Paper. World Bank. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1233054. 

 

https://novafrica.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/2009.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420001148
https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/effectiveness-review-we-can-campaign-bangladesh-247213/
https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/effectiveness-review-we-can-campaign-bangladesh-247213/
https://doi.org/10.7916/d8-tj97-6064
https://doi.org/10.7916/d8-tj97-6064
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/entities/publication/4a133922-ba0b-58c7-9677-c8721f788fc2
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/entities/publication/4a133922-ba0b-58c7-9677-c8721f788fc2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2021.104494
https://doi.org/10.23846/DPW1IE117
https://www.wider.unu.edu/node/153519
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2018.1448067
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1233054


 

45 

 

Labonne, Julien, and Robert S. Chase. 2011. ‘Do Community-Driven Development 
Projects Enhance Social Capital? Evidence from the Philippines.’ Journal of Development 
Economics 96 (2): 348–58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2010.08.016. 

Leeffers, Stefan, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2019. ‘Does Electoral Observation Influence 
Electoral Results? Experimental Evidence for Domestic and International Observers in 
Mozambique.’ World Development 114 (February): 42–58. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.09.021. 

Lewis, Blane D. 2014. ‘Indonesian Intergovernmental Performance Grants: An Empirical 
Assessment of Impact.’ Bulletin of Indonesian Economic Studies 50 (3): 415–33. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00074918.2014.980378. 

Liaqat, Asad, M. Callen, A. Cheema, A. Khan, Farooq Naseer, and Jacob N. Shapiro. 
2018. Political Connections and Vote Choice: Evidence from Pakistan.∗ Working Paper. 
https://scholar.harvard.edu/files/asadliaqat/files/lg_elections.pdf. 

Lieberman, Evan, and Yang-Yang Zhou. 2020. Self-Efficacy and Citizen Engagement in 
Development: Experimental Evidence from Tanzania. Working Paper. 
https://www.yangyangzhou.com/s/EfficacyRole_JEPS_final.pdf. 

Lieberman, Evan, and Yang-Yang Zhou. 2022. ‘Self-Efficacy and Citizen Engagement in 
Development: Experimental Evidence from Tanzania.’ Journal of Experimental Political 
Science 9 (1): 46–63. https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2020.47. 

Madajewicz, Malgosia, Anna Tompsett, and Ahasan Habib. 2017. How Does Delegating 
Decisions to Beneficiaries Affect Their Access to a Public Service? Evidence from a Field 
Experiment in Bangladesh. Working Paper. 
https://extranet.sioe.org/uploads/sioe2017/madajewicz_tompsett_habib.pdf. 

Madajewicz, Malgosia, Anna Tompsett, and Md. Ahasan Habib. 2021. ‘How Does 
Delegating Decisions to Communities Affect the Provision and Use of a Public Service? 
Evidence from a Field Experiment in Bangladesh.’ Journal of Development Economics 150 
(May): 102609. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2020.102609. 

Malik, Muhammad Ashar, Ellen Van de Poel, and Eddy Van Doorslaer. 2017. ‘Did 
Contracting Effect the Use of Primary Health Care Units in Pakistan?’ Health Policy and 
Planning 32 (7): 1032–41. https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czx040. 

McFarlane, Judith, Rozina Karmaliani, Hussain Maqbool Ahmed Khuwaja, Saleema 
Gulzar, Rozina Somani, Tazeen Saeed Ali, Yasmeen H. Somani, et al. 2017. ‘Preventing 
Peer Violence Against Children: Methods and Baseline Data of a Cluster Randomized 
Controlled Trial in Pakistan.’ Global Health: Science and Practice 5 (1): 115–37. 
https://doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-16-00215. 

Michelitch, Kirstin, and Keith Weghorst. 2021. Impact Evaluation of an Intensive Journalism 
Training Activity in Tanzania : Final Report. USAID. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2010.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.09.021
https://doi.org/10.1080/00074918.2014.980378
https://scholar.harvard.edu/files/asadliaqat/files/lg_elections.pdf
https://www.yangyangzhou.com/s/EfficacyRole_JEPS_final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2020.47
https://extranet.sioe.org/uploads/sioe2017/madajewicz_tompsett_habib.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2020.102609
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czx040
https://doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-16-00215


 

46 

 

https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00XM2D.pdf. 

Montinola, Gabriella R., Matthew S. Winters, Masaru Kohno, and Ronald D. Holmes. 
2021. ‘Tax Reform and Demands for Accountability in the Philippines.’ Journal of 
Southeast Asian Economies 38 (1): 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1355/ae38-1a. 

Nkonya, Ephraim, Dayo Phillip, Tewodaj Mogues, John Pender, and Edward Kato. 2008. 
From the Ground up: Impacts of a Pro-Poor Community-Driven Development Project in 
Nigeria. 40. Agriculture and Rural Development Discussion Paper. Washington, DC: World 
Bank. 

Nkonya, Ephraim, Dayo Phillip, Tewodaj Mogues, John Pender, and Edward Kato. 2012. 
‘Impacts of Community-Driven Development Programs on Income and Asset Acquisition in 
Africa: The Case of Nigeria.’ World Development 40 (9): 1824–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2012.04.028. 

Nkonya, Ephraim, Dayo Philip, Tewodaj Mogues, John Pender, Muhammed Kuta Yahata, 
Gbenga Adebowale, Tunji Arokoyo, and Edward Kato. 2008. Impacts of a Pro-Poor 
Community-Driven Development Project in Nigeria. Working Paper 756. IFPRI Discussion 
Paper. International Food Policy Research Institute. https://www.ifpri.org/publication/ground. 

Orbeta Jr, Aniceto C., Vicente B. Paqueo, and Bilal Siddiqi. 2021a. Impacts of Judicial 
Reform in Criminal Case Procedures on Court Congestion in the Philippines. 3ie Impact 
Evaluation Report 131. New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 
https://doi.org/10.23846/PWPIE131. 

Orbeta Jr, Aniceto C., Vicente B. Paqueo, and Bilal Siddiqi. 2021b. Impacts of Judicial 
Reform in Small Claims Procedures on Court Congestion in the Philippines. 3ie Impact 
Evaluation Report 132. New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 
https://doi.org/10.23846/PWPIE132. 

Orbeta, Aniceto, Vicente Paqueo, Bilal Siddiqi, and Nassreena Sampaco-Baddiri. 2021. 
Impacts of Judicial Reform in Criminal Case Procedures on Court Congestion in the 
Philippines. Innovations for Poverty Action. https://poverty-action.org/study/impacts-
judicial-reform-criminal-case-procedures-court-congestion-philippines. 

International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 2021. Impacts of Judicial Reforms to 
Address Court Congestion and Delays in Justice in the Philippines. Brief. New Delhi: 
International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). https://www.3ieimpact.org/evidence-
hub/publications/impact-evaluation/impacts-judicial-reforms-address-court-congestion-and. 

Peisakhin, Leonid. 2012. ‘Transparency and Corruption: Evidence from India.’ The Journal 
of Law and Economics 55 (1): 129–49. https://doi.org/10.1086/663727. 

Peisakhin, Leonid, and Paul Pinto. 2010. ‘Is Transparency an Effective Anti-Corruption 
Strategy? Evidence from a Field Experiment in India.’ Regulation & Governance 4 (3): 
261–80. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-5991.2010.01081.x. 

https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00XM2D.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1355/ae38-1a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2012.04.028
https://www.ifpri.org/publication/ground
https://doi.org/10.23846/PWPIE131
https://doi.org/10.23846/PWPIE132
https://poverty-action.org/study/impacts-judicial-reform-criminal-case-procedures-court-congestion-philippines
https://poverty-action.org/study/impacts-judicial-reform-criminal-case-procedures-court-congestion-philippines
https://www.3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/publications/impact-evaluation/impacts-judicial-reforms-address-court-congestion-and
https://www.3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/publications/impact-evaluation/impacts-judicial-reforms-address-court-congestion-and
https://doi.org/10.1086/663727
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-5991.2010.01081.x


 

47 

 

Pretari, Alexia. 2019. Active Citizenship in Tanzania: Impact Evaluation of the 
‘Governance and Accountability through Digitalization’ Project. Oxfam GB. 
https://doi.org/10.21201/2019.4764. 

Rao, Vijayendra, Kripa Ananthpur, and Kabir Malik. 2017. ‘The Anatomy of Failure: An 
Ethnography of a Randomized Trial to Deepen Democracy in Rural India.’ World 
Development 99 (November): 481–97. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.05.037. 

Rogger, Daniel. 2018. The Consequences of Political Interference in Bureaucratic 
Decision Making. Policy Research Working Paper 8554. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
http://hdl.handle.net/10986/30244. 

Sahin, Nusret, Anthony A. Braga, Robert Apel, and Rod K. Brunson. 2017. ‘The Impact of 
Procedurally-Just Policing on Citizen Perceptions of Police During Traffic Stops: The 
Adana Randomized Controlled Trial. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 33 (4): 701–26. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-016-9308-7. 

Sayuti, S.D., and M. Aras. 2016. ‘Effect of the 2014 Election Campaign Material in 
Increasing Beginner Voters’ Knowledge among Students.’ Pertanika Journal of Social 
Sciences & Humanities 24 (July): 19–26. 

Solon, Orville, John W. Peabody, Kimberly Woo, Stella A. Quimbo, Jhiedon Florentino, 
and Riti Shimkhada. 2009. ‘An Evaluation of the Cost-Effectiveness of Policy Navigators to 
Improve Access to Care for the Poor in the Philippines.’ Health Policy (Amsterdam, 
Netherlands) 92 (1): 89–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2008.10.010. 

Tsai, Lily L., Nina McMurry, and Swetha Rajeswaran. 2018. The Effect of Civic Leadership 
Training on Citizen Engagement and Government Responsiveness: Experimental 
Evidence from the Philippines. Research Report 34. Brighton: Institute of Development 
Studies. https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/handle/20.500.12413/13471. 

Uddin, Md Eklas, Joby George, Shamim Jahan, Zubair Shams, Nazmul Haque, and Henry 
B. Perry. 2021. ‘Learnings From a Pilot Study to Strengthen Primary Health Care Services: 
The Community-Clinic-Centered Health Service Model in Barishal District, Bangladesh.’ 
Global Health: Science and Practice 9 (Supplement 1): S179–89. 
https://doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-20-00466. 

Vaillant, Julia, Estelle Koussoubé, Danielle Roth, Rachael Pierotti, Mazeda Hossain, and 
Kathryn L. Falb. 2020. ‘Engaging Men to Transform Inequitable Gender Attitudes and 
Prevent Intimate Partner Violence: A Cluster Randomised Controlled Trial in North and 
South Kivu, Democratic Republic of Congo.’ BMJ Global Health 5 (5): e002223. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2019-002223. 

Wisler, Dominique, Silva Monti-Ohannessian, and Rafael Avila Coya. 2021. ‘Impacts of 
Community Policing on Security: Evidence from Mbujimayi in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo.’ Police Practice and Research 22 (1): 522–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15614263.2019.1699409. 

https://doi.org/10.21201/2019.4764
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.05.037
http://hdl.handle.net/10986/30244
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-016-9308-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2008.10.010
https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/handle/20.500.12413/13471
https://doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-20-00466
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2019-002223
https://doi.org/10.1080/15614263.2019.1699409


 

48 

 

Qualitative evaluations 
Bakibinga, Pauline, Remare Ettarh, Abdhalah K. Ziraba, Catherine Kyobutungi, Eva 
Kamande, Nicholas Ngomi, and Jane Osindo. 2014. ‘The Effect of Enhanced Public–
Private Partnerships on Maternal, Newborn and Child Health Services and Outcomes in 
Nairobi–Kenya: The PAMANECH Quasi-Experimental Research Protocol.’ BMJ Open 4 
(10): e006608. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006608. 

Hearn, Simon, Anne L. Buffardi, Ancilla Irwan, and Kwan Men Yon. 2016. Civil Society and 
Justice Reform in Indonesia an Evaluation of the Australia Indonesia Partnership for 
Justice. London: Overseas Development Institute. https://odi.org/en/about/our-work/civil-
society-and-justice-reform-in-indonesia-an-evaluation-of-the-australia-indonesia-
partnership-for-justice/. 

Long, James, and Pranab Panday. 2021. Evaluation Results of ‘Citizen Voice and Action’ 
Nobo Jatra Program, World Vision Bangladesh. USAID and World Vision. 
https://www.wvi.org/publications/research/bangladesh/evaluation-results-cva-nobo-jatra-
wv-bangladesh. 

Smith, Richard, Humaira Aziz, and Joe Sutcliffe. 2018. Outcome Harvesting Evaluation 
OIKKO (Unity): Bangladesh. Care. https://www.careevaluations.org/evaluation/outcome-
harvesting-evaluation-oikko-unity-bangladesh/. 

Zehner, Carnsten, and Khalid Mehmood. 2021. Central Project Evaluation: Support to 
Local Governance (LoGo), Pakistan. Evaluation Report. Bonn: Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH. https://mia.giz.de/qlink/ID=248428000. 

Zehner, Carnsten, and Khalid Mehmood. 2021a. Central Project Evaluation - At a Glance: 
Support to Local Governance (LoGo), Pakistan. Brief report. Bonn: Deutsche Gesellschaft 
für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH. https://mia.giz.de/qlink/ID=248428000. 

Zehner, Carsten, and Khalid Mehmood. 2021b. Central Project Evaluation - Executive 
Summary. Support to Local Governance (LoGo). German Federal Ministry of Economic 
Cooperation and Development (BMZ). 

Other references 

Afridi, Farzana, Vegard Iversen, and M. R. Sharan. 2017. ‘Women Political Leaders, 
Corruption, and Learning: Evidence from a Large Public Program in India.’ Economic 
Development and Cultural Change 66 (1): 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1086/693679. 

Afzal, Madiha. 2014. ‘Do Barriers to Candidacy Reduce Political Competition? Evidence 
from a Bachelor’s Degree Requirement for Legislators in Pakistan.’ Public Choice 161 
(1/2): 51–72. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-013-0126-2. 

Ahmed, Firoz, Roland Hodler, and Asadul Islam. 2020. Voting or Abstaining in ‘Managed’ 
Elections? A Field Experiment in Bangladesh. CEPR Press Discussion Paper 14608. 
London: Centre for Economic Policy Research. https://cepr.org/publications/dp14608. 

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006608
https://odi.org/en/about/our-work/civil-society-and-justice-reform-in-indonesia-an-evaluation-of-the-australia-indonesia-partnership-for-justice/
https://odi.org/en/about/our-work/civil-society-and-justice-reform-in-indonesia-an-evaluation-of-the-australia-indonesia-partnership-for-justice/
https://odi.org/en/about/our-work/civil-society-and-justice-reform-in-indonesia-an-evaluation-of-the-australia-indonesia-partnership-for-justice/
https://www.wvi.org/publications/research/bangladesh/evaluation-results-cva-nobo-jatra-wv-bangladesh
https://www.wvi.org/publications/research/bangladesh/evaluation-results-cva-nobo-jatra-wv-bangladesh
https://www.careevaluations.org/evaluation/outcome-harvesting-evaluation-oikko-unity-bangladesh/
https://www.careevaluations.org/evaluation/outcome-harvesting-evaluation-oikko-unity-bangladesh/
https://mia.giz.de/qlink/ID=248428000
https://mia.giz.de/qlink/ID=248428000
https://doi.org/10.1086/693679
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-013-0126-2
https://cepr.org/publications/dp14608


 

49 

 

Aker, Jenny C., Paul Collier, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2017. ‘Is Information Power? Using 
Mobile Phones and Free Newspapers during an Election in Mozambique.’ The Review of 
Economics and Statistics 99 (2): 185–200. https://doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00611. 

Alan, Sule, Ceren Baysan, Mert Gumren, and Elif Kubilay. 2020. Building Inter-Ethnic 
Cohesion in Schools: An Intervention on Perspective-Taking. HCEO Working Paper 2020–
009. Chicago, IL: HCEO Human Capital and Economic Opportunity Global Working 
Group. https://hceconomics.uchicago.edu/research/working-paper/building-inter-ethnic-
cohesion-schools-intervention-perspective-taking. 

Aldrich, Daniel P. 2012. ‘Radio as the Voice of God: Peace and Tolerance Radio 
Programming’s Impact on Norms.’ Perspectives on Terrorism 6 (6): 34–60. 

Altindag, Duha T., Elif S. Filiz, and Erdal Tekin. 2020. ‘Does It Matter How and How Much 
Politicians Are Paid?’ Economica 87 (348): 1105–32. https://doi.org/10.1111/ecca.12336. 

Amnesty International. 2004. Amnesty International Report 2004 - Pakistan. 
https://www.refworld.org/docid/40b5a1fe0.html. 

Arora, Ashna. 2018. ‘Essays on Labor and Development Economics.’ PhD diss., Columbia 
University. https://doi.org/10.7916/D80S15SQ. 

Ashraf, Nava, Oriana Bandiera, Edward Davenport, and Scott S. Lee. 2020. ‘Losing 
Prosociality in the Quest for Talent? Sorting, Selection, and Productivity in the Delivery of 
Public Services.’ American Economic Review 110 (5): 1355–94. 
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20180326. 

Aydogan, Evren, Esra Bakkalbasioglu, Tugba Bozcaga, and Aytug Sasmaz. 2018. The 
Effects of Efficiency-Increasing Reforms in Rural Governance: Evidence from a Quasi-
Experiment in Türkiye. Pre-Analysis Plan. Working Paper. https://osf.io/6hjf3. 

Bakibinga, Pauline, Remare Ettarh, Abdhalah K. Ziraba, Catherine Kyobutungi, Eva 
Kamande, Nicholas Ngomi, and Jane Osindo. 2014. ‘The Effect of Enhanced Public–
Private Partnerships on Maternal, Newborn and Child Health Services and Outcomes in 
Nairobi–Kenya: The PAMANECH Quasi-Experimental Research Protocol.’ BMJ Open 4 
(10): e006608. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006608. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Rema Hanna, Jordan C. Kyle, Benjamin A. Olken, and Sudarno 
Sumarto. 2015. The Power of Transparency: Information, Identification Cards, and Food 
Subsidy Programs in Indonesia. Faculty Research Working Paper RWP15-010. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Kennedy School. 
https://www.hks.harvard.edu/publications/power-transparency-information-identification-
cards-and-food-subsidy-programs. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Clément A. C. Imbert, and Rohini Pande. 2016. Entry, Exit 
and Candidate Selection: Evidence from India. Working Paper. https://editorialexpress.com/ 
cgi-bin/conference/download.cgi?db_name=CSAE2017&paper_id=1090. 

https://doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00611
https://hceconomics.uchicago.edu/research/working-paper/building-inter-ethnic-cohesion-schools-intervention-perspective-taking
https://hceconomics.uchicago.edu/research/working-paper/building-inter-ethnic-cohesion-schools-intervention-perspective-taking
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecca.12336
https://doi.org/10.7916/D80S15SQ
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20180326
https://osf.io/6hjf3
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006608
https://www.hks.harvard.edu/publications/power-transparency-information-identification-cards-and-food-subsidy-programs
https://www.hks.harvard.edu/publications/power-transparency-information-identification-cards-and-food-subsidy-programs
https://editorialexpress.com/cgi-bin/conference/download.cgi?db_name=CSAE2017&paper_id=1090
https://editorialexpress.com/cgi-bin/conference/download.cgi?db_name=CSAE2017&paper_id=1090


 

50 

 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Rema Hanna, Jordan Kyle, Benjamin A. Olken, and Sudarno Sumarto. 
2019. ‘Private Outsourcing and Competition: Subsidized Food Distribution in Indonesia.’ 
Journal of Political Economy 127 (1): 101–37. https://doi.org/10.1086/700734. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Clément Imbert, Santhosh Mathew, and Rohini Pande. 
2020. ‘E-Governance, Accountability, and Leakage in Public Programs: Experimental 
Evidence from a Financial Management Reform in India.’ American Economic Journal: 
Applied Economics 12 (4): 39–72. https://doi.org/10.1257/app.20180302. 

Banerjee, Abhijit, Raghabendra Chattopadhyay, Esther Duflo, Daniel Keniston, and Nina 
Singh. 2021. ‘Improving Police Performance in Rajasthan, India: Experimental Evidence 
on Incentives, Managerial Autonomy, and Training.’ American Economic Journal: 
Economic Policy 13 (1): 36–66. https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20190664. 

Barends, Eric, D Rousseau, and Rob Briner. 2017. CEBMa Guideline for Rapid Evidence 
Assessments in Management and Organizations. Center for Evidence Based 
Management. https://cebma.org/wp-content/uploads/CEBMa-REA-Guideline.pdf. 

BBC News. 2015. ‘John Magufuli - Tanzania’s “Bulldozer” President in Profile.’ BBC News, 
October 29, 2015. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-34670983. 

Begg, Colin B., and Madhuchhanda Mazumdar. 1994. ‘Operating Characteristics of a 
Rank Correlation Test for Publication Bias.’ Biometrics 50 (4): 1088–1101. 

Benyishay, Ariel, Lisa Mueller, Katherine Nolan, and Phillip Roessler. 2019. Impact 
Evaluation of the Niger Participatory & Responsive Governance Project: Final Report. 
Williamsburg, VA: USAID and AidData at William & Mary. 
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/ 
impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-final-report. 

Berretta, Miriam, Charlotte Lane, Katherine Garcia, Ingunn Storhaug, Jane Hammaker, 
Douglas Glandon, L Adams, and John Eyers. 2021. Strengthening Civil Society: An 
Evidence Gap Map Report. New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 

Berretta, Miriam, Charlotte Lane, Katherine Garcia, Ingunn Storhaug, Sanghwa Lee, Jane 
Hammaker, Douglas Glandon, Tomasz Kozakiewicz, and John Eyers. 2022. Independent 
Media and Free Flow of Information: An Evidence Gap Map Report. New Delhi: 
International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 

Binda, Francesca, Andrew Ellis, Goran Fejic, Guido Galli, Yash Ghai, and Ben Reilly. 
2005. Policy Options for Democratic Reforms. Democracy in the Making: Key Options in 
Iraq’s Democratisation Process. Sweden: IDEA. https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/ 
publications/democracy-in-the-making-key-options-in-iraqs-democratization-proces.pdf. 

Birdsall, Nancy, James Fishkin, Faraz Haqqi, Abel Kinyondo, Mujobu Moyo, Jennifer 
Richmond, and Justin Sandefur. 2018. How Should Tanzania Use Its Natural Gas? 
Citizens’ Views from a Nationwide Deliberative Poll. Impact Evaluation Report 70. New 

https://doi.org/10.1086/700734
https://doi.org/10.1257/app.20180302
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20190664
https://cebma.org/wp-content/uploads/CEBMa-REA-Guideline.pdf
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-34670983
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-final-report
https://www.aiddata.org/publications/impact-evaluation-of-the-niger-participatory-responsive-governance-project-final-report
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/publications/democracy-in-the-making-key-options-in-iraqs-democratization-proces.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/publications/democracy-in-the-making-key-options-in-iraqs-democratization-proces.pdf


 

51 

 

Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 
https://doi.org/10.23846/OW8.IE70. 

Siemieniuk, Reed, and Gordon Guyatt. n.d. ‘What Is GRADE?’ BMJ. 
https://bestpractice.bmj.com/info/toolkit/learn-ebm/what-is-grade/. 

Borenstein, Michael, Larry Hedges, Julian Higgins, and Hannah Rothstein. 2009. 
‘Introduction to Meta-Analysis.’ International Statistical Review 77 (3): 478–79. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-5823.2009.00095_15.x. 

BTI. 2008a. Nigeria Country Report. BTI. https://bti-
project.org/fileadmin/api/content/en/downloads/reports/country_report_2008_NGA.pdf. 

BTI. 2008b. Philippines Country Report 2008. BTI. https://bti-
project.org/fileadmin/api/content/en/downloads/reports/country_report_2008_PHL.pdf. 

BTI. 2010. Niger Country Report 2010. BTI. https://bti-
project.org/fileadmin/api/content/en/downloads/reports/country_report_2010_NER.pdf. 

BTI. 2022a. BTI 2022: Nigeria. BTI. https://bti-project.org/en/reports/country-
dashboard?isocode=NGA&cHash=06f85c0e2b2419bf6a35700e89cc1424. 

BTI. 2022b. BTI 2022 Pakistan Country Report. BTI. https://bti-
project.org/en/reports/country-
report?isocode=PAK&cHash=229dc25e9eab160f25556d0216ea4641. 

BTI. 2022c. BTI 2022: Philippines. BTI. https://bti-project.org/en/reports/country-
dashboard?isocode=PHL&cHash=e3f465024b784fed8ed791b2fb5c1396. 

Bunbongkarn, Suchit. 2004. ‘The Role of Civil Society in Democracy Transition in Asia.’ In. 
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/THE-ROLE-OF-CIVIL-SOCIETY-IN-
DEMOCRATIC-IN-ASIA-Bunbongkarn/4035091f5f57a715951e8b40fa6105ee27283155. 

Buril, Fernanda. 2022. ‘Is Democracy Assistance Sustainable? What 25 Years of 
Programs Has Taught Us.’ The International Foundation for Electoral Systems. May 5, 
2022. https://www.ifes.org/news/democracy-assistance-sustainable-what-25-years-
programs-has-taught-us. 

Bush, Sarah Sunn. 2015. The Taming of Democracy Assistance: Why Democracy 
Promotion Does Not Confront Dictators. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107706934. 

Capuno, Joseph J., and Ma. M. Garcia. 2010. ‘Can Information about Local Government 
Performance Induce Civic Participation? Evidence from the Philippines.’ The Journal of 
Development Studies 46 (4): 624–43. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220380903023521. 

Carothers, Thomas. 2015. ‘Democracy Aid at 25: Time to Choose.’ Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace (blog). January 13, 2015. 

https://doi.org/10.23846/OW8.IE70
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-5823.2009.00095_15.x
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/THE-ROLE-OF-CIVIL-SOCIETY-IN-DEMOCRATIC-IN-ASIA-Bunbongkarn/4035091f5f57a715951e8b40fa6105ee27283155
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/THE-ROLE-OF-CIVIL-SOCIETY-IN-DEMOCRATIC-IN-ASIA-Bunbongkarn/4035091f5f57a715951e8b40fa6105ee27283155
https://www.ifes.org/news/democracy-assistance-sustainable-what-25-years-programs-has-taught-us
https://www.ifes.org/news/democracy-assistance-sustainable-what-25-years-programs-has-taught-us
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107706934
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220380903023521


 

52 

 

https://carnegieendowment.org/2015/01/13/ 
democracy-aid-at-25-time-to-choose-pub-57701. 

Carothers, Thomas, and Benjamin Press. 2022. ‘Understanding and Responding to Global 
Democratic Backsliding’. Working Paper 34. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 

Carter Center. 2011. ‘Presidential and Legislative Elections in the Democratic Republic of 
the Congo.’ https://www.cartercenter.org/resources/pdfs/news/peace 
_publications/election_reports/drc-112811-elections-final-rpt.pdf. 

Carter Center. 2021. ‘Election Standards.’ 2021. https://eos.cartercenter.org/parts/9. 

Chadha, Nishant, and Soma Wadhwa. 2018. ‘Impact of an Adult Literacy Programme on 
the Personal and Public Lives of Women: Evidence from India.’ Journal of South Asian 
Development 13 (1): 82–111. https://doi.org/10.1177/0973174118764930. 

Chatiza, Kudzai, and Virginia Makanza. 2017. ‘Impacting Local Democracy.’ 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/323812657_Impacting_Local_Democracy_Capa
city_Building_of_Local_Governments_in_Zimbabwe 

Cheema, Ali, Sarah Khan, Asad Liaqat, and Shandana Khan Mohmand. 2023. 
‘Canvassing the Gatekeepers: A Field Experiment to Increase Women Voters’ Turnout in 
Pakistan.’ American Political Science Review 117 (1): 1–21. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055422000375. 

Cheeseman, Nic, and Caryn Peiffer. 2022. ‘Why Efforts to Fight Corruption Can 
Undermine the Social Contract: Lessons from a Survey Experiment in Nigeria.’ 
Governance 22:1–17. Accessed March 31, 2023. https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12720. 

Chemin, Matthieu. 2009. ‘The Impact of the Judiciary on Entrepreneurship: Evaluation of 
Pakistan’s “Access to Justice Programme.”’ Journal of Public Economics 93 (1): 114–25. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2008.05.005. 

Collier, Paul, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2014. ‘Votes and Violence: Evidence from a Field 
Experiment in Nigeria.’ The Economic Journal 124 (574): F327–55. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12109. 

Collins, Alexandra, Deborah Coughlin, James Miller, and Stuart Kirk. 2015. The 
Production of Quick Scoping Reviews and Rapid Evidence Assessments: A How to Guide. 
Joint Water Evidence Group. 

CORDIS. 2023. ‘Mobilising for Democracy – the Power of Social Movements and Civil 
Society.’ European Commission. 2023. https://cordis.europa.eu/article/id/ 
197534-mobilising-for-democracy-the-power-of-social-movements-and-civil-society. 

Council of Europe. 2022. ‘Digitalisation - Democracy Here. Democracy Now.’ (blog). 
https://www.coe.int/en/web/democracy-here-now/digitalisation. 

https://carnegieendowment.org/2015/01/13/democracy-aid-at-25-time-to-choose-pub-57701
https://carnegieendowment.org/2015/01/13/democracy-aid-at-25-time-to-choose-pub-57701
https://www.cartercenter.org/resources/pdfs/news/peace_publications/election_reports/drc-112811-elections-final-rpt.pdf
https://www.cartercenter.org/resources/pdfs/news/peace_publications/election_reports/drc-112811-elections-final-rpt.pdf
https://eos.cartercenter.org/parts/9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0973174118764930
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/323812657_Impacting_Local_Democracy_Capacity_Building_of_Local_Governments_in_Zimbabwe
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/323812657_Impacting_Local_Democracy_Capacity_Building_of_Local_Governments_in_Zimbabwe
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055422000375
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12720
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2008.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12109
https://cordis.europa.eu/article/id/197534-mobilising-for-democracy-the-power-of-social-movements-and-civil-society
https://cordis.europa.eu/article/id/197534-mobilising-for-democracy-the-power-of-social-movements-and-civil-society
https://www.coe.int/en/web/democracy-here-now/digitalisation


 

53 

 

Council of Europe. 2023. ‘About Participatory Democracy.’ 
https://www.coe.int/en/web/participatory-democracy/about-participatory-democracy. 

de Almeida, Tiago Filipe de L. S. 2013. The Impact of National and International 
Observers in Democratic Elections: A Randomized Control Trial from the Mozambican 
Elections of 2009. Working Paper. 
https://run.unl.pt/bitstream/10362/11590/1/Almeida_2014.pdf. 

Diamond, Larry. 2004. ‘What Civil Society Can Do to Develop Democracy.’ Presentation to 
NGO Leaders, February 10, 2004, Convention Center, Baghdad. Stanford University. 
https://diamond-democracy.stanford.edu/speaking/speeches/what-civil-society-can-do-
develop-democracy. 

EISA. 2022. ‘EISA Zambia Country Profile.’ https://www.eisa.org/wep/zambia.htm. 

European Partnership for Democracy. 2020. ‘Programming for Democracy: A How-to 
Guide for Supporting Democratic Governance.’ 

Faguet, Jean-Paul. 2005. ‘The Effects of Decentralisation on Public Investment: Evidence 
and Four Lessons from Bolivia and Colombia.’ https://www.lse.ac.uk/international-
development/Assets/Documents/PDFs/csrc-working-papers-phase-one/wp62-effects-of-
decentralisation-on-public-investment.pdf 

Fenton Villar, Paul. 2022. Structured Literature Reviews: Building Transparency and Trust 
in Standards of Reporting Evidence. IEG Methods and Evaluation Capacity Development 
Working Paper Series. Washington, DC: Independent Evaluation Group, World Bank. 

Fernandez, Chloe, Ann Laudati, Eric Mvukiyehe, and Peter Van der Windt. 2020. 
Improving Local Service Provision Delivery in Eastern Congo: An Impact Evaluation of the 
Tuungane 2+ Interventions. 
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/815961604651656391/pdf/Improving-Local-
Accountability-in-Eastern-Congo-An-Impact-Evaluation-of-the-Tuungane-2-Plus-
Interventions.pdf 

Freedom House. 2019. Social and Behavior Change: Democracy, Human Rights and 
Governance. Freedom House. 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5b4c60f0f8370a1efdc82bdb/t/5e9b44dd6271da344
1566070/1587234014294/AO_REPORT_FREEDOM_HOUSE.pdf. 

Freedom House. 2020. Philippines: Freedom in the World 2020 Country Report. Freedom 
House. https://freedomhouse.org/country/philippines/freedom-world/2020. 

Freedom House. 2021a. Tanzania: Freedom in the World 2021 Country Report. Freedom 
House. https://freedomhouse.org/country/tanzania/freedom-world/2021. 

Freedom House. 2021b. Turkey: Freedom in the World 2021 Country Report. Freedom 
House. https://freedomhouse.org/country/turkey/freedom-world/2021. 

https://www.coe.int/en/web/participatory-democracy/about-participatory-democracy
https://run.unl.pt/bitstream/10362/11590/1/Almeida_2014.pdf
https://diamond-democracy.stanford.edu/speaking/speeches/what-civil-society-can-do-develop-democracy
https://diamond-democracy.stanford.edu/speaking/speeches/what-civil-society-can-do-develop-democracy
https://www.eisa.org/wep/zambia.htm
https://www.lse.ac.uk/international-development/Assets/Documents/PDFs/csrc-working-papers-phase-one/wp62-effects-of-decentralisation-on-public-investment.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/international-development/Assets/Documents/PDFs/csrc-working-papers-phase-one/wp62-effects-of-decentralisation-on-public-investment.pdf
https://www.lse.ac.uk/international-development/Assets/Documents/PDFs/csrc-working-papers-phase-one/wp62-effects-of-decentralisation-on-public-investment.pdf
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/815961604651656391/pdf/Improving-Local-Accountability-in-Eastern-Congo-An-Impact-Evaluation-of-the-Tuungane-2-Plus-Interventions.pdf
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/815961604651656391/pdf/Improving-Local-Accountability-in-Eastern-Congo-An-Impact-Evaluation-of-the-Tuungane-2-Plus-Interventions.pdf
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/815961604651656391/pdf/Improving-Local-Accountability-in-Eastern-Congo-An-Impact-Evaluation-of-the-Tuungane-2-Plus-Interventions.pdf


 

54 

 

Freedom House. 2022a. Kenya: Freedom in the World 2022 Country Report. Freedom 
House. https://freedomhouse.org/country/kenya/freedom-world/2022. 

Freedom House. 2022b. Mozambique: Freedom in the World 2022 Country Report. 
Freedom House. https://freedomhouse.org/country/mozambique/freedom-world/2022. 

Freedom House. 2022c. Pakistan: Freedom in the World 2022 Country Report. Freedom 
House. https://freedomhouse.org/country/pakistan/freedom-world/2022. 

Gaikwad, Nikhar, and Gareth Nellis. 2021. ‘Overcoming the Political Exclusion of Migrants: 
Theory and Experimental Evidence from India.’ American Political Science Review 115 
(4): 1129–46. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055421000435. 

Gaikwad, Nikhar, Gareth Nellis, and Anjali Thomas. 2023. Pipe Dreams: How Bureaucratic 
Hurdles and Identity Politics Shape Public Service Access in Urban India. Working Paper. 
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4371332. 

Ganann, Rebecca, Donna Ciliska, and Helen Thomas. 2010. ‘Expediting Systematic 
Reviews: Methods and Implications of Rapid Reviews.’ Implementation Science 5 (56). 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-56. 

Goldfaden, Marissa B. 2011. ‘The State of Democracy in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo.’ Inquiries Journal 3 (04). http://www.inquiriesjournal.com/articles/520/the-state-of-
democracy-in-the-democratic-republic-of-congo. 

Gonzalez Parrao, Constanza, Cem Yavuz, Etienne Lwamba, Charlotte Lane, Saad Gulzar, 
Miriam Berretta, Katherine Quant, John Eyers, and Douglas Glandon. 2022a. Promoting 
Political Competition through Electoral Processes in Low- and Middle-Income Countries: 
An Evidence Gap Map Report. New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation 
(3ie). 

Gonzalez Parrao, Constanza, Etienne Lwamba, Lina Khan, Ashiqun Nabi, Malte Lierl, 
Miriam Berretta, Jane Hammaker, et al. 2022b. Strengthening Good Governance in Low- 
and Middle-Income Countries: An Evidence Gap Map Report. New Delhi: International 
Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 

Grácio, Matilde, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2021. ‘Information, Get-out-the-Vote Messages, 
and Peer Influence: Causal Effects on Political Behavior in Mozambique.’ Journal of 
Development Economics 151 (June): 102665. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2021.102665. 

Haim, Dotan, Nico Ravanilla, and Renard Sexton. 2020. When Can Public Service 
Delivery De-Escalate Conflict? A Field Experiment in the Philippines: Preliminary Pre-
Analysis Plan. Working Paper. 

Haim, Dotan, Nico Ravanilla, and Renard Sexton. 2021. ‘Sustained Government 
Engagement Improves Subsequent Pandemic Risk Reporting In Conflict Zones.’ American 
Political Science Review 115 (2): 717–24. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420001148. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055421000435
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4371332
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-56
http://www.inquiriesjournal.com/articles/520/the-state-of-democracy-in-the-democratic-republic-of-congo
http://www.inquiriesjournal.com/articles/520/the-state-of-democracy-in-the-democratic-republic-of-congo
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2021.102665
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420001148


 

55 

 

Hartling, Lisa, Jeanne-Marie Guise, Elisabeth Kato, Johanna Anderson, Naomi Aronson, 
Suzanne Belinson, Elise Berliner, et al. 2015. EPC Methods: An Exploration of Methods 
and Context for the Production of Rapid Reviews. AHRQ Comparative Effectiveness 
Reviews. Rockville (MD): Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (US). 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK274092/. 

Hasnain, Zahid, Nick Manning, and Jan Henryk Pierskalla. 2012. Performance-Related 
Pay in the Public Sector: A Review of Theory and Evidence. 

Hearn, Simon, Anne L. Buffardi, Ancilla Irwan, and Kwan Men Yon. 2016. Civil Society and 
Justice Reform in Indonesia an Evaluation of the Australia Indonesia Partnership for 
Justice. London: Overseas Development Institute. https://odi.org/en/about/our-work/civil-
society-and-justice-reform-in-indonesia-an-evaluation-of-the-australia-indonesia-
partnership-for-justice/. 

Hensing, Jakob, and Melissa Li. 2023. ‘Rethinking Democracy and Civil Society Support in 
Acute Crises.’ Carnegie Europe (blog). https://carnegieeurope.eu/2023/04/11/rethinking-
democracy-and-civil-society-support-in-acute-crises-pub-89441. 

Higgins, Julia, James Thomas, Jacqueline Chandler, Miranda Cumpston, Tianjng Li, 
Matthew Page, and Vivian Welch (editors). Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews 
of Interventions version 6.3. Cochrane. https://training.cochrane.org/handbook/current. 

Hope, Kempe Ronald, Sr. 2009. ‘Capacity Development for Good Governance in 
Developing Societies: Lessons from the Field.’ Development in Practice 19 (1): 79–86. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09614520802576401. 

Hope, Kempe Ronald, Sr. 2017. ‘Fighting Corruption in Developing Countries: Some 
Aspects of Policy from Lessons from the Field.’ Journal of Public Affairs 17 (4): e1683. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.1683. 

Huber, Daniela. 2015. Democracy Promotion and Foreign Policy. 
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1057/9781137414472. 

Hughes, Karl. 2012. Effectiveness Review: We Can Campaign, Bangladesh. Oxfam GB. 
https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/effectiveness-review-we-can-campaign-
bangladesh-247213/. 

Human Rights Watch. 2014. ‘Bangladesh: Elections Scarred by Violence’. Human Rights 
Watch (blog). April 29, 2014. https://www.hrw.org/news/2014/04/29/bangladesh-elections-
scarred-violence. 

Human Rights Watch. 2015. ‘World Report 2015: Pakistan’. In World Report 2015. Human 
Rights Watch. https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2015/country-chapters/pakistan. 

Human Rights Watch. 2017. ‘Democratic Republic of Congo: Events of 2016’. In World 
Report 2017. Human Rights Watch. https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2017/country-
chapters/democratic-republic-congo. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK274092/
https://odi.org/en/about/our-work/civil-society-and-justice-reform-in-indonesia-an-evaluation-of-the-australia-indonesia-partnership-for-justice/
https://odi.org/en/about/our-work/civil-society-and-justice-reform-in-indonesia-an-evaluation-of-the-australia-indonesia-partnership-for-justice/
https://odi.org/en/about/our-work/civil-society-and-justice-reform-in-indonesia-an-evaluation-of-the-australia-indonesia-partnership-for-justice/
https://carnegieeurope.eu/2023/04/11/rethinking-democracy-and-civil-society-support-in-acute-crises-pub-89441
https://carnegieeurope.eu/2023/04/11/rethinking-democracy-and-civil-society-support-in-acute-crises-pub-89441
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook/current
https://doi.org/10.1080/09614520802576401
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.1683
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1057/9781137414472
https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/effectiveness-review-we-can-campaign-bangladesh-247213/
https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/effectiveness-review-we-can-campaign-bangladesh-247213/


 

56 

 

Human Rights Watch. 2019. ‘Bangladesh: Election Abuses Need Independent Probe’. 
Human Rights Watch (blog). January 2, 2019. 
https://www.hrw.org/news/2019/01/02/bangladesh-election-abuses-need-independent-
probe. 

Human Rights Watch. 2023a. World Report 2023. Human Right Watch. 
https://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/media_2023/01/World_Report_2023_WEBSPREAD
S_0.pdf. 

Human Rights Watch. 2023b. Turkey: Events of 2022. In World Report 2023. Human Right 
Watch. https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2023/country-chapters/turkey. 

Huntington, Samuel P. 1991. ‘How Countries Democratize.’ Political Science Quarterly 
106 (4): 579–616. https://doi.org/10.2307/2151795. 

International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (International IDEA). 2022. 
The Global State of Democracy 2022: Forging Social Contracts in a Time of Discontent. 
International IDEA. https://doi.org/10.31752/idea.2022.56. 

Islam, Syed Serajul. 2016. ‘Good Governance and Political Culture: A Case Study of 
Bangladesh.’ Intellectual Discourse 24 (2). 
https://journals.iium.edu.my/intdiscourse/index.php/id/article/view/913. 

Khan, Adnan, Sanval Nasim, Mahvish Shaukat, and Andreas Stegmann. 2021. ‘Building 
Trust in the State with Information: Evidence from Urban Punjab.’ Journal of Public 
Economics 202 (October): 104494. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2021.104494. 

Khan, Sarah. 2020. ‘Making Democracy Work for Women: Essays on Women’s Political 
Participation in Pakistan.’ PhD diss., Columbia University. https://doi.org/10.7916/d8-tj97-
6064. 

Khangura, Sara, Kristin Konnyu, Rob Cushman, Jeremy Grimshaw, and David Moher. 
2012. ‘Evidence Summaries: The Evolution of a Rapid Review Approach.’ Systematic 
Reviews 1 (1): 10. https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-1-10. 

Khwaja, Asim Ijaz, Osman Haq, Adnan Qadir Khan, Benjamin Olken, and Mahvish 
Shaukat. 2020. Rebuilding the Social Compact: Urban Service Delivery and Property 
Taxes in Pakistan. 3ie Impact Evaluation Report 117. New Delhi: International Initiative for 
Impact Evaluation (3ie). https://doi.org/10.23846/DPW1IE117. 

Kolstad, Ivar, and Arne Wiig. 2019. ‘How Does Information about Elite Tax Evasion Affect 
Political Participation: Experimental Evidence from Tanzania.’ The Journal of Development 
Studies 55 (4): 509–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2018.1448067. 

Kozakiewicz, Tomasz, Heather Van Buskirk, Amber Franich, Jane Hammaker, Sridevi 
Prasad, L Adams, and Douglas Glandon. 2022. The Effects of Human Rights Interventions 
on Rights-Related Outcomes: An Evidence Gap Map Report. New Delhi: International 
Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2151795
https://doi.org/10.31752/idea.2022.56
https://journals.iium.edu.my/intdiscourse/index.php/id/article/view/913
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2021.104494
https://doi.org/10.7916/d8-tj97-6064
https://doi.org/10.7916/d8-tj97-6064
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-1-10
https://doi.org/10.23846/DPW1IE117
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2018.1448067


 

57 

 

Labonne, Julien, and Robert S. Chase. 2011. ‘Do Community-Driven Development 
Projects Enhance Social Capital? Evidence from the Philippines.’ Journal of Development 
Economics 96 (2): 348–58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2010.08.016. 

Leeffers, Stefan, and Pedro C. Vicente. 2019. ‘Does Electoral Observation Influence 
Electoral Results? Experimental Evidence for Domestic and International Observers in 
Mozambique.’ World Development 114 (February): 42–58. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.09.021. 

Lewis, Blane D. 2014. ‘Indonesian Intergovernmental Performance Grants: An Empirical 
Assessment of Impact.’ Bulletin of Indonesian Economic Studies 50 (3): 415–33. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00074918.2014.980378. 

Liaqat, Asad, M. Callen, A. Cheema, A. Khan, Farooq Naseer, and Jacob N. Shapiro. 
2018. Political Connections and Vote Choice: Evidence from Pakistan.∗ Working Paper. 
https://scholar.harvard.edu/files/asadliaqat/files/lg_elections.pdf. 

LibertiesEU. 2023. ‘Access to Information: Importance, Expansion.’ Liberties.Eu (blog). 
January 16, 2023. https://www.liberties.eu/en/stories/access-to-information/44612. 

Lieberman, Evan, and Yang-Yang Zhou. 2022. ‘Self-Efficacy and Citizen Engagement in 
Development: Experimental Evidence from Tanzania.’ Journal of Experimental Political 
Science 9 (1): 46–63. https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2020.47. 

Lindberg, Staffan I., Michael Coppedge, John Gerring, and Jan Teorell. 2014. ‘V-Dem: A 
New Way to Measure Democracy.’ Journal of Democracy 25 (3): 159–69. 
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2014.0040. 

Long, James, and Pranab Panday. 2021. Evaluation Results of ‘Citizen Voice and Action’ 
Nobo Jatra Program, World Vision Bangladesh. USAID and World Vision. 
https://www.wvi.org/publications/research/bangladesh/evaluation-results-cva-nobo-jatra-
wv-bangladesh. 

Lwamba, Etienne, Pierre Marion, Ashiqun Nabi, Paul Fenton Villar, Mark Engelbert, and 
Birte Snilstveit. 2023. “The Effects of Democracy and Freedom Interventions in 
Democratic Backsliding Contexts: Evidence Gap Map and Protocol for a Rapid Evidence 
Assessment.” London: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 

Madajewicz, Malgosia, Anna Tompsett, and Md. Ahasan Habib. 2021. ‘How Does 
Delegating Decisions to Communities Affect the Provision and Use of a Public Service? 
Evidence from a Field Experiment in Bangladesh.’ Journal of Development Economics 150 
(May): 102609. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2020.102609. 

Malik, Muhammad Ashar, Ellen Van de Poel, and Eddy Van Doorslaer. 2017. ‘Did 
Contracting Effect the Use of Primary Health Care Units in Pakistan?’ Health Policy and 
Planning 32 (7): 1032–41. https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czx040. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2010.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.09.021
https://doi.org/10.1080/00074918.2014.980378
https://scholar.harvard.edu/files/asadliaqat/files/lg_elections.pdf
https://www.liberties.eu/en/stories/access-to-information/44612
https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2020.47
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2014.0040
https://www.wvi.org/publications/research/bangladesh/evaluation-results-cva-nobo-jatra-wv-bangladesh
https://www.wvi.org/publications/research/bangladesh/evaluation-results-cva-nobo-jatra-wv-bangladesh
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2020.102609
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czx040


 

58 

 

McFarlane, Judith, Rozina Karmaliani, Hussain Maqbool Ahmed Khuwaja, Saleema 
Gulzar, Rozina Somani, Tazeen Saeed Ali, Yasmeen H. Somani, et al. 2017. ‘Preventing 
Peer Violence Against Children: Methods and Baseline Data of a Cluster Randomized 
Controlled Trial in Pakistan.’ Global Health: Science and Practice 5 (1): 115–37. 
https://doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-16-00215. 

Meyerrose, Anna M. 2020. ‘The Unintended Consequences of Democracy Promotion: 
International Organizations and Democratic Backsliding.’ Comparative Political Studies 53 
(10–11): 1547–81. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414019897689. 

Michelitch, Kirstin, and Keith Weghorst. 2021. Impact Evaluation of an Intensive 
Journalism Training Activity in Tanzania: Final Report. USAID. 
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00XM2D.pdf. 

Miles, Matthew B., and Michael A. Huberman. 1994. Qualitative Data Analysis: An 
Expanded Sourcebook, 2nd Ed. CA, US: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Montinola, Gabriella R., Matthew S. Winters, Masaru Kohno, and Ronald D. Holmes. 
2021. ‘Tax Reform and Demands for Accountability in the Philippines.’ Journal of 
Southeast Asian Economies 38 (1): 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1355/ae38-1a. 

Mukhongo, Lynete Lusike, and Juliet Wambui Macharia. 2018. “Media, Democracy, and 
Political Change in Developing Countries.” In Media Influence: Breakthroughs in Research 
and Practice, edited by Information Resources Management Association, 165–75. 
Hershey, PA: IGI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-3929-2.ch009. 

Mullan, Rebecca J., David N. Flynn, Bo Carlberg, Imad M. Tleyjeh, Celia C. Kamath, 
Matthew L. LaBella, Patricia J. Erwin, Gordon H. Guyatt, and Victor M. Montori. 2009. 
‘Systematic Reviewers Commonly Contact Study Authors but Do so with Limited Rigor.’ 
Journal of Chronic Diseases 62 (2): 138–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2008.08.002. 

NDI. 2014. ‘Political Inclusion of Marginalized Groups.’ January 15, 2014. 
https://www.ndi.org/political-inclusion-of-marginalized-groups. 

Neuman, Laura. 2005. ‘A Key to Democracy: Access to Information Critical for Citizens, 
Governments.’ The Carter Center (blog). 
https://www.cartercenter.org/news/documents/doc1860.html. 

Niño-Zarazúa, Miguel, Rachel M Gisselquist, Ana Horigoshi, Melissa Samarin, and Kunal 
Sen. 2020. ‘Effects of Swedish and International Democracy Aid.’ 

Nkonya, Ephraim, Dayo Phillip, Tewodaj Mogues, John Pender, and Edward Kato. 2012. 
‘Impacts of Community-Driven Development Programs on Income and Asset Acquisition in 
Africa: The Case of Nigeria.’ World Development 40 (9): 1824–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2012.04.028. 

O’Neill, Jennifer, Hilary Tabish, Vivian Welch, Mark Petticrew, Kevin Pottie, Mike Clarke, 
Tim Evans, et al. 2014. ‘Applying an Equity Lens to Interventions: Using PROGRESS 

https://doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-16-00215
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414019897689
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00XM2D.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1355/ae38-1a
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-3929-2.ch009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2008.08.002
https://www.ndi.org/political-inclusion-of-marginalized-groups
https://www.cartercenter.org/news/documents/doc1860.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2012.04.028


 

59 

 

Ensures Consideration of Socially Stratifying Factors to Illuminate Inequities in Health.’ 
Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 67 (1): 56–64. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2013.08.005. 

Orbeta Jr, Aniceto C., Vicente B. Paqueo, and Bilal Siddiqi. 2021a. Impacts of Judicial 
Reform in Criminal Case Procedures on Court Congestion in the Philippines. 3ie Impact 
Evaluation Report 131. New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 
https://doi.org/10.23846/PWPIE131. 

Orbeta Jr, Aniceto C, Vicente B Paqueo, and Bilal Siddiqi. 2021b. Impacts of Judicial 
Reform in Small Claims Procedures on Court Congestion in the Philippines. 3ie Impact 
Evaluation Report 132. New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 
https://doi.org/10.23846/PWPIE132. 

Papada, Evie, Fabio Angiolillo, Lisa Gastaldi, Tamara Kohler, Martin Lundstedt, Natalia 
Natsika, Marina Nord, Yuko Sato, Felix Wiebrecht, and Staffan I. Lindberg. 2023. 
Democracy Report 2023: Defiance in the Face of Autocratization. University of 
Gothenburg, Sweden: V-Dem. https://www.v-dem.net/documents/29/V-
Dem_democracyreport2023_lowres.pdf. 

Peisakhin, Leonid. 2012. ‘Transparency and Corruption: Evidence from India.’ The Journal 
of Law and Economics 55 (1): 129–49. https://doi.org/10.1086/663727. 

Peters, B. Guy, and Jon Pierre. 2010. ‘Public-Private Partnerships and the Democratic 
Deficit: Is Performance-Based Legitimacy the Answer?' In Bexell, M., Mörth, U. (eds) 
Democracy and Public-Private Partnerships in Global Governance, 41–54. London: 
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230283237_3. 

Polanin, Joshua R., and Birte Snilstveit. 2016. ‘Converting between Effect Sizes.’ 
Campbell Systematic Reviews 12 (1): 1–13. https://doi.org/10.4073/cmpn.2016.3. 

Pretari, Alexia. 2019. Active Citizenship in Tanzania: Impact Evaluation of the 
‘Governance and Accountability through Digitalization’ Project. Oxfam GB. 
https://doi.org/10.21201/2019.4764. 

Rao, Vijayendra, Kripa Ananthpur, and Kabir Malik. 2017. ‘The Anatomy of Failure: An 
Ethnography of a Randomized Trial to Deepen Democracy in Rural India.’ World 
Development 99 (November): 481–97. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.05.037. 

Repucci, Sarah, and Amy Slipowitz. 2022. Freedom in the World 2022: The Global 
Expansion of Authoritarian Rule. Freedom House. 
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/2022-
02/FIW_2022_PDF_Booklet_Digital_Final_Web.pdf. 

Rogger, Daniel. 2018. The Consequences of Political Interference in Bureaucratic 
Decision Making. Policy Research Working Paper 8554. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
http://hdl.handle.net/10986/30244. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2013.08.005
https://doi.org/10.23846/PWPIE131
https://doi.org/10.23846/PWPIE132
https://www.v-dem.net/documents/29/V-dem_democracyreport2023_lowres.pdf
https://www.v-dem.net/documents/29/V-dem_democracyreport2023_lowres.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1086/663727
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230283237_3
https://doi.org/10.4073/cmpn.2016.3
https://doi.org/10.21201/2019.4764
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.05.037
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/2022-02/FIW_2022_PDF_Booklet_Digital_Final_Web.pdf
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/2022-02/FIW_2022_PDF_Booklet_Digital_Final_Web.pdf
http://hdl.handle.net/10986/30244


 

60 

 

Sahin, Nusret, Anthony A. Braga, Robert Apel, and Rod K. Brunson. 2017. ‘The Impact of 
Procedurally-Just Policing on Citizen Perceptions of Police During Traffic Stops: The 
Adana Randomized Controlled Trial.’ Journal of Quantitative Criminology 33 (4): 701–26. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-016-9308-7. 

Sayuti, S.D., and M. Aras. 2016. ‘Effect of the 2014 Election Campaign Material in 
Increasing Beginner Voters’ Knowledge among Students.’ Pertanika Journal of Social 
Sciences & Humanities 24 (July): 19–26. 

Schünemann, Holger J., and Lorenzo Moja. 2015. ‘Reviews: Rapid! Rapid! Rapid!…and 
Systematic.’ Systematic Reviews 4 (1): 4. https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-4. 

Schwertheim, Helena. 2017. Innovations in Anti-Corruption Approaches: A Resource 
Guide. Stockholm: International IDEA. 

Shahbaz, Adrian. 2018. The Rise of Digital Authoritarianism. Freedom on the Net 2018. 
Freedom House. https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/2020-
02/10192018_FOTN_2018_Final_Booklet.pdf. 

Slater, Dan. 2018. ‘Party Cartelization, Indonesian-Style: Presidential Power-Sharing and 
the Contingency of Democratic Opposition.’ Journal of East Asian Studies 18 (1): 23–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/jea.2017.26. 

Smith, Richard, Humaira Aziz, and Joe Sutcliffe. 2018. Outcome Harvesting Evaluation 
OIKKO (Unity): Bangladesh. Care. https://www.careevaluations.org/evaluation/outcome-
harvesting-evaluation-oikko-unity-bangladesh/. 

Snider, Erin A. 2022. Marketing Democracy: The Political Economy of Democracy Aid in 
the Middle East. Cambridge Middle East Studies. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108943505. 

Snilstveit, Birte, Martina Vojtkova, Ami Bhavsar, Jennifer Stevenson, and Marie Gaarder. 
2016. ‘Evidence & Gap Maps: A Tool for Promoting Evidence Informed Policy and 
Strategic Research Agendas.’ Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 79 (November): 120–29. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.05.015. 

Solon, Orville, John W. Peabody, Kimberly Woo, Stella A. Quimbo, Jhiedon Florentino, 
and Riti Shimkhada. 2009. ‘An Evaluation of the Cost-Effectiveness of Policy Navigators to 
Improve Access to Care for the Poor in the Philippines.’ Health Policy 92 (1): 89–95. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2008.10.010. 

Sonnenfeld, Ada, Jennifer Doherty, Tomasz Kozakiewicz, Lina Khan, Katherine Garcia, 
John Eyers, R Zalfou, and Douglas Glandon. 2020. “Rule of Law and Access to Justice: 
An Evidence Gap Map Report.” New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation 
(3ie). 

Sterne, Jonathan A.C., and Matthias Egger. 2005. ‘Regression Methods to Detect 
Publication and Other Bias in Meta-Analysis.’ In Publication Bias in Meta-Analysis, edited 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-016-9308-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-4
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/2020-02/10192018_FOTN_2018_Final_Booklet.pdf
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/2020-02/10192018_FOTN_2018_Final_Booklet.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/jea.2017.26
https://www.careevaluations.org/evaluation/outcome-harvesting-evaluation-oikko-unity-bangladesh/
https://www.careevaluations.org/evaluation/outcome-harvesting-evaluation-oikko-unity-bangladesh/
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108943505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2008.10.010


 

61 

 

by Dr. Hannah R. Rothstein, Dr. Alexander J. Sutton, and Dr. Michael Borenstein, 99–110. 
John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1002/0470870168.ch6. 

Sterne, Jonathan A. C., Jelena Savović, Matthew J. Page, Roy G. Elbers, Natalie S. 
Blencowe, Isabelle Boutron, Christopher J. Cates, et al. 2019. ‘RoB 2: A Revised Tool for 
Assessing Risk of Bias in Randomised Trials.’ BMJ 366 (August): l4898. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l4898. 

The Economist Intelligence Unit. 2022. ‘Frontline Democracy and the Battle for Ukraine.’ 
The Economist. 

The Electoral Knowledge Network. 2023. ‘Election Observation.’ 
https://aceproject.org/electoral-advice/election-observation. 

The Guardian. 2023. ‘The Observer View on the Growing Threat to Democracy in India.’ 
April 23, 2023. https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/ 
2023/apr/23/the-observer-view-on-narendra-modi-growing-threat-to-democracy. 

Timilsina, Anga. 2021. ‘How Innovations in Anti-Corruption Can Build Sustainable 
Development.’ UNDP (blog). 2021. https://www.undp.org/blog/how-innovations-anti-
corruption-can-build-sustainable-development. 

Tricco, Andrea C., Jesmin Antony, Wasifa Zarin, Lisa Strifler, Marco Ghassemi, John 
Ivory, Laure Perrier, Brian Hutton, David Moher, and Sharon E. Straus. 2015. ‘A Scoping 
Review of Rapid Review Methods.’ BMC Medicine 13 (1): 224. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-015-0465-6. 

Tsai, Lily L., Nina McMurry, and Swetha Rajeswaran. 2018. The Effect of Civic Leadership 
Training on Citizen Engagement and Government Responsiveness: Experimental 
Evidence from the Philippines. Research Report 34. IDS. Brighton: Institute of 
Development Studies. https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/handle/20.500.12413/13471. 

Uddin, Md Eklas, Joby George, Shamim Jahan, Zubair Shams, Nazmul Haque, and Henry B. 
Perry. 2021. ‘Learnings From a Pilot Study to Strengthen Primary Health Care Services: The 
Community-Clinic-Centered Health Service Model in Barishal District, Bangladesh.’ Global 
Health: Science and Practice 9 (1): S179–89. https://doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-20-00466. 

United Nations. n.d.(a) ‘Voter and Civic Education.’ Accessed May 13, 2023. 
https://www.un.org/womenwatch/osagi/wps/publication/Chapter5.htm. 

United Nations. n.d.(b) ‘Why Observe Elections?’ Accessed May 14, 2023. 
https://www.un.org/womenwatch/osagi/wps/publication/Chapter7.htm. 

Vaillant, Julia, Estelle Koussoubé, Danielle Roth, Rachael Pierotti, Mazeda Hossain, and 
Kathryn L. Falb. 2020. ‘Engaging Men to Transform Inequitable Gender Attitudes and 
Prevent Intimate Partner Violence: A Cluster Randomised Controlled Trial in North and 
South Kivu, Democratic Republic of Congo.’ BMJ Global Health 5 (5): e002223. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2019-002223. 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/authored-by/Rothstein/Hannah+R.
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/authored-by/Sutton/Alexander+J.
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/authored-by/Borenstein/Michael
https://doi.org/10.1002/0470870168.ch6
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l4898
https://aceproject.org/electoral-advice/election-observation
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/apr/23/the-observer-view-on-narendra-modi-growing-threat-to-democracy
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/apr/23/the-observer-view-on-narendra-modi-growing-threat-to-democracy
https://www.undp.org/blog/how-innovations-anti-corruption-can-build-sustainable-development
https://www.undp.org/blog/how-innovations-anti-corruption-can-build-sustainable-development
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-015-0465-6
https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/handle/20.500.12413/13471
https://doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-20-00466
https://www.un.org/womenwatch/osagi/wps/publication/Chapter5.htm
https://www.un.org/womenwatch/osagi/wps/publication/Chapter7.htm
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2019-002223


 

62 

 

Valentine, Jeffrey C., Ariel M. Aloe, and Timothy S. Lau. 2015. ‘Life After NHST: How to 
Describe Your Data Without ‘p-Ing’ Everywhere.’ Basic and Applied Social Psychology 37 
(5): 260–73. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2015.1060240. 

V-Dem. 2022. ‘ERT Dataset – V-Dem.’ https://v-dem.net/data/ert-dataset/. 

Viechtbauer, Wolfgang. 2010. ‘Conducting Meta-Analyses in R with the Metafor Package’. 
Journal of Statistical Software 36 (August): 1–48. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v036.i03. 

Viechtbauer, Wolfgang, and Mike W.-L. Cheung. 2010. ‘Outlier and Influence Diagnostics 
for Meta-Analysis.’ Research Synthesis Methods 1 (2): 112–25. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.11. 

von Borzyskowski, Inken, and Felicity Vabulas. 2019. ‘Credible Commitments? Explaining 
IGO Suspensions to Sanction Political Backsliding.’ International Studies Quarterly 63 (1): 
139–52. https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqy051. 

Waddington, Hugh, Howard White, Birte Snilstveit, Jorge Garcia Hombrados, Martina 
Vojtkova, Philip Davies, Ami Bhavsar, et al. 2012. ‘How to Do a Good Systematic Review 
of Effects in International Development: A Tool Kit.’ Journal of Development Effectiveness 
4 (3): 359–87. https://doi.org/10.1080/19439342.2012.711765. 

Waldner, David, and Ellen Lust. 2018. ‘Unwelcome Change: Coming to Terms with 
Democratic Backsliding.’ Annual Review of Political Science 21 (1): 93–113. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-050517-114628. 

White, Howard, Bianca Albers, Marie Gaarder, Hege Kornør, Julia Littell, Zack Marshall, 
Christine Mathew, et al. 2020. ‘Guidance for Producing a Campbell Evidence and Gap 
Map.’ Campbell Systematic Reviews 16 (4): e1125. https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1125. 

Wisler, Dominique, Silva Monti-Ohannessian, and Rafael Avila Coya. 2021. ‘Impacts of 
Community Policing on Security: Evidence from Mbujimayi in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo.’ Police Practice and Research 22 (1): 522–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15614263.2019.1699409. 

Zehner, Carnsten, and Khalid Mehmood. 2021. Central Project Evaluation: Support to 
Local Governance (LoGo), Pakistan. Evaluation Report. Bonn: Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH. https://mia.giz.de/qlink/ID=248428000  

https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2015.1060240
https://v-dem.net/data/ert-dataset/
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.11
https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqy051
https://doi.org/10.1080/19439342.2012.711765
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-050517-114628
https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1125
https://doi.org/10.1080/15614263.2019.1699409
https://mia.giz.de/qlink/ID=248428000


 

63 

 

Other publications in the 3ie working paper series 

The following papers are available from http://3ieimpact.org/evidence-
hub/publications/working-papers 

Findings from a qualitative analysis of ADN Dignidad Program in Colombia. 3ie Working 
Paper 56. Gordillo, A, Gómez, I, 2023 

Learning from collective-led sanitation enterprises in urban Odisha, Tamil Nadu and 
Telangana, 2022. 3ie Working Paper 55. Dang, A, Mishra C, Patil I, Kumar KK, Chauhan 
K, and Sarkar, R, 2022. 

Use of performance-based contracts for road maintenance projects: a rapid evidence 
assessment, 3ie Working Paper 54. Prasad, S, Hammaker, J, Quant, K, Glandon, D, 
2022. 

Evaluation of IDEA project in Bangladesh: a baseline report, 3ie Working Paper 53. 
Barooah, B, Iverson, V, Wendt, A, Sengupta, P, Martin, A, Bravo, C, and Reza, M, 2022. 

A framework for examining women’s economic empowerment in collective Enterprises.  
3ie Working Paper 52. Dang, A, Barooah, B, Kejriwal, K, Aggarwal, R, Banerjee, S. 

Understanding caste-based differences in Self Help Groups: Evidence from India's NRLM 
program. 3ie Working Paper 51. Jain, C, Kejriwal, K, Sengupta, P, Sarkar, R. 

Incorporating process evaluation into impact evaluation: what, why and how, Working 
Paper 50. Dixon, V, Bamberger, M, 2021. 

Promoting women’s groups for facilitating market linkages in Bihar, India, 3ie Working 
Paper 49. Kochar, A, Tripathi, S, Rathinam, F, Sengupta, P and Dubey, P, 2021. 

What stimulates the demand for grid-based electrification in low-and middle-income 
countries? 3ie Working Paper 48. Lane, C, Prasad, SK and Glandon, D, 2021. 

Improving delivery and impacts of pro-poor programmes, 3ie Working Paper 47. Barooah, 
B, Jain, C, Kejriwal, K, Sengupta, P, Shah, P, Shah, R and Jain, S, 2021. 

Understanding India’s self-help groups: an organisational anatomy of functionality in a 
district in Madhya Pradesh, 3ie Working Paper 46. Bhanjdeo, A, Narain, N, Sheth, S and 
Walton, M. 2021. 

Women’s economic status and son preference: empirical evidence from private school 
enrolment in India, 3ie Working Paper 45. Gupta, R, Jain, S, Kochar, A, Nagabhushana, 
C, Sarkar, R, Shah, R and Singh, G, 2021. 

Understanding barriers to and facilitators of latrine use in rural India, 3ie Working Paper 
44. Jones, R and Lane, C, 2021. 

Quality improvement approaches to enhance Iron and Folic Acid Supplementation in 

http://3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/publications/working-papers
http://3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/publications/working-papers


 

64 

 

antenatal care in Uganda, 3ie Working Paper 43. Tetui, M, et al, 2021. 

Assessing bottlenecks within Iron and Folic Acid Supplementation Delivery in Uganda: a 
workshop report, 3ie Working Paper 42. Agabiirwe, C, Luwangula, A, Tumwesigye, N, 
Michaud-Letourneau, I, Rwegyema, T, Riese, S, McGough, L, Muhwezi, A. 2021. 

Literature review on selected factors influencing Iron Folic Acid Supplementation in Kenya 
and East Africa, 3ie Working Paper 41. Njoroge, B, Mwangi, A, Okoth, A, Wakadha, C, 
Obwao, L, Amusala, B, Muithya, M, Waswa, V, Mwendwa, D, Salee, E, Njeri, T and 
Katuto, M, 2021.  

The policies that empower women: empirical evidence from India’s National Rural 
Livelihoods Project, 3ie Working Paper 40. Kochar, A, Nagabhushana, C, Sarkar, R, 
Shah, R and Singh, G, 2021. 

Assessing bottlenecks within Iron and Folic Acid Supplementation Delivery in Kenya: a 
workshop report, 3ie Working Paper 39. Njoroge, BM, Mwangi, AM and Letourneau, IM, 
2020. 

Mapping implementation research on nutrition-specific interventions in India. 3ie Working 
Paper 38. Tripathi, S, Sengupta, P, Das, A, Gaarder, M and Bhattacharya, U, 2020. 

The impact of development aid on organised violence: a systematic assessment, 3ie 
Working Paper 37. Zürcher, C, 2020. 

The current and potential role of self-help group federations in India, 3ie Working paper 
36. Barooah, B, Narayanan, R and Balakrishnan, S, 2020. 

How effective are group-based livelihoods programmes in improving the lives of poor 
people? A synthesis of recent evidence. 3ie Working Paper 35. Barooah, B, Chinoy, SL, 
Bagai, A, Dubey, P, Sarkar, R, Bansal, T and Siddiqui, Z, 2020. 

Social protection: a synthesis of evidence and lessons from 3ie evidence-supported 
impact evaluations, 3ie Working Paper 34. Tripathi, S, Kingra, KJ, Rathinam, F, Tyrrell, T 
and Gaarder, M, 2019. 

Transparency and accountability in the extractives sector: a synthesis of what works and 
what does not, 3ie Working Paper 33. Rathinam, F, Cardoz, P, Siddiqui, Z and Gaarder, 
M, 2019. 

Integrating impact evaluation and implementation research to accelerate evidence-
informed action, 3ie Working Paper 32. Rutenberg, N and Heard, AC, 2018. 

 

Synthesis of impact evaluations of the World Food Programme’s nutrition interventions in 
humanitarian settings in the Sahel, 3ie Working Paper 31. Kaul, T, Husain, S, Tyrell, T 
and Gaarder, M, 2018. 



 

65 

 

Community-driven development: does it build social cohesion or infrastructure? A mixed-
method evidence synthesis, 3ie Working Paper 30 White, H, Menon, R and Waddington, 
H, 2018. 

Evaluating advocacy: an exploration of evidence and tools to understand what works and 
why. 3ie Working Paper 29. Naeve, K, Fischer-Mackey, J, Puri, J, Bhatia, R and 
Yegbemey, R, 2017.  

3ie evidence gap maps: a starting point for strategic evidence production and use, 3ie 
Working Paper 28. Snilstveit, B, Bhatia, R, Rankin, K and Leach, B (2017) 

Examining the evidence on the effectiveness of India’s rural employment guarantee act, 
3ie Working Paper 27. Bhatia, R, Chinoy, SL, Kaushish, B, Puri, J, Chahar, VS and 
Waddington, H (2016) 

Power calculation for causal inference in social science: sample size and minimum 
detectable effect determination, 3ie Working Paper 26. Djimeu, EW and Houndolo, DG 
(2016) 

Evaluations with impact: decision-focused impact evaluation as a practical policymaking 
tool, 3ie Working Paper 25. Shah, NB, Wang, P, Fraker, A and Gastfriend, D (2015) 

Impact evaluation and policy decisions: where are we? A Latin American think-tank 
perspective, 3ie Working Paper 24. Baanante, MJ and Valdivia, LA (2015) 

What methods may be used in impact evaluations of humanitarian assistance? 3ie 
Working Paper 22. Puri, J, Aladysheva, A, Iversen, V, Ghorpade, Y and Brück, T (2014) 

Impact evaluation of development programmes: experiences from Viet Nam, 3ie Working 
Paper 21. Nguyen Viet Cuong (2014) 

Quality education for all children? What works in education in developing countries, 3ie 
Working Paper 20. Krishnaratne, S, White, H and Carpenter, E (2013) 

Promoting commitment to evaluate, 3ie Working Paper 19. Székely, M (2013) 

Building on what works: commitment to evaluation (c2e) indicator, 3ie Working Paper 18. 
Levine, CJ and Chapoy, C (2013) 

From impact evaluations to paradigm shift: A case study of the Buenos Aires Ciudadanía 
Porteña conditional cash transfer programme, 3ie Working Paper 17. Agosto, G, Nuñez, 
E, Citarroni, H, Briasco, I and Garcette, N (2013) 

 

Validating one of the world’s largest conditional cash transfer programmes: A case study 
on how an impact evaluation of Brazil’s Bolsa Família Programme helped silence its critics 
and improve policy, 3ie Working Paper 16. Langou, GD and Forteza, P (2012) 



 

66 

 

Addressing attribution of cause and effect in small n impact evaluations: towards an 
integrated framework, 3ie Working Paper 15. White, H and Phillips, D (2012) 

Behind the scenes: managing and conducting large scale impact evaluations in Colombia, 
3ie Working Paper 14. Briceño, B, Cuesta, L and Attanasio, O (2011) 

Can we obtain the required rigour without randomisation? 3ie Working Paper 13. Hughes, 
K and Hutchings, C (2011) 

Sound expectations: from impact evaluations to policy change, 3ie Working Paper 12. 
Weyrauch, V and Langou, GD (2011) 

A can of worms? Implications of rigorous impact evaluations for development agencies, 
3ie Working Paper 11. Roetman, E (2011) 

Conducting influential impact evaluations in China: the experience of the Rural Education 
Action Project, 3ie Working Paper 10. Boswell, M, Rozelle, S, Zhang, L, Liu, C, Luo, R 
and Shi, Y (2011) 

An introduction to the use of randomised control trials to evaluate development 
interventions, 3ie Working Paper 9. White, H (2011) 

Institutionalisation of government evaluation: balancing trade-offs, 3ie Working Paper 8. 
Gaarder, M and Briceño, B (2010) 

Impact evaluation and interventions to address climate change: a scoping study, 3ie 
Working Paper 7. Snilstveit, B and Prowse, M (2010) 

A checklist for the reporting of randomised control trials of social and economic policy 
interventions in developing countries, 3ie Working Paper 6. Bose, R (2010) 

Impact evaluation in the post-disaster setting, 3ie Working Paper 5. Buttenheim, A (2009) 

Designing impact evaluations: different perspectives, contributions, 3ie Working Paper 4. 
Chambers, R, Karlan, D, Ravallion, M and Rogers, P (2009) [Also available in Spanish, 
French and Chinese] 

Theory-based impact evaluation, 3ie Working Paper 3. White, H (2009) [Also available in 
French and Chinese] 

Better evidence for a better world, 3ie Working Paper 2. Lipsey, MW (ed.) and Noonan, E 
(2009) 

Some reflections on current debates in impact evaluation, 3ie Working Paper 1. White, H 
(2009) 



	 Working Paper Series
	 International Initiative for Impact Evaluation 

Unit no. 306, 3rd Floor, Rectangle-1 
D-4, Saket District Centre 
New Delhi – 110017 
India

	 3ie@3ieimpact.org 
Tel: +91 11 4989 4444

	 www.3ieimpact.org


	Summary
	List of figures and tables
	Acronyms
	1. Background
	1.1 The issue
	1.2 Aims and objectives

	2. Methods
	3. Descriptive findings
	3.1 Search results
	3.2 State of evidence on the effects of democracy and freedom interventions in a selection of democratic backsliding contexts
	3.2.1 Volume and growth of evidence
	3.2.2 Intervention and outcome coverage
	3.2.3 Geographic coverage and democratic backsliding contexts
	Geographic coverage
	Backsliding context

	3.2.4 Methods of evaluation and risk of bias
	3.2.5 Funding


	4. Effects of democracy and freedom interventions in a selection of democratic backsliding contexts
	4.1 The contextual factor of democratic backsliding
	4.1.1 Diversity in backsliding contexts
	4.1.2 The incorporation of contextual factors in the design of interventions
	4.1.3 The measure of democratisation

	4.2 The effect of democracy and freedom interventions in backsliding contexts
	4.2.1 Measuring the effect of interventions
	4.2.2 Overview of the effects of democracy and freedom interventions in democratic backsliding contexts
	Evidence is limited and unevenly distributed
	The effect is mostly small, positive and not statistically significant
	Effect is heterogeneous

	4.2.3 The effects of democracy and freedom interventions in democratic backsliding contexts by outcome domain
	Knowledge, beliefs, attitudes and norms
	Participation and civic/political engagement by the general public
	Institutional capacity and service quality
	Transparency and accountability
	Trust and social cohesion


	4.3 Barriers and facilitators in the effectiveness of democracy and freedom interventions in backsliding contexts
	4.3.1 Resistance to democratisation may inhibit intervention impact
	4.3.2 Norms and social practices can prevent change
	4.3.3 Democracy champions may catalyse the implementation of change
	4.3.4 Strengthening the capabilities and skills of actors in democratic systems may facilitate change
	4.3.5 Democratic governance requires resources and infrastructure
	4.3.6 Appropriate engagement with democracy stakeholders is key
	4.3.7 Democratisation requires political actors motivated to pursue democratic aims


	5. Conclusion
	5.1 Summary of findings
	5.2 Limitations of available studies
	5.3 Implications for policymakers, implementers and researchers
	5.3.1 Implications for policymakers and implementers
	5.3.2 Implications for researchers

	5.4 Strengths, limitations and future directions

	Online appendixes
	References

