INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

- |
November 2024

IMF POLICY PAPER

2024 REVIEW OF THE FUND’S TRANSPARENCY POLICY
AND OPEN ARCHIVES POLICY—BACKGROUND PAPER 2
ON CONSULTATIONS WITH EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS,
COUNTRY AUTHORITIES, MISSION CHIEFS, AND CIVIL
SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS

IMF staff regularly produces papers proposing new IMF policies, exploring options for
reform, or reviewing existing IMF policies and operations. The following documents have
been released and are included in this package:

e The Staff Report, prepared by IMF staff and completed on October 1, 2024, for the
Executive Board's consideration on November 15, 2024.

The IMF's transparency policy allows for the deletion of market-sensitive information and
premature disclosure of the authorities’ policy intentions in published staff reports and
other documents.

Electronic copies of IMF Policy Papers
are available to the public from
http://www.imf.org/external/pp/ppindex.aspx

International Monetary Fund
Washington, D.C.

© 2024 International Monetary Fund


http://www.imf.org/external/pp/ppindex.aspx

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

I 2024 REVIEW OF THE FUND'’S TRANSPARENCY POLICY

October 1, 2024

AND OPEN ARCHIVES POLICY—BACKGROUND PAPER 2
ON CONSULTATIONS WITH EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS,
COUNTRY AUTHORITIES, MISSION CHIEFS, AND CIVIL
SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Executive Directors, Country Authorities, Mission Chiefs. Stakeholders strongly
support the principles underpinning the Transparency Policy and generally see the
rules-based approach of the policy as adequately protecting staff candor and
independence, as well as confidential information. Still, a significant share of Executive
Directors (EDs) see room to improve the balance across the different principles that the
policy achieves in practice. Most EDs, and some IMF Mission Chiefs (MCs), would prefer
greater flexibility in modifying Board documents before publication, and consultations
suggest that both see some scope in allowing more room in modifying the authorities’
views. On publication timing of Board documents, the majority of stakeholders perceive
the current publication timing as adequate. However, both MCs and country authorities
see scope for prompter publication of press releases (PRs). Concerns over the
evenhanded application of the policy’s modification rules have somewhat abated since
the last policy review, although perceptions of uneven application remain among some
EDs. Stakeholders agree that the existing policies governing public access to Fund'’s
archives have been successful in promoting transparency, although point out that
earlier access would not affect candor.

Civil Society Organizations (CSO). CSOs acknowledged significant progress made
toward greater transparency since the 2013 policy review and concluded that the
Fund's transparency framework compares favorably to similar frameworks in other IFls.
Strong agreement emerged that the Fund’s Transparency Policy has achieved a good
balance in the trade-off between proactive disclosure of information and the need to
protect countries’ confidential information. Still, some CSOs perceived differences in the
candor of IMF country documents across groups of countries. While progress with more
timely publication of Article IV (AlV) Staff Reports (SRs) was acknowledged, CSOs noted
that the non-publication of some AlV reports as well as long delays in the publication
of some country reports may undermine the credibility of the Fund and the ability of
CSOs to influence national policies. Greater focus on cross-country comparative
information, further enhancing accessibility to the Fund’s documents, including through
increased functionality of the archive catalog, and more opportunities for public
consultation were seen as further supporting national and international policy debates.
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Glossary
AEs Advanced Economies
AFR African Department (IMF)
AlV Article IV Consultation
APD Asia and Pacific Department (IMF)
BIS Bank for International Settlements
CB Central Bank
CSOs Civil Society Organizations
EDs The IMF’s Executive Directors
EMs Emerging Markets
EUR European Department (IMF)
G-20 Group 20
IFI International Financial Institution
IMF International Monetary Fund
ITD Information Technology Department (IMF)
LEG Legal Department (IMF)
LICs Low-Income Countries
MC Mission Chief
MCD Middle East and Central Asia Department (IMF)
MOF Ministry of Finance
SPR Strategy, Policy, and Review (IMF)
OAP Open Archives Policy
PR Press Release
SEC Secretary’s Department (IMF)
TP Transparency Policy
WB World Bank
WHD Western Hemisphere Department (IMF)
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2 INTRODUCTION

1. The review of the Transparency Policy (TP) and Open Archives Policy (OAP) was
supported by a consultation process with four groups of key stakeholders. Surveys were
designed to gather views from the EDs at the Fund’s Executive Board, country authorities,
International Monetary Fund (IMF) country MCs, and CSOs to inform the analysis and possible
reforms under the 2024 TP Review. This process was further complemented by bilateral discussions
with the EDs and seminars with staff and CSOs.

2. The surveys helped gauge views about five core pillars of the TP." Questions in the
surveys were built around five conceptual and operational aspects of the TP: (1) the underlying
principles of the TP; (2) candor and integrity of Fund documents; (3) publication of Board documents
and communication of Board decisions; (4) modification rules and handling confidential information;
and (5) the perceived evenhandedness during implementation. Main findings of the surveys are laid
out in the following sub-sections, with more detailed results presented in Appendix .

N VIEWS OF EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS, AUTHORITIES, AND
MISSION CHIEFS ON THE FUND'S TRANSPARANCY
POLICY AND OPEN ARCHIVES POLICY:

Stakeholders strongly supported the principles and objectives underpinning the TP. More balanced
views emerged among EDs about the balance achieved in practice across the different objectives of the
policy. With appropriate safeguards in place, flexibility in modification rules emerges as the
preeminent concern for EDs and MCs. While publication timing for country documents is adequate,
some stakeholders have strong preference for prompter external communication on Board activities.
Perceived evenhandedness in the application of the policy seems to have improved since the 2013
review.

A. Principles of the Transparency Policy

3. The EDs reiterated their full support to the current principles of the TP. The large
majority of EDs (95 percent) believe that the principles that underpin the TP continue to be valid and
should be preserved for the policy to strike the right balance between the timely disclosure of
documents with the need to protect confidential information shared by member countries, while
protecting the candor and independence of staff analysis.

" The CSOs Survey did not cover modification rules.

2 Prepared by Imen Benmohamed (AFR, formerly SPR) and Alvar Kangur (SPR).
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Box 1. Stakeholders Survey: Methodology and Response Rate
Staff conducted three surveys to collect evidence to support the 2024 review. The surveys were
distributed to EDs, country authorities and MCs starting from end-June 2023. All responses are kept
confidential; none of the respondents can and have been individually identified. The analysis is based on
aggregating the respondents into large enough groups to ensure their anonymity and representativeness.

e EDs were classified by income level—Advanced Economies (AEs), Emerging Markets (EMs), Low-Income
Countries (LICs)—based on the highest aggregated voting power of each income level's category in the
constituency, economic size (whether the Director’s country is a G20 country or not), geographical
region (AFR, APD, EUR, MCD and WHD) and whether some of the countries in the constituency are
under Fund program or not.

e  Country authorities were classified by income level, economic size (G-20 vs non-G-20), geographical
region and whether the country is under a Fund program or not.

e MCs were classified based on the same categorization rule used for authorities’ responses, applied to
the country for which they provide their assessment, as many MCs are supervising more than one
country.

Response rates are higher than in the 2013 review, although vary Decomposition of Country

significantly across stakeholders. Expectedly, highest response rates Authorities Responses
were recorded for EDs (88 percent) and MCs (74 percent) given their

regular interaction on TP-related issues—particularly, modification and .
publication of Board documents. Questionnaires to country authorities

were directed mainly to counterparts that are sitting in the Board of
Governors at the Fund—mainly Ministries of Finance (MOFs) and
Central Banks (CBs). The response rate for this group, while being the
lowest among all stakeholders, reached 39 percent that is still higher = Central Bank (CB)

than 28 percent response rate recorded in the 2013 review. = Ministry of Finance (MoF)
Joint response CB/MoF

2024 Transparency Review Survey Results: Response Rate

Response Rate

No. of surveys sent No. Responses received 2024 Review 2013 Review
Executive Directors 24 21 88 83
Country Authorities 190 74 39 28
Mission Chiefs 148 109 74 60

Source: IMF Staff Calculations.
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4 Most of the stakeholders believe that policy’s principles are well upheld (see below),
but some EDs see room to improve the way the policy balances the principles in practice.

About 56 percent of MCs think that the
current TP strikes an appropriate balance Principles

across the different principles, with strongest | 7pe current Transparency Policy Appropriately Balances
support expressed by MCs working on LICs Its Principles
documents. In particular, some EDs, I I

0 5 )

(67 percent) and AEs
(65 percent). However, slightly less than half
concentrated in constituencies with EMs, © & o
&5
lament an excessive protection of staff o &

100
of the EDs (42 percent) do not perceive the “
policy rules as achieving the right balance =
o 60
across the different objectives, particularly, 2 I
H I |
& &a <& é3~ V?o &Q‘
versus confidential information (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Executive Directors’ Survey—

with respect to modifications to Board

& &
& Q{o@
&)

Source: IMF Staff Calculations.

B. Candor, Independence, and Confidential Information

5. Stakeholders believe that the TP adequately protects staff candor and independence.
Most EDs, country authorities, and MCs agree that, in practice, the current policy rules adequately
provide protection of the candor and independence of SRs (79 percent of EDs, 99 percent of
authorities), against accidental disclosure of confidential information (74 percent of EDs, 71 percent
of authorities), or release of information on planned policies that could undermine the authorities’
ability to implement them (89 percent of EDs, 89 percent of MCs). Separately,

80 percent of MCs agree that the current TP appropriately protects candor and independence of
staff analysis, entrenching the principle of non-negotiation of SRs.

6. In the same vein, non-negotiation of SRs, enshrined in the principles of candor and
independence of staff analysis, remains well-respected by stakeholders. 67 percent of MCs
confirm that authorities respect the principle of non-negotiation, particularly MCs working on LICs
(74 percent versus 66 percent for EMs and 55 percent for AEs) and on program countries (82
percent). In addition, MCs did not experience any pressure to water-down messages in their SRs,
neither from their management (83 percent), nor from the EDs offices, and their authorities

(74 percent). At the same time, MCs acknowledge that the sensitivity of issues covered (48 percent)
and the continuous need to maintain good relationships with the authorities

(47 percent) may be a constraint to candid SRs.

7. According to EDs, the non-approval of modification requests and disagreements on
specific issues could hinder the publication of candid SRs. About 56 percent of Directors, mainly
in EMs and LICs, think that the rejection of corrections and deletions requested by the authorities
and disagreements on specific issues could lead to a loss of candor between authorities and staff,
which could also be affected by the overall tone of the report (Figure 2). In fact, 44 percent of

6 INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND
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Directors consider a “negative” tone of the report as a source of tension between staff and country
authorities, which could generate less candid discussions. 37 percent of Directors further point to
the fact that non-consent to publication by the authorities can potentially put pressure to water
down messages in SRs.

8. Stakeholders also believe that the TP fully achieves its objective in protecting
confidential information. Large majority of stakeholders responding to the survey believe that the
current transparency rules provide sufficient and adequate protection against adverse market
reactions, premature release of information on planned policies, possible misinterpretation of
information in reports by the public, and disclosure of confidential information. Support expressed
for the TP in this regard is overwhelming among both the MCs as well as the EDs and across all
aforementioned categories with some variation across regions (among MCs lower support in Europe
concerning safeguards for premature release of planned information and in Asia concerning
confidential information; among Directors, lower support concerning safeguards against
misinterpretation of messages and information by the public in the Middle East, followed by Europe
and Asia).

9. Political sensitivities remain the main concern for country authorities. The authorities
and EDs overwhelmingly report that all key elements—including economic developments, policy
issues and discussion, risks, and the authorities’ views—have been appropriately covered in the
country documents. Reflection of politically sensitive messages in country documents remains a
concern and in the view of 48 percent of responding authorities (with the highest rate observed in
EMs in the Middle East and South America) may have led to less candid SRs or watered-down
messages.

Figure 2. Executive Directors’ Survey—Candor
The non-approval of modification requests constrains The overall tone of the report constrains the
the publication of a candid SR. publication of a candid SR.
120 120
100 100
80 80
g 60 £ s
40 40
0 0
© &L @%@@\\@0 s ,§<"°§,§’ & QP L& %\é’ \‘\g@ cs"’&%o}b@h
éoQ‘C;&Qto éoQ‘o z‘?ﬂo
o 50@
Source: IMF Staff Calculations.
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C. Publication Timing and Communication

10. While the majority of stakeholders perceive the current publication timing of country
documents as adequate, both MCs and country authorities see scope for prompter publication
of PRs. Perceptions are that the occurrence of long publication lags is limited. About 69 percent of
EDs and country authorities, and 74 percent of MCs who responded to surveys, uniformly
distributed across geographical regions, assure that their country documents have been published
within 2 weeks of the Board discussions. Mere 12 percent of MCs, supervising mainly EMs and LICs,
highlighted that their SRs were published with lags longer than 2 weeks, but remained within 1
month of the Board meeting. However, around 88 percent of MCs and 64 percent of country
authorities prefer prompter external communications regarding Board discussions in the form of a
PR, independently of the publication of the SR (Figure 3).

11. Discussions over modifications, modification’s process, and publication consent are
the main reasons behind publication delays. Both EDs (47 percent) and country authorities (54
percent), mostly in EMs and LICs, find that discussions over correction and deletion requests
significantly delay publication of country documents, while some MCs, mostly working on EMs, are
more concerned about the cumbersome internal modification process (41 percent). Obtaining the
authorities’ explicit publication consent to publish came second with 42 percent of EDs and

38 percent of MCs pointing to the time-consuming practice under the current “voluntary but
presumed” publication framework.

Figure 3. Publication’s Timing of Press Releases
Country Authorities Survey Mission Chief’s Survey
There is a scope for prompter publication of a PR as There is a scope for prompter publication of a PR as
soon as possible after Board meetings. soon as possible after Board meetings.
100 120
80 100
80
g ©0 =
g 8 60
& Lo 2
40
20 >0
(o] 0
TS S S EESIEE Sy
on Q‘o Q,\O Q‘O
<o $o°
Source: IMF Staff Calculations.

D. Modification of Board Documents

12. While country authorities see current rules to modify Board documents as broadly
adequate, EDs and MCs have concerns about the limited scope of the modification rules.

8 INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND
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e Around 61 percent of country authorities believe that the current modification rules are
sufficiently flexible.

e On the other hand, a large majority of Directors are in favor of more flexibility in the rules of
corrections (90 percent) and deletions (73 percent), either through more flexible rules or a
loosening of existing rules. Overall, around 86 percent of EDs report to have submitted
correction and deletion requests in the past few years, but only 32 percent and 12 percent
perceived their requests were either fully or mostly approved, respectively.

e 61 percent of MCs, who in turn perceive a relatively low rate of approval for both correction and
deletions, disagree with any further tightening of the scope of existing modification rules to
protect staff independence and 84 percent of them prefer even more flexibility in handling
administrative errors.

13. While greater flexibility in correction rules is thought to reduce the likelihood of
information misinterpretation and ensure a higher publication rate, it is also clear that it
would carry cost. Both Directors and MCs agree that more flexibility, likely intended as broader
scope to make modifications, has some benefits, including facilitating engagement with the
authorities. However, the large majority of MCs believe that this may increase the number of
unreasonable requests for changes and weaken the non-negotiation principle, resulting in less
candid reports—sentiments not shared by the Directors to the same extent.

14. However, the Transparency Policy seems to be providing the needed flexibility for
changes to the authorities’ views, with some scope for improvement. The surveys indicate that
68 percent of Directors and 66 percent of authorities believe that the Transparency Policy allows for
the needed modifications to the authorities’ views if they are erroneously represented in the SRs—
particularly for surveillance countries (67 percent). Opinions among the MCs are more balanced with
38 percent of them sharing the same view as the authorities and Directors. However, subsequent
bilateral discussions with EDs pointed to some scope for improvement as the current rule does not
allow adding new information to authorities’ views, which often constitutes a source of
disagreement.

15. Finally, modification requests include requests from country teams and requests from
the authorities, and some of these latter may be pre-filtered before submission for
assessment. Survey results suggest that about 70 percent of the MCs submit all or filter very few of
requests from the authorities, while the remaining MCs report filtering out requests that are
assessed to be outside of the purview of the policy.

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 9
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E. Evenhandedness in the Application of Modification Rules

16. Evenhandedness concerns have somewhat abated compared to the 2013 review,
although some perceptions of the
uneven implementation of the Figure 4. The Transparency Policy is Applied

policy persist among EDs (Box 2). Evenhandedly Across Countries—Dissenting Responses

Only 4 percent of country authorities 100
and 18 percent of MCs believe that

80

the TP is not applied evenhandedly _

(Figure 4). In addition, compared to E =
& 40

50 percent in the 2013 policy review,

37 percent of EDs currently think 20 I
that the policy is not evenhandedly

0

applied with the strongest views Executive Country  Mission Chiefs
concentrated in EMs and LICs, and Directors  Authorities

regionally in Europe, Middle East, Source: IMF Staff Calculations.

and Africa.

17. On balance, attitude of the authorities is revealed as the main factor affecting the

evenhanded application of the policy. Authorities’ attitude plays a major role in the evenhanded
application of the policy for 74 percent of EDs, 70 percent of MCs, and 58 percent of country
authorities, with generally, lower support from the Middle East. Income level of the country is seen
as second in importance in affecting even application of the policy by MCs (62 percent) and EDs (67
percent) with the largest support from Africa, the Middle East, and Europe, though ranking only
third in the perceptions of the authorities, (52 percent) placed greater emphasis on the global
economic environment. Both MCs (54 percent) and Directors (61 percent) agree that the
geoeconomic fragmentation could be a threat to the “evenhandedness" in SRs.

F. Open Archives Policy

18. Stakeholders assess that the current Open Archive Policy (OAP) is promoting
transparency. Both EDs (79 percent) and country authorities (67 percent) agree that the existing
policies governing public access to Fund'’s archives have been successful in promoting transparency
since their inception. While both broadly agree on the current time rules applied to Executive Board
minutes (5-years rule) and documents under the 20-year rule, only 28 percent of authorities find the
3-year period for access to Board papers as appropriate, unlike EDs (74 percent). The majority of EDs
(89 percent) believe that making documents governed by the 20-year rule accessible is as important
as making accessible documents under the 3/5-year rules. Most of the responding authorities (85
percent) and EDs (58 percent) believe that an earlier release of Board papers in the archives would
not affect candor.

10 INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND




2024 REVIEW OF THE FUND'S TRANSPARENCY POLICY AND OPEN ARCHIEVES POLICY—CONSULTATIONS

Box 2. Evenhandedness: Narrowing Perceptions of Intergroup Disparities

Survey data can contain qualitative information on perceptions on evenhandedness. Staff is using
information available on the rejection rate for modifications to assess evenhandedness in the application of
the TP across income groups (AEs, EMs, and LICs) and for both types of modifications (corrections and
deletions). This rate is the ratio of (i) the number of requests rejected to; and (ii) the total number of requests
submitted, broken down by different income groups. Surveys allow to extract qualitative information on the
changes in the numerator and denominator of the rejection rate (see text charts); for the analysis of approval
and rejection rates derived from the actual data see "2024 Review of the Fund's Transparency Policy—
Background Paper—Key Trends". Materially higher rejection rates for specific groups may indicate a source
of concern, assuming the quality of requests remains unchanged. Since changes in the rejection rate cannot
indicate an improvement in evenhandedness by themselves, in this analysis staff is focusing on changes in
intergroup rejection gaps since the last review.

Intergroup disparities for corrections have declined. Both country authorities’ and MCs' responses to
surveys show an increase in correction requests compared to the results of the 2013 review—particularly, for
AEs and EMs. On the other hand, the number of rejected requests has declined for both LICs (MCs survey)
and EMs (authorities' survey) and increased significantly for AEs (both surveys), which suggests a lower
rejection rate of corrections requests for LICs and EMs than observed in 2013, against a higher rejection rate
for AEs. This should support the idea of a tightening in intergroup rejection gaps and hence, a lower
perception of uneven implementation of the policy across income groups.

Relative intergroup disparities for deletions have narrowed. Responses to the MCs' survey suggest that
the rejection rate has increased further for EMs—as the number of deletion requests submitted has declined
and the number of those rejected has increased compared to the 2013 review—and likely has decreased for
AEs and LICs. Country authorities’ responses show that the rejection rate has likely declined for all income
groups since the previous review. Although mixed, these findings broadly suggest a tighter perceived
intergroup rejection gap for deletions since the 2013 review, indicating a weaker perception of an uneven
application of the policy regarding deletions, particularly by country authorities.

Country Authorities Survey

Did the authorities request
any corrections to your last
report?

70
]
50
40
30
20
10

0

2013 Review 2024 Review

WAEs mEMs mLiCs

Only a few or none of the
correction requests were
approved

15

10 I
5 I
0

2013 Review 2024 Review

mAEs mEMs mlCs

Did the authorities request any
deletions to your last report?

2013 Review 2024 Review

WAEs mEMs mlLiCs

Only a few or none of the
deletion requests were
approved

2013 Review 2024 Review

mAEs mEMs mlICs

Source: IMF Staff Calculations.

Mission Chiefs Survey

Did the authorities request
any corrections to your last
report?

2013 Review 2024 Review

mAEs mEMs mliCs

Only a few or none of the
correction requests were
approved

2013 Review 2024 Review

mAEs mEMs mliCs

Did the authorities request any
deletions to your last report?

2013 Review 2024 Review

mAEs mEMs mliCs

Only a few or none of the
deletion requests were
approved

2013 Review 2024 Review

mAEs mEMs mlCs
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s VIEWS OF CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS ON THE
FUND'S TRANSPARENCY POLICY AND OPEN
ARCHIVES POLICY:

To ensure that a wide range of views are reflected in the 2024 review, CSOs were invited to express
their views on the Fund's TP.# CSOs acknowledged the significant progress made since the 2013 TP
review toward greater transparency and assessed that the Fund's transparency framework compares
favorably to similar frameworks in other IFls. CSOs offered some suggestions for further improvements,
eliciting more frequent and timely publication of country documents and improved communications to
better support national and international policy debates.

A. The Fund’s Transparency Framework

19. According to the CSOs, the Fund has become more transparent and its Transparency
Policy is striking the right balance between proactive disclosure of information and
protection of confidential information.

* Respondents commended the Fund for improvements since the last Transparency Policy Review,
such as the publication of the calendar of Board discussions; more timely publication of AlV SRs;
and efforts to inform civil society about the engagements between the IMF and member
countries.

e With this, the CSOs have seen the Fund becoming more transparent over the past decade (2014-
2023) since the previous review and the IMF’s transparency policy comparing favorably with that
of other international financial institutions (IFls) (e.g., World Bank (WB), Bank for International
Settlements (BIS), regional development banks), including on the accessibility, frequency, and
usefulness of documents on IMF.org.

e There is also a strong agreement among the CSOs that the TP has achieved the right balance in
the trade-off between the proactive disclosure of information and the need to protect countries’
confidential information. At the same time, selected CSOs indicated that the non-publication of

3 Prepared by Irineu de Carvalho Filho and Alvar Kangur (SPR).

4 Representatives from ten prominent CSOs with deep understanding of the IMF operations and/or issues related to
transparency were initially invited to participate in the conference call held on May 30, 2023. Subsequently, CSOs
were invited to respond to an online survey accessible via a public online consultation page (Review of the IMF's
Transparency Policy — Public Consultation with Civil Society Organizations), which was open from May 31 through
June 30, 2023 for any CSO representatives to contribute with their views. Twenty-two CSOs from sixteen different
countries participated in the survey; their responses are available at the same consultation page. Most respondents
were regular users of Fund documents—at least half of respondents access the Fund website on a weekly basis or
more frequently. One response that was received from the private sector was not incorporated among the aggregate
results reported in this background note. A follow-up call with CSOs that responded to online survey was held on
March 26, 2024, to present the survey results and provide a further opportunity for feedback and discussion.
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some AlV reports and the lack of transparency about the Fund’s Board proceedings undermine
the credibility of the Fund and the ability of CSOs to influence national policy.

B. Areas for Improvement

20. Perceptions over differences in candor remain. Majority of respondents agree that staff
country reports adequately depict authorities’ views, even if they differ from staff's advice. However,
despite acknowledging improvements, some CSOs still perceive differences in the candor of IMF
country documents across groups of countries (e.g., by income levels, regions, and by use of Fund
resources).

21. Timeliness of publication is adequate, but there is room for improvements to avoid
long publication delays and on clarifying which documents are not presumed to be published.
Some CSOs argue that the regime of “presumed, but voluntary” gives too much leeway to countries
to avoid publication and there is still room for improving the timeliness of reports. Noticeably, some
CSOs complained that reports for some countries are often published with long delays. Some saw
scope for faster publication of SRs, avoiding unnecessary delays caused by long embargoes, and for
more clarity about which documents are not published.

C. Communication Beyond the Transparency Policy

22. CSOs stated that improved communication could further support national and
international policy debates. While not directly falling under the coverage of the TP, CSOs
identified some possible ways to improve Fund’'s communication capacity.

e The CSOs noted that the availability of and access to IMF country-specific reports and policy
papers have significantly contributed to national and international policy debates over the past
decade. They stressed that more cross-country comparative information to identify worst
performing countries, and more information about social spending and social protection would
further support policy debates.

e Majority of respondents agreed that the language, content, and openness of IMF documents,
such as country and policy papers, have improved over the last decade. Accessibility to the Fund
documents could be further enhanced by translating more documents to languages other than
English; and further adopting more accessible and less technical language that would allow for
greater engagement by citizens.

e There were also calls to enhance the functionality of the search engine in the IMF website and
recommendations to better organize IMF documents in the public domain (for instance, all
documents pertaining to a specific program could be made available together in a single page,
PRs that relate to specific programs should include links to the program documents). The Fund
could also usefully organize all documents pertaining to the Fund arrangements (initial
agreement and subsequent reviews) in a single webpage.

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 13



2024 REVIEW OF THE FUND'S TRANSPARENCY POLICY AND OPEN ARCHIEVES POLICY—CONSULTATIONS

23. Some CSOs would like the Fund to offer more opportunities for public consultation.
CSOs suggest greater transparency before documents are approved by the Board to facilitate
involvement of CSOs in policy discussions. More detailed information in the announcements of
staff-level agreements can also foster greater debate before Board decisions. Some CSOs further
recommended the publication of the first draft of some documents in order to elicit comments and
suggestions from citizens and CSOs; and more opportunities for meetings between CSOs and Fund
staff.

D. Open Archives Policy

24. Improved functionality of the OAP would support research on the Fund. While mostly
agreeing with the OAP’s principles and rules, some users of Fund documents from CSOs see the
need to improve the implementation of the policy. Majority of CSOs are aware of the Fund's OAP
and agrees that the 20-year rule for “other documentary material” is appropriate for transparency
purposes. However, users of Fund documents pointed to long delays to receive requested
documents and lack of access by researchers to Fund records physically at the IMF headquarters
during the COVID-19 pandemic, both of which hindered the use of Fund records for academic
research.
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Program Countries in the

Income level Region G20 or non-G20
Advanced Emerging  Low- Some are
Overall Economy Markets income AFR APD EUR McD WHD G-20 Non-G20 G-20 None Some
Number of responses 19 10 1 1 a 7 3 4 6 6 7 11 8
Principles Underlying the Policy
1.The TP should balance the principles of timely disclosure of Stronaly Disagree ° o ° o o o o o ° o o ° o °
e Disagree s o 13 o o o o o 25 o o 14 o 13
documents and information with the need to protect
confidential information shared by member countries with Neither agree nor disagree ° ° ° ° ° ° o ° ° ° ° ° ° °
et il alen e candor and of Agree 53 50 63 o o 50 71 33 50 50 50 57 64 38
Seaft analysts Strongly Agree a2 50 25 100 100 50 29 67 25 50 50 29 36 50
Weighted Average Score 1/ 4.32 4.50 4.00 5.00 5.00 4.50 4.29 4.67 3.75 4.50 4.50 4.00 4.36 4.25
2.The TP appropriately balances the principles of timely Strongly Disagree 3 10 o o o o 14 o ° 17 ° o ° °
disclosure of documents and information with the need to Disagree X 37 20 ” ° ° 0 a3 32 25 b4 b 43 27 0
: : . Neither agree nor disagree 16 20 13 o o o 29 33 o 17 17 14 27 o
protect confidential information shared by member countries
with staff while also protecting the candor and independence Apree a2 0 13 100 100 0 1 33 s 0 33 a3 36 0
of staff analysie Strongly Agree o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
Weighted Average Score 2.95 3.30 2.38 4.00 4.00 3.00 2.43 3.00 3.50 3.00 2.83 3.00 2.91 3.00
Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 o ) 0 ) 0 ) 0
3The « for treatin . . ond Disagree 16 10 25 o o 25 o o 50 o 0 43 o 38
deletions allowed under thesTP provide sufficient protection Neither agree nor disagree & 10 13 o o o 33 o 17 o 14 18 °
gainst neci ; of ) A Agree 63 70 50 100 100 75 67 50 83 83 29 64 63
Strongly Agree 11 10 13 o o o o o o 17 14 18 o
Weighted Average Score 3.68 3.80 3.50 00 4.00 3.50 3.67 3.00 3.83 417 3.14 4.00 3.25
Strongly Disagree 5 10 ) ) ) ) ) ) 17 ) ) B o
4.The TP provides sufficient protection against the negotiation Disagree s ° b ° ° ° ° ° ° ° 1 2 °
of staff repports and press releases - pro(egc(mg the candor and Neither agree nor disagree 1 ° 25 ° ° 25 33 ° 7 ° 14 ° 13
ndenendenee of staff onalysie. Agree 63 70 50 100 100 75 67 75 33 83 71 as 88
Strongly Agree 16 20 13 o o o o 25 33 17 o 27 o
Weighted Average Score 3.79 3.90 3.63 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.57 3.67 4.25 3.67 4.17 3.57 3.73 3.88
i Timing and C i i
Strongly Disagree 5 10 o ) ) 25 ) ) o 17 o ) B o
5.In the past five years, the Fund generally published reports Disagree > ° 13 ° ° ° ° 33 ° 17 ° ° ° °
board meoting. Agree 37 30 50 o o 75 57 0 o 17 33 57 36 38
Strongly Agree 32 30 25 100 100 o 29 33 50 50 17 29 27 38
Weighted Average Score 3.84 3.70 3.88 5.00 5.00 3.25 4.14 3.33 4.00 3.67 3.67 4.14 3.64 4.13
Not at all 53 60 50 0 o 25 86 7 25 67 67 29 64 38
Communication with the authorities Slightly 21 20 25 o o o 14 33 50 17 33 14 27 13
regarding corrections/deletions To some extent 26 20 25 100 100 75 o o 25 17 o 57 B 50
To a great extent o o o o o 0 o o o o o o o o
Weighted Average Score 1.74 1.60 1.75 3.00 3.00 2.50 1.14 1.33 2.00 1.50 1.33 2.29 1.45 2.13
Not at all 63 70 63 0 0 50 86 67 50 100 67 29 o1 25
Internal IMF processes on slightly 11 10 o 100 100 o o 0 25 o o 29 o 25
correntions/deletions To some extent 11 20 o o o 25 14 o o o 17 14 9 13
To a great extent 16 o 38 o o 25 o 33 25 o 17 29 o 38
6.To what extent were lags in the publication of your staff Weighted Average Score 1.79 1.50 2.13 2.00 2.00 2.25 1.29 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.83 2.43 1.18 2.63
reports the result of the following? Not at all 58 60 63 0 0 75 71 33 50 83 33 57 73 38
slightly 21 20 13 100 100 0 14 33 25 17 33 14 18 25
S:;"Sre':‘('"":a;‘:ir";:'m the authorities about 1, e extent 11 10 13 o o 25 o 33 o o 17 14 o 25
To a great extent 11 10 13 o o 0 14 o 25 o 17 14 9 13
Weighted Average Score 1.74 1.70 1.75 2.00 2.00 1.50 1.57 2.00 2.00 1.17 2.17 1.86 1.45 2.13
Not at all 59 70 33 100 100 25 71 50 67 67 60 50 73 33
slightly 24 20 33 o o 75 o o 33 17 o 50 9 50
Other To some extent 12 10 17 o o o 29 o o o a0 o 9 17
To a great extent 6 o 17 o o o o 50 o 17 o o 9 o
Weighted Average Score 1.65 1.40 .17 1.00 1.00 1.75 1.57 2.50 1.33 1.67 1.80 1.50 1.55 1.83
Strongly Disagree 11 10 13 0 o o 29 ) 5 17 ) 14 18 )
Disagree 16 30 o o o 0 29 o 25 o 50 o 18 13
7.There is a scope for prompter publication of country reports Neither agree nor disagree 53 a0 63 100 100 75 29 100 25 67 33 57 as 63
than is currently observed. Agree 11 o 25 o o o 14 o 25 o 17 14 9 13
Strongly Agree 11 20 o o o 25 o o 25 17 o 14 9 13
Weighted Average Score 2.95 2.90 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.50 2.29 3.00 3.50 3.00 2.67 3.4 2.73 3.25
Strongly Disagree 5 10 ) ) o o 14 ) ) 17 o ) B 0
Disagree 21 30 13 o o 0 a3 o 25 o 50 14 27 13
8.There is a scope for prompter publication of policy Neither agree nor disagree 53 a0 63 100 100 50 a3 67 50 50 50 57 as 63
documents than is currently observed. Agree 16 10 25 o o 25 o 33 25 33 0 14 18 13
Strongly Agree B 10 o o o 25 o o o o o 14 o 13
Weighted Average Score 2.95 2.80 3.13 3.00 3.00 3.75 2.29 3.33 3.00 3.00 2.50 3.29 2.73 3.25
Not at all 68 60 75 100 100 o 86 100 75 50 83 71 64 75
9.Do you see scope for prompter communications on Board Slightly 21 20 25 o o 50 14 o 25 33 17 14 27 13
discussions (e.g., press releases) independent of the To some extent 1 20 o o o 50 o o o 17 o 14 9 13
publication of the reports To a great extent o o o o o o o o o o o o o
Weighted Average Score 2.45 2.63 2.28 2.03 2.03 3.54 217 2.03 2.28 2.70 2.19 2.46 2.41

1/ Weighted average was used to convert the responses to questions to select one from four or five answer choices to a 4-point or 5-point scale to make the responses more comparable across questions.
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Program Countries in the

Income level Region G20 or non-G20
Constituency
Advanced Emerging  Low- some are
overanl Markets _income __ AFR ArD cur mcD  who G20 non-czo G20 None some
Candor and Publication Consent
Stronaly Dissgres S S S 5 S S 5 S S S 5 S S S
Dicagrae o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
portant ecomemic information Neithar agres nor disagres = io o o o o i o o i o o 5 o
ares 7 s0 s 100 100 100 7 s 7 o o 100 P s
Stronaly Agree 2 Yo = o o o a b = a2 a2 o 2 b
average score aze .00 aza a.00 a.00 .00 a.00 e azs a7 auz2 a.00 a1 a1
Strongly Dieagree 5 5 5 S S S 5 5 S 5
Disagre. 5 o e o o o o o 25 o o 1a o i
\dentified poticy asues Nerther agree nor disagree el 1o s o o o i 5 o o 3 o P
haros s s0 2o 100 100 100 7 3 o 2o & se o 7
Stranaty Agree Te Yo 2o o o o ) 3 S > 4 o b I
Average score 595 s.00 saa s.00 a.00 a.00 a.00 ai00 si7s sas 423 291 a.00 som
Strongly Dieagres 5 S S S > 5
Dicagree = o i o o o o o s o o i o i
i ey dtmants for your country. Preass ner e poticy discussions Neither agree nor dizagree = a0 2 ° ° 25 2o 22 2s so 22 ° 2e 22
In country decun Aaree ca co Zo 100 100 72 p a2 o o a2 a6 a2 o3
Stronaty Asree S o B o o o i1 a2 o 2 o b
average score 274 260 sas a.00 a.00 275 256 a.00 225 230 a.00 21 273 275
Strongly Disagres S 5 3 S S S S
Dicamrec Py 1o e o o o ia ° 25 o i+ i 3 a5
ok to the outlook Nenher agree nor disagres i 20 i o o o 25 5 o so o o > o
Amren :a co o 100 100 100 a B o = so e 4 o
Stranaty Asree Te Yo S o o o a 3 e b B s b
lonted Average Score 270 570 saa s.00 a.00 a.00 e a.00 si7s ser s.00 251 2.1 sies
Strongly Dizagres 5 5 S 5 S 5 5 S 5 S 5 S S
Disagree = o s o o e o o o o o i o i
Ahorities: views Nelther agres nor disagres 1 1o o o o o s as a o o ia o
sres 75 50 o2 100 100 75 7 o 100 o a3 a6 7 s
Stronaty Asree 5 o b o o Ta o o o i
ionted Average score 224 290 275 2.00 2.00 220 .00 2oz 200 sez a1z 221 5.91 525
Not ot an 55 %o & 5 S : 5 G = & Too = £
Siimhtly Te o e o o o T 3 o 4 ia e 5
The increased focus on risks (including To some extent 26 20 2= ° o = 14 o so o ° - 5 so
To & great axtant ) ° 100 100 o o T s
lonted Average score 2.2s 2.2a 2.0 503 5.0 220 237 257 2.0 237 2.0 a.0a 290 a1
Not at an 57 o £ 5 S 55 5 o s o 5 a 5%
- Siignily a2 %0 P o o 2o aa 4 s o o a3 Ta =
External assessments (including exchange 1550 me axtent e ° as o o 2s 1a o 2s a7 o 25 as s
To 2 great extant s o 100 100 o ia s
lonted Average score 222 243 203 505 s.08 278 273 236 278 236 232 sa7 2357 216
Nt ot o & 5o = S 5 5 £ = Too & 55 5 e
Sttty Te %o 2o o o o i e o o 4 ia 5 32
Debt sustainability analysis Tosome extent ie o o 100 100 e o o s o o 3 o d
11.7o what degree do concerns about the following elements To s Breat extart 2 ° ° ° ° ° S °
12T what degree do cencerns sbout the followin = Average score 220 232 278 a0 2.0 223 237 z.e0 223 202 236 2.0 232 5.0
your constituency? (Please tick the appropriate box) Mot avall ss so Ss o o o s o0 30 = o0 2 b e
Siigntly P Yo 22 100 100 2o ia o ze o o =5 5 ss
Fiscal space assessmant To some extent n io e o o 22 o o 22 e o i H b
To 2 graat extent o o o o o o
Average score 245 232 233 2.0 2.0 278 236 2.0 278 235 202 230 220 26
EX o 5% S S 7 = 5 5 5 =] i = e
32 %o o o o o 25 3 o ] 3 s e B
Third-party indicators Tosome extent a o 5 o o o o 3 22 o b ia o b
To & areat extant b b 100 100 i o o o 25 b
Averoge score iy 292 225 503 5.0 228 2.7a s.02 2.0 230 2.6 s.e0 z.ee 525
eacan = Yo e 5 5 = = Too Soo Too o5 55 75 e
Siigntly ie Zo I o o o i o o o b za e o
bepiction of Authorities' Views To some extent i1 io b o o so © o o o o 2o o a5
To 2 great exten 100 100 o o o o o o ia o b
Average score 235 242 291 s.08 5.0 202 246 2.0 2.0 202 230 232 230 251
Not at an G 6 75 5 T Too 7% 5 & 5 £ £
Shantly 2 %o 23 5 i o e o 7 P 5 =
Authorities, because they might otherwise  SHENTY = 20 s K % so 14 ° 2 ° 4 a3 ° 32
ot consant o the ubeation of repore. | 12 Some extent x % ° s L ° ° v L >
Average score 225 zez 227 a0 a.05 5.0 295 2.0 227 235 222 255 230 2.90
Not ot an 5 5o Too Too Too 7 5o Too Too Too 5 o Too 7
12.To what extent have pressures from the following parties  Authorities, because they might otherwize  Sightly - Yo o o o e o o o o o ia o IS
Caleq the messages of reports on countries in your ot collaborate/or reduce their leval of | To some extent H io o o o o i o o o o o o b
Comstituancy to be watered down' s CaNaboratian in the future T 2 great extent © o o o o o o o ©
Average score 238 2323 202 2.0 2.0 228 231 z.02 z.02 202 236 237 2.02 240
Not at an as 50 Se Too Too %o 5o Too Too w5 50 = 53 7
Sty b %o b o o ) o o b o b 5 a
others Tosome extent o io o o o o i o o o 20 o o ia
Ta a areat extant o o o
ronted Average Score 224 252 236 202 2.0 222 251 2.0 202 230 292 236 231 295
Not ot an 5 e 55 5 7 5 52 5 = T4 = Ta
The non-approval of requested corrections  SHENTY = » 2 2s v 3 22 > 29 B 27 N
The nor-spproval of requested con To some extent za b aa 100 100 e o = o o Zo =5 o 7
To = great extent o o i o o o i+ o o o © 4 s o
Average score 297 228 227 a.02 a.02 278 260 s.02 227 236 202 .74 237 200
Not at an &5 55 aa Too Too 7% £ Too Too Too Too 7 51 =
Stianety 5 i o o o 22 © o o o o Ta o b
Concerns on possibility/continuation of an 3551, extent o o ° o o o o o o o o ) o o
To o arant extant e o 5 o o o i o o o o ia s o
ronted Average Score 225 234 21 2.0 2.0 228 253 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 s 230 238
Not ot an Z =3 &5 S 5 = 5 5 Too 5 Too 5 s 5
Siishtly o b e o o o o 4 o e o Za 5 4
Concerns about risk of leaks To some extent . o o 100 100 o o o o o o ia o ia
To = great extant A o i o o o o o o o o ia B
Bobiation o & Candr SaFf renrt For ey coumtry m your Average score 2497 233 z.05 a.02 a.02 232 253 235 2.0 230 202 .02 230 220
Comstnuencys Not at an <6 & <o 5 S %o 52 55 7% & 56 55 75 55
Stianety 23 4 22 o o o 4 a3 f 4 o 3o ia 2o
Overall tone of the report o tome extent 3 I o 100 100 o o S 25 o 20 3o o a
o S et cxtent < o i o o o > o o ° o i s o
lonted Average Score 255 297 250 2.0 2.0 223 260 5.0 222 256 292 5032 2.8 537
Not ot an “ & 55 5 S %o = 3 = & =3 T = £
Siishtly P 4 e o o o b = o 4 o 25 Ta 35
Disagreement on specific Issues 7o some extent za o o 100 100 o 17 = o o a0 a s =
To a great extant o o s o o o i o o o ° ia H o
Average score 2.97 247 .30 .00 a.00 223 2.0 2.0 .03 236 222 s.60 200 236
Not at an e = o Too Too %o & o Too Too 5o %o 5o %o
Sttty is 1 a3 o o o © o o o 2o a3 o o
others o tome extent o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
o et cxtent & o i o o o i+ o o o o > o o
Werahiod average Score 250 234 257 208 2.0 223 253 223 2.0 202 223 257 2.3 253
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Income level

Program Countries in the

Constituency
Advanced Emerging
Markets APD None Some.
Corr i and D: i to D
14.In the past few years how often have authorities in your Never o 25 5 FE)
constituency requested any corrections on their country Occasionally (less than half of cour 20 13 27 13
reports? Frequently 80 63 64 75
Ves, all the requests were approve o o o o
15.Please indicate if the correction requests were generally Most of the requests were approv 0 ° 27 28
ot Only a few of the requests were a 10 50 ° s0
Some of the requests were approv a0 50 64 13
None of the requests were approv o o o o
T6.1n the past few years how often have authorities in your Never 26 13 27 o
constituency requested any deletions on their country Occasionally (less than half of cour 50 75 as P
reports? Frequently 30 13 27 13
Ves, all the requests were approve o 13 ° 13
. Most of the requests were approv o o o 13
3.;:,'5523 indicate if the deletion requests were generally Oty & fewe o the renuests ware o] o - o o
Some of the requests were approv 67 38 60 38
None of the requests were approv o 13 1a 10 o
Strongly Disagree o o o o o
18.The rules on deletions and corrections allow for the Disagree ° s 14 2 38
preparation of, and help preserve, candid staff reports for Neither agree nor disagree 20 13 14 18 13
countries in my constituency. Aree 80 38 71 73 so
Strongly Agree o o o o o
Weighted Average Score 3.80 2.88 3.57 3.64 3.13
Not at all 10 ° 1a B °
slightly 10 o 14 ° o
Reduce the possibility of misinterpretation 30500 ooy o o it - o
To a great extent 20 50 57 36 25
i Average Score 3.90 4.50 4.14 4.09 a.25
Not at all o 38 25 18 38
’ ’ siightly 20 o 14 ° 13
Make your job easier, o5 by faciitating S50V i - e o o
To a great extent 20 25 29 18 25
Weighted Average Score 3.84 3.55 3.61 3.77 3.42
Not at all 60 75 86 82 50
Make your job more difficult, .g., by slightly 30 13 1a 18 25
increasing the number of requests for To some extent 10 13 o o 25
19.More flexibility in the rules on corrections (as opposed to  changes To a great extent o o o o o
current rule limiting corrections to factual errors, Weighted Average Score 2.54 2.41 2.18 2.22 2.78
errors, mi izations of the authorities' Not at all 70 88 71 82 75
views, and evident ambiguity) would.. Slightly 10 13 o o 25
Result in less candid reports To some extent 10 o 14 ° o
To a great extent 10 o 14 ° o
Weighted Average Score 2.62 2.15 2.74 2.48 2.28
Not at all 60 100 71 73 75
Result in negotiating some parts of staff Stightly 20 ° ° ° 13
reports nd amdarmine s(af‘f’mdependence To some extent 10 o 14 ° 13
To a great extent 10 o 14 ° o
i Average Score 2.73 2.02 2.74 2.57 2.40
Not at all 30 13 1a 18 25
. slightly 30 13 14 18 25
Result in more staff reports being published 30500 oy 3 & 57 2 s
To a great extent 10 13 1a 18 o
Weighted Average Score 3.23 3.77 3.74 3.66 3.27
Not at all 20 o 25 18 o
Reduce the possibility of misinterpretation /8N 20 12 ° ° 25
Reduce there To some extent a0 50 14 36 63
To a great extent 20 38 57 36 13
Weighted Average Score 3.62 4.29 4.0a 3.95 3.91
Not at all 30 38 23 27 50
. . slightly 30 25 o 18 38
Make your job sasicr, e.g. by faciitating  TE0Y o % - o .
To a great extent 20 25 29 27 13
Weighted Average Score 3.34 3.29 3.47 2.58 2.79
Not at all 50 63 71 6 50
Make your job more difficult, e.g., by siightly 30 25 o 18 38
increasing the number of requests for To some extent 20 13 29 18 13
20.More flexibility in the rules on deletions (as opposed to  changes To a great extent o o o o o
current rule limiting deletions to highly market sensitive i Average Score 2.73 2.53 2.02 2.02 2.28 2.61 2.58 2.65
material and premature disclosure of policy intentions) Not at all 70 88 100 100 75 86 82 75
would. slightly o 13 o o o o o 13
Result in less candid reports To some extent 20 o o o 25 o ° 13
To a great extent 10 o o ° 1a ° o
Weighted Average Score 2.73 2.15 2.02 2.02 2.52 2.a5 2.48 2.90
Not at all B 100 o o 75 71 2 75
Result in negotiating parts of staff reports  SHENHY 20 ° ° ° ° ° e °
and undermine staff independence To some extent 29 ° 100 100 25 14 2 25
To a great extent 10 o o o o 14 ° o
Weighted Average Score 2.93 2.02 a.02 4.02 2.53 2.74 2.66 2.52
Not at all 20 25 ° o 25 1a 18 25
slightly a0 13 o o 50 14 18 38
Result in more staff reports being published  S1er Y | 2 pd o oo b pst ps o
on the external website
To a great extent 10 o o o o 14 ° o
Weighted Average Score 3.33 3.40 4.04 4.04 3.03 3.74 3.57 3.15
Strongly Disagree 10 13 o o 25 14 B 13
21.The transparency policy allows for appropriate changes Disagree 10 13 ° ° ° 29 2 13
it Agree 60 63 100 100 75 29 64 63
strongly Agree 10 o o o o 14 ° o
Weighted Average Score 3.50 3.25 4.00 4.00 3.25 3.00 2.55 3.25
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Program Countries in the

By income level By region G20 or non-G20 )
Constituency
Overa | Advanced Emerging  Low- Some are
Economy Markets _income AR APD EUR MCD  WHD G20 Non-G20 G-20 None Some
Handling Confidential Information
Notatall B 10 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 17 0 0 9 0
Slightly 5 0 13 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 13
Adverse market reactions To some extent 74 60 88 100 100 75 7 100 50 50 100 7 73 75
Toa great extent 16 30 0 0 0 0 14 0 50 33 0 14 18 13
Weighted Average Score 4.00 4.10 3.88 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.86 4.00 4.50 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Not atall 11 10 3 0 0 25 0 0 0 17 0 0] 9 3
22 Abstracting from the risk of leaks, do you think that the  Release of information on planned policies ~ Slightly 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
rules on deletions provide adequate protection against the  that could undermine the authorities' ability To some extent 74 70 75 100 100 75 7 100 50 67 100 57 82 63
following? to implement these policies To a great extent 16 20 13 0 0 0 14 0 50 17 0 29 9 2
Weighted Average Score 3.99 4.04 3.91 4.04 4.04 354 3.90 4.04 4.55 3.87 4.04 4.04 3.95 4.04
Not at all 16 10 25 0 0 0 1 33 25 17 17 1 9 25
Possible misinterpretation of messages Slightly a 0 38 0 0 % 2 0 I 0 v 4 1 I
To some extent 58 70 38 100 100 75 3 67 50 67 67 3 64 50
and/or information by the general public
To a great extent 5 10 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 17 0 0 9 0
Weighted Average Score 3.57 3.84 3.16 4.04 4.04 3.79 3.61 337 3.30 3.87 3.54 3.33 3.77 3.29
Tight 17 0 38 0 0 0 17 67 0 0 60 0 9 29
23.How do you assess the current confidentiality agreements Moderately tight v s o 0 0 0 3 ° - o » u z o
that are protecting certain types o data, Neutral 56 56 50 100 100 100 33 33 50 83 20 57 55 57
Moderately loose 1 1 13 0 0 0 17 0 2 0 0 29 9 14
Loose 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Strongly Disagree 5 10 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 17 0 0 9 0
Disagree 32 10 50 100 100 0 29 67 2 17 33 a3 18 50
24.The transparency policy is applied evenhandedly across Neither agree nor disagree 2 40 13 0 0 50 29 0 2 17 17 3 27 2
countries. Agree 2 20 38 0 0 50 14 33 2 33 33 14 27 2
Strongly Agree 1 20 0 0 0 0 14 0 2 17 17 0 18 0
Weighted Average Score 3.05 32.30 2.88 2.00 2.00 3.50 286 267 3.50 3.17 333 271 327 275
Strongly Disagree 11 2 0 0 0 0 17 0 25 33 0 0 18 0
Disagree 1 1 13 0 0 0 0 33 2 17 0 14 9 14
25.Geoeconomic fragmentation could be a threat to the Neither agree nor disagree 17 33 0 0 0 50 17 0 0 17 0 29 18 14
“Evenhandedness” of staff reports. Agree 61 33 88 100 100 50 67 67 50 33 100 57 55 7
Strongly Agree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weighted Average Score 3.28 278 3.75 4.00 4.00 3.50 333 333 275 250 4.00 3.43 3.09 357
Notatall 33 56 3 0 0 50 33 0 50 60 17 29 50 13
Slightly 17 1 2 0 0 50 0 3 0 20 0 29 10 2
Income level of the country To some extent 39 2 50 100 100 0 33 67 50 0 83 29 20 63
Toa great extent 1 1 13 0 0 0 33 0 0 20 0 14 20 0
Weighted Average Score 3.31 292 3.66 4.04 4.04 254 3.70 3.70 3.03 283 3.71 3.32 313 3.54
Not at all 37 60 13 0 0 50 43 0 50 33 33 43 [3 25
Geographic location/department of the > &7 - 10 ® 0 0 =0 i 3 ° 50 0 o z 3
country To some extent 37 20 50 100 100 0 29 67 50 0 67 3 18 63
Toaa great extent 5 10 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 17 0 0 9 0
26.D0 the following factors affect application of Weighted Average Score 3.14 2.83 3.41 4.04 4.04 253 3.18 3.70 3.03 3.03 337 3.03 294 3.41
transparency policy? Notatall 26 40 13 0 0 25 29 33 25 33 17 29 36 13
Slightly 21 20 25 0 0 75 0 0 2 33 0 29 18 2
Attitude of the authorities To some extent 47 30 63 100 100 0 57 67 50 17 83 a3 36 63
Toa great extent 5 10 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 17 0 0 9 0
Weighted Average Score 335 313 3.53 4.04 4.04 278 3.60 337 3.28 3.20 3.70 3.17 321 353
Notatall 21 30 3 0 0 25 29 0 25 17 33 14 27 3
External factorfglobal economic Slightly 2 50 38 0 0 50 29 33 75 50 17 57 5 38
To some extent 32 10 50 100 100 2 29 67 0 17 50 29 18 50
environment
To a great extent 5 10 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 17 0 0 9 0
Weighted Average Score 3.24 3.03 3.41 4.04 4.04 3.03 3.32 3.70 278 3.37 3.20 3.17 3.12 3.41
Archives Policy
Existing policies on public access to the Fund's archives have promoted more transparency. 79 80 75 0 100 100 71 67 75 100 50 86 73 88
The three-year period for access to Board papers is appropriate. 74 90 50 0 100 75 100 0 75 67 67 86 82 63
Earlier release of Board papers into the Archive would affect candor (current rule is three years). 2 30 63 0 0 50 43 33 50 50 33 a3 5 38
27.The Fund has been successful in facilitating public access to Y . : N
its Archives. lease mark ll the statements that you consider The five-year period for access to Executive Board minutesis oo long. Earler release of Board minutes would afect the ca 11 10 13 0 0 25 14 0 0 17 0 1 18 0
sccurate. It does not matter when Board minutes are released if the staff reports are published on time. 1 10 0 0 100 0 14 0 0 0 0 29 9 13
The release of Board minutes s as important as the release of staff reports. 37 30 38 0 100 2 29 67 2 50 3 29 36 38
Itis important for transparency that documents under any time rule, including 20 years, are promptly made available 53 50 50 0 100 50 3 3 75 3 3 86 36 75
Making documents under the 20-year rule accessible under the Archive is less important than making accessible document 11 10 0 0 100 0 14 0 0 0 0 29 9 13
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Income level Region G20 ornon-G20  Program Country Respondent Entity
Advanced  Emerging Central  Ministry of
Overall  Economy  Markets Low-income AFR APD EUR  MCD  WHD G-20 Non-G20 Yes No Bank  Finance  Other
Number of responses 74 27 36 1 7 14 27 1 15 12 62 12 62 47 18 9
Publication Timing and Communications
Strongly Disagree 5 15 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 6 0 6 6 0 1
Disagree 15 4 2 18 0 29 4 9 3 17 15 25 13 15 17 1
LIn the past five years, staff reports on your N .
country have been published within two- Neither agree nor isagree u 4 u 27 29 7 4 27 7 17 10 17 10 9 2 0
weeks of the board meeting. Agree 34 15 44 45 43 43 19 45 40 17 37 4 2 40 2 2
Strongly Agree 35 63 2 9 29 21 59 18 20 50 32 17 39 30 39 56
Weighted Average Score 378 4.07 3.67 345 4.00 357 4.04 373 347 4.00 3.74 3.50 3.84 372 383 4.00
Not at all 58 90 47 27 n 25 91 40 36 50 59 55 58 50 75 67
- Slightly 12 5 15 18 0 0 4 30 29 10 13 9 13 1 13 17
I::LT::J:; ;";:::LT::E:;:ZZ:” To some extent % 5 % 55 ® & 4 0 U0 s b4 u 2 § Y
Toa great extent 6 0 12 0 0 8 0 0 21 20 4 9 5 7 6 0
Weighted Average Score 2.83 2.18 3.07 3.31 2.61 3.62 2.17 2.94 3.25 3.14 2.77 2.94 2.80 2.99 2.48 2.54
Not at all 46 95 2% 20 67 25 87 0 21 50 45 36 48 43 60 3
2.To what extent were any lags beyond 2 Discussions on corrections/deletion Slightly 17 5 yz 20 0 17 4 50 2 10 18 9 19 16 20 17
weeks in publication of your country's staff To some extent 28 0 38 50 3 50 9 20 3 30 27 45 2% 30 13 50
report the result of the following? requests To a great extent 9 0 15 10 0 8 0 30 14 10 9 9 9 1 7 0
Weighted Average Score 3.03 2.07 3.47 3.53 2.69 3.45 2.24 3.83 3.53 3.03 3.03 3.30 2.97 3.12 2.69 3.19
Not at all 67 86 59 44 80 55 87 80 31 63 67 64 67 68 71 50
Slightly 18 0 30 2 0 18 0 20 54 38 14 36 13 14 14 50
Other To some extent 1 10 4 3 20 27 9 0 0 0 12 0 13 14 7 0
To a great extent 5 5 7 0 0 0 4 0 15 0 6 0 7 5 7 0
Weighted Average Score 2.57 235 2.63 292 243 2.76 233 224 3.04 241 2.60 240 2.62 2.60 2.53 2.53
3.Would you prefer prompter external Not at all 36 56 31 9 14 36 48 36 27 75 29 17 40 EY) 44 44
communications regarding Board discussions Slightly 19 15 25 9 14 21 19 18 20 25 18 25 18 19 17 2
on your country (e.g., press releases) To some extent 34 2 33 64 57 29 26 36 40 0 40 25 35 36 33 2
independent of the publication of the report To a great extent 11 7 11 18 14 14 7 9 13 0 13 3 6 13 6 11
itself? Weighted Average Score 321 2.84 3.28 3.94 3.74 3.4 295 3.20 343 227 340 3.77 3.11 332 3.03 3.03
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Income level Region G20 or non-G20 Program Country Respondent Entity
Advanced Emerging Central  Ministry of
Overall Econom Markets _Low-income AFR APD EUR MCD WHD G-20 Non-G20 Yes No Bank Finance Other
Candor and Publication Consent
Strongy daree s 5 0 s i 7 0 S = 0 s s s < 5 S
Disagree p o 3 0 o 0 0 o 7 0 > 0 > o . o
important ccomomic information Nefther agree nor disagre i a 0 0 o o . o 0 s 0 0 2 0 . 0
haree a a 26 ss a 7w a6 27 @ o 2 aa a0 20 as
stronaly agree 51 s s 2 a2 2 s ca 53 - 53 & 4 53 <o 1
Weighted Average Score 431 as 422 400 400 415 asz _ aci __aoo __ aos 435 sz 429 431 433 am
Strongly disagree s o 0 5 i 7 o o 13 o . s s a g i
Oisagree H o 2 0 o o 0 o 7 0 2 0 H o . o
demtiied patiey ooues Neither sares nor disagree s a B 1 o o . o 20 s s s s a . 1
Aaree 4 s ! as s7 s7 s as 20 7s b 2 s as s s
Stronaly agree i a1 a 27 2 % s o i i S 37 7 33 >
Weighted Average score s16 a3 11 352 386 418 437 ass  ser _ aos 18 425 15 430 400 ars
o cloment of the fallowing it i Strongly disagree a o 0 o i o o o i3 o g s 3 > c i
appropriately reflected in country Disagree 2 ° e ° o ° ° o 13 ° 2 ° 3 ° 1 °
documents for your country over the last Policy discussion Neither agree nor disagree ey 19 © 18 ° 7 1s ° 27 17 11 bl 13 2 7 22
documents for your country over the I Aaree a7 2 @ 7 s7 7 a1 as 2 a3 o P as a7 s0 aa
five years (2017 swronaly agree 24 27 20 5 2 2 a4 s 13 o o > 2 a3 7 2
Weighted Average Score 400 a1 207 351 286 414 az0  ass 30 2 .08 .08 403 428 se1  zer
Strongly dieagree 7 o i S 35 o o o 50 0 G s G < c i
Oicagree 3 a p 0 o 0 a o 7 0 2 0 2 0 . 1
Aok 0 the outiook Neither agree nor disagree 7 a . 5 o ; . o 20 s . o 2 a 7 o
Aaree as aa @ ss 20 c s as 20 so0 a P 4 a7 2 se
stronaly sgree 35 2 s > = 5 a = 5 5 o S 3 p 3 2
weighted Average Score a07 437 2.8 301 357 421 a3 ass 30 ao0 .08 433 s02 419 305 e
Strongly disagree a o . 5 % 7 o o o 0 3 o s a c o
Oisagree s 0 . 12 o 0 B s 20 0 . s s > 1 1
Athoritiest views Nefther agres nor disagree 7 a s 5 o 0 ; o 2 s . 0 s a 1 1
Agree a 37 s 3 e 7 ss 3 ss aa ss a as aa 3
swrongly agree 2s E 2 27 2 6 am 2 2 2 2o a2 20 20 2 aa
Weighted Average Score 408 ase 2.8 355 343 415 aa1 a1 ser a9 .11 417 406 415 a7e  au
Not at a 5 70 5 S B B e R %o % 5 B <o <o <7
Sightty > i > 10 1 b 2 20 27 > 5 > b > 2 1]
Political sensitivities n your country  To some extent 2 7 a1 a0 2 2 i 30 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 n
To 2 great extent B a 2 0 o 0 p 10 0 o B P > > o 1
Weighted average Score 177 s 157 150 171 170 156 210 193 s 177 217 160 130 172 1e
Not ot al 52 5 G o L E T 5 5 < 7 7 5 7
5.To what extent did any of the following Sightly is 7 1 20 o 7 7 30 3 s 1 a3 1 7 1 i
cause the message of the reports on your Social movements in your country To some extent 10 o 14 20 o 14 o 20 20 8 10 17 8 11 11 o
Country to be “watsred down"? To.2 great extent p a 0 o o o . o 0 0 2 0 B o 0 1
Weighted Average Score 138 110 147 160 100 136 1139 170 173 125 121 167 133 139 133 zaa
ot ot al S B 7 5o a e 5 Bl G 7 7 5 56 S 78
sightly 1o a i 20 o 2 o f 2 2 7 is 5 i s i
other To some extent B a . 20 1 7 . 20 7 s B B s 10 2 o
To a great extent a a . 0 o 0 . o 1 0 s 0 s B . 1
Weighted average Score 191 123 148 180 120 143 139 157 170 a2 101 136 102 138 147 zaa
Not at all 74 100 60 50 100 50 89 70 57 67 75 75 73 76 67 78
Sightly 1 0 2 o o 1 7 1o b 2 7 7 1o 4 2 2
The increased focus on rsks (ncluding the 0% extant 1 0 14 20 o 2 . 20 1 o 1 s b 16 . o
Ta a great extent a o 3 2o o 1 0 o 7 0 s 0 s a . 0
Weighted average score 196 100 160 220 100 200 115 1so 1z 133 148 132 148 199 150 122
Not at a 7 3 0 o 3 S0 o3 o 57 B 7 & 77 7 B2 B
External assessments (including exchange Stightly ) 4 ° 10 ° 14 4 o 14 8 7 8 7 4 e 22
Ta some extent 1 o 20 30 1 2 . 20 1 s is N 1 i 1 o
rate assessments) To a great extent a o 3 20 o 7 o o 14 o s 8 3 a o 11
Weighted average score 197 10 157 230 129 153 111 140 a8 132 152 167 143 152 128 1se
6.To what degree have concerns about the Not at a 7 300 o <o Goo 57 56 7o 5 B 7% 7% 7 5 B 7
Tollowing slements Rindered the exteral Sightly a o 14 10 o 7 0 10 2 s f 7 7 7 . 2
publication of saff reparta for your country  Debt sustainabity analysis Ta some extent s o 1 10 o 1 a 20 7 0 10 s s 1 . o
Gver the last five yoars (2017203397 (Pleate To a great extent 5 0 B 20 o 2 0 o 7 0 7 0 7 7 s o
tick the appropriate box) Weighted Average Score 1.42 1.00 1.51 2.20 1.00 2.00 1.07 1.50 1.64 1.08 1.48 1.33 1.43 1.49 1.33 1.22
Not ot a 54 3 = <o G0 0 b3 50 5 75 5 5 5 7 5 &
Sightty 1o a 14 10 o 7 p 20 b 7 f f 1o 5 5 4
Fiscal space assessment To some extent 13 o 20 20 o 2 a 10 2 o 13 1 12 13 1 1
To 2 great extent a o 2 20 o 1 0 o 7 0 s o s a . 0
Weighted average Score 197 10s 163 210 100 207 111 140 186 133 150 142 148 199 145 saa
Not ot al 5 G0 o <o G064 56 50 57 & 7 i 0 7 s 7
Sightly 1o o 7 1o o i 2 20 1 7 s f 1o 5 1 11
Third-party indicators To some extent 7 o 6 30 o 21 o 10 7 o 8 8 7 11 o o
To2 great extent 4 o 5 0 o o 0 o 5 0 s s 2 > . 1
Weighted Average Score T3 100 757 776 Tos %5 o 1a0  ies i1 70 750 733 T R
7 Was comsent for publication of Bo7rd i o 5 is o b o 3 N s is s 15 7 m o
for your country not provided in No a6 100 7 5 100 a0 e 7 5 s o as a3 a0 100
Notara o 100 5 w G0 e a0 00 s 160 o 5 o e 100 B3
Concerns on possibility/continuation of an Stightly 2 ° 2 ° o ° o o 8 o 2 o 2 2 o o
Concerns on poss Ta some extent > o ° e o s 0 o 0 0 > 0 > > 0 0
Ta a preat extent 2 0 2 0 o 0 0 o s 0 2 s 0 0 0 1
Weighted average Score 110 100 113 122 100 118 100 100 131 100 211 125 106 107 100 14z
Not at a 0 i00 2 7 3 A o 30 i i 30 o 5 100
Sightty > o 3 o o 5 0 o o 10 o o > > 0 0
Concerns about specificparts of the 1% Lo exton s 0 10 2 1 1 0 3 s o s 1 s 10 7 0
8.Did any of the following factors constrain To a great extent 2 ° 3 ° ° ° ° ° 8 ° 2 ° 2 2 ° °
B0l natr Weighted average Score 122 100 132 194 120 245 100 125 138 110 124 132 115 129 113 100
you n conse Not ot al 5 5 w 5 5 L 5 & B S B a 5 B %o
Sightly s o . n o s p o s o o s a > 0 >
Politcal sensitivitios To some extent 16 a 10 2 2 27 a 25 15 20 15 2 12 1 7 2
To.2 great extent 2 o . 0 o o 0 o 15 0 s o s 2 7 o
Weighted average Score 195 108 165 178 157 164 132 150 1ss a0 136 175 138 134 133 s
Not ot al 5 5 7 5 s 75 B & 75 50 5 = = 0 55 5
slightly 5 4 7 o o 18 a o o 20 2 o 6 5 o 13
Other Factors To some extent 10 0 1 2 1 B 0 2 s o 1 N s 2 0 13
To 2 great extent 3 0 7 0 o 0 0 o 1 0 a 0 . B 7 0
Weighted average Score 133 104 153 14a 120 136 104 175 167 120 136 132 133 137 121 13
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Income level Region G20 or non-G20 Program Country Respondent Entity
I Advanced  Emerging Central  Ministry of
Overal economy  Markets low-income AFR  APD  EUR  MCD  WHD G20 NonG20 Ve No Bank _ Finance _ Other
Corrections and Deletions to D
9.Are you familiar with the IMF's rules on Yes 61 74 56 45 29 57 67 82 53 83 56 58 61 60 56 78
corrections and deletions to Board Somewhat 30 22 36 27 29 36 30 18 33 17 32 25 31 36 22 11
documents? No 9 4 8 27 43 7 4 0 13 0 11 17 8 4 22 11
y Not at all 1 0 3 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 6 0
gr‘:z‘::!’dn:::zir:l:};‘s':Ieo‘v';/'::r Z:‘:S on Slightly 16 4 23 27 29 7 4 20 40 25 15 3 13 13 28 1
preparation of and help preserve, candid To some extent 42 41 37 64 29 64 41 50 27 25 46 25 46 46 33 44
staff reports for your country? To a great extent 40 56 37 9 29 29 56 30 33 50 38 42 39 41 33 44
Weighted Average Score 3.21 3.52 3.09 2.82 2.71 3.21 3.52 3.10 2.93 3.25 3.20 3.08 3.23 3.28 2.94 3.33
11.In the past few years, how often have you Never 14 19 6 27 33 7 22 0 7 0 16 25 11 21 0 0
requested any corrections on the reports on Occasionally (less than half of country reports) 42 19 60 45 67 43 26 64 47 33 44 33 44 47 41 22
your country? Frequently 44 63 34 27 0 50 52 36 47 67 39 1 44 32 59 78
Yes, all the requests were approved 11 13 12 0 50 8 9 9 7 17 10 11 11 16 6 0
. Most of the requests were approved 38 35 42 25 25 38 41 45 29 42 37 22 40 42 24 44
12.Were the requests for corrections
approved? Some requests were approved 38 48 27 50 0 38 45 27 43 33 38 33 38 32 47 44
Only a few of the requests were approved 14 4 18 25 25 15 5 18 21 8 15 33 11 11 24 11
None of the requests were approved 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13.In the past few years, how often have you Never 39 48 36 27 57 36 52 27 20 33 40 33 40 43 39 22
requested deletions on the reports on your Occasionally (less than half of country reports) 51 41 58 55 43 43 41 64 73 42 53 58 50 47 50 78
country? Frequently 9 11 6 18 0 21 7 9 7 25 6 8 10 11 11 0
Yes, all the requests were approved 6 13 4 0 25 0 13 0 0 0 7 0 7 10 0 0
14 Were the requests for deletions Most of the requests were approved 22 19 28 13 50 0 25 38 17 13 24 25 22 33 0 14
approved? Some requests were approved 37 44 32 38 0 56 38 25 42 50 34 25 39 37 33 43
Only a few of the requests were approved 27 19 28 38 25 a4 13 25 33 38 24 50 2 17 42 43
None of the requests were approved 8 6 8 13 0 0 13 13 8 0 10 0 10 3 25 0
15.The IMF's rules on corrections and Yes 61 78 53 45 50 57 81 64 29 67 60 36 66 70 53 33
deletions are sufficiently flexible. No 39 22 47 55 50 43 19 36 71 33 40 64 34 30 47 67
Strongly disagree 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 2 8 0 0 0 11
. Disagree 10 4 17 0 0 0 7 9 27 9 10 17 8 4 18 22
iil:zz:hﬂliﬁz':'E::spz;:::t;::;:ifm Neither agree nor disagree 3 19 25 27 29 8 30 27 20 0 27 17 25 2% 12 3
are erroneously reported. Agree 41 42 36 55 57 62 33 55 20 36 42 33 43 47 47 0
Strongly agree 25 35 19 18 14 31 30 9 27 55 19 25 25 23 24 33
Weighted Average Score 3.78 4.08 3.53 3.91 3.86 4.23 3.85 3.64 3.33 4.36 3.68 3.50 3.84 3.89 3.76 3.22
Handling Confidential Information
17.The framework for treating confidential Strongly disagree 7 4 8 9 1 0 0 0 27 o 6 8 7 4 2 1
information and deletions allowed under the Disagree 4 0 6 9 0 8 0 0 3 M 3 7 2 2 0 2
TP provide sufficient protection against Neither agree nor disagree 18 19 19 9 43 15 26 9 0 18 18 17 18 17 18 22
accidental disclosure of confidential Agree 49 54 44 55 43 54 52 64 33 27 53 33 52 53 47 33
information Strongly agree 22 23 22 18 0 23 22 27 27 36 19 25 21 23 24 1
Weighted Average Score 3.75 3.92 3.67 3.64 3.14 3.92 3.96 4.18 3.20 3.73 3.76 3.50 3.80 3.89 371 3.11
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Income level Region G20 or non-G20 Program Country Respondent Entity
i Advanced  Emerging Central  Ministry of
Overall | conomy  Markets Low-income AFR __ APD  EUR _ MCD _ WHD _ G20 _ Non-G20 Yes No Bank _ Finance _ Other
Not at all 4 4 3 10 0 0 4 0 14 9 3 0 5 4 6 0
18.In your view to what extent is the IMF's Slightly 10 0 14 20 14 8 4 10 21 9 10 18 8 11 0 2
Transparency Policy applied To some extent 42 38 46 40 57 54 33 50 36 36 43 36 43 42 53 22
across countries? To a great extent 44 58 37 30 29 38 59 40 29 45 43 45 43 42 41 56
Weighted Average Score 3.25 3.50 3.7 2.90 3.14 3.31 3.48 3.30 2.79 3.18 3.27 3.27 3.25 3.22 3.29 3.33
Not at all 48 54 52 20 43 58 48 60 31 73 43 45 48 48 56 33
Slightly 19 31 15 0 0 8 37 10 8 9 21 9 21 18 6 44
Income level of the country To some extent 28 12 24 80 57 33 11 30 38 9 31 45 24 30 25 22
To a great extent 6 4 9 0 0 0 4 0 23 9 5 0 7 5 13 0
Weighted Average Score 1.91 1.65 1.91 2.60 2.14 1.75 1.70 1.70 2.54 1.55 1.98 2.00 1.90 1.91 1.94 1.89
Not at all 52 58 55 30 43 50 56 70 38 64 50 55 52 50 63 44
Geographic location/department of the  SENY 19 27 15 10 14 17 30 10 8 18 19 18 19 23 0 33
country To some extent 25 12 24 60 43 33 11 20 38 9 28 27 24 25 25 22
16,00 the following factors affect To a great extent 4 4 6 [ 0 0 4 0 15 9 3 0 5 2 13 0
) of Weighted Average Score 1.81 1.62 1.82 2.30 2.00 1.83 1.63 1.50 2.31 1.64 1.84 1.73 1.83 1.80 1.88 1.78
policy? " Not at all 42 46 48 10 43 33 37 90 23 55 40 36 43 45 38 33
Slightly 26 23 24 40 29 25 30 0 38 18 28 27 26 27 6 56
Attitude of the authorities To some extent 26 23 21 50 29 42 26 10 23 18 28 27 26 20 50 11
To a great extent 6 8 6 0 0 0 7 0 15 9 5 9 5 7 6 0
Weighted Average Score 1.96 1.92 1.85 2.40 1.86 2.08 2.04 1.20 231 1.82 1.98 2.09 1.93 1.89 2.25 1.78
Not at all 23 52 22 20 57 25 50 50 31 45 22 36 24 24 31 56
External factors/global economic Slightly 21 28 15 20 0 17 23 20 31 27 19 18 21 16 25 33
To some extent 29 16 33 50 43 50 23 30 15 18 2 36 28 33 31 11
environment
To a great extent 7 4 9 10 0 8 4 0 23 9 7 9 7 7 13 0
Weighted Average Score 2.01 1.72 2.09 2.50 1.86 2.42 1.81 1.80 2.31 1.91 2.04 2.18 1.98 2.02 2.25 1.56
Archives Policy
Always 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Very Frequently 23 15 23 50 20 43 15 0 25 33 21 40 20 24 29 17
- Occasionally 27 0 46 50 60 14 8 0 75 17 29 40 24 24 43 17
20.Have you ever used the Fund's archive? Rarely - 38 s o o 1 38 o o 3 p o ot o 2 3
Very Rarely 17 31 8 0 0 29 23 0 0 0 21 0 20 18 0 33
Never 13 15 15 0 20 0 15 100 [} 17 13 20 12 24 0 0
Existing policies on public access to the Fund'’s archives have promoted more transpare 67 69 71 45 23 69 67 90 60 91 62 73 66 65 71 67
The three-year period for access to Board papers is appropriate. 28 42 20 18 14 8 37 30 33 45 25 18 30 20 41 44
21.The Fund has been successful in Earlier release of Board papers into the Archive would affect candor (current rule is thre 15 12 20 9 0 23 11 10 27 18 15 9 16 13 18 2
facilitating public access to its Archives. The five-year period for access to Executive Board minutes is too long. Earlier release o' 11 12 11 9 0 15 11 20 7 0 13 9 11 13 0 2
Please mark all the statements that you It does not matter when Board minutes are released if the staff reports are publishedo 8 4 11 9 14 0 7 20 7 0 10 9 8 11 6 0
consider accurate. The release of Board minutes is as important as the release of staff reports. 28 19 31 36 43 38 19 40 20 27 28 45 25 35 12 22
Itis important for transparency that documents under any time rule, including 20 years 22 27 17 27 0 31 22 20 27 18 23 27 21 20 24 33
Making documents under the 20-year rule accessible under the Archive is less importar 8 4 14 0 14 8 4 20 7 0 10 9 8 9 6 11
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income revel resion G200rnon-Gz0  program Cauntry
AAvERESa] Erereine IS
overanl | Sconommy Martels intome  arn __ app  eun  mco  wio | 630 wenezo ves o
and Timing

Werghtea average score 231 si0  s30  sos 535 so0  ssa sy sse  ssx  sze sz sus
Weightea average score 436 as0  ass  awe  ssy  say  aar  aa0  ass  ais  ass  sss  ass
Werghten average score seo 120 sso  ase e sos  s30 a5y ses  zoo  a3s 13z  ses

corrections/deletions To a great extent 13 15 14 10 14 B 12 20 12 27 11 11 1a
Werghted mvrage score uss 1o zos  ser  ses  sms  ses  asr  asr  zos  1so 136 sse

authorities’ explicit consent to Slightly =) 1o e 2 z 4 e = 12 9 1o s n

pf:::::;‘:.bf:r:;j:xsd To a great extent 13 o 16 15 a 17 a 13 35 ° 13 15
Veightod average score a7s 150 ase  ae 30 sas  a3e  ame  ags  aer a7 135 ame
Veighten average score 237 5o a0 a33 31 a3 s34 a0 sos _ass 133 136 13»

Candor

Weightea average score 557 seo  s30  so0  sme 36 sse 407  sos  sas  sss  ses a3
Werghtea average score sor  svo  svs  aus a1 sy sbe 4wy s aoo  aor  ais  ass
Werahted average score s7s  sss a0 ssy 400 330 ses  srs  sss 53  sys  sos s
Weightod average score 436 130 190 193 130 95 s4e a2 a9 amr 131 126 13
Veightod average score 42a 135 152 aos 239 36 ado  aro  ads 136  sze a3z 13
Veightod average score 406 105 aos 103 100 100 05 00 a3  s00 105 103 sor
Weighten average score ses  ses  uy0  a5s 130 a1 60 sdr  a3i 200 13s 130 i3
Werghtes average score 235 a3s 432 a9s  s3a  a3s  a20 a3 a3 soo  a3s  s3s  a3s

T:E E":f"a""" ofpublication of 15 ome extent 7 10 8 s a 13 8 7 6 18 6 B 8

the staff report To a great extent 1 o 2 o o a o o o ° o 1
Werahted mverage score s3s 135 ado  aSs 35 3o 132 140 120 a3z 135 135 13s
Weightod average score sér 190  ses  aze 131 o0 186 135 ses  ays  sse 1y 1es
Weighted average score a0 abos 150 a3s a3 a3s  aos a2  s2e 136  s3s 131 130

Aaning sja1yd uoissi 9y} jo synsay °j1| xipuaddy
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Income level Region G200rnon-G20  Program Country
Advanced Emerging  Low-
Overall _Economy _Markets _income __AFR APD EUR MCD  WHD G20 Non-G20  Yes No
Corrections and Deletions of Staff Reports

10.Did the authorities request any corrections to your last report? ves bl 00 75 b 32 o 84 s n 00 6o b 2
No 36 0 2 69 68 30 16 27 29 ) 40 50 28

Ves, all the requests were approved (either directly or after consulting with SPR) g 0 s 25 33 3 g 0 g g g 16 G

Yes, most of the requests were approved 23 40 18 8 1 25 33 9 25 45 19 26 2

10.1. Were the requests for corrections approved? Yes, some of the requests were approved 40 35 s 33 2 50 33 s a2 45 39 32 a3
Only a few of the requests were approved 21 25 16 33 22 13 29 27 17 o 25 1 25

None of the requests were approved 7 0 13 0 1 6 0 18 s 0 8 16 4

11.Did the authorities request any deletions to your report? ves 2 0 2 bt ’ 2 2 33 2 36 20 8 2
No 78 70 76 85 93 78 72 67 76 64 80 82 76

Yes, all the requests were approved (either directly or after consulting with SPR) 2 0 0 17 50 0 0 0 0 0 B 14 0

Most of the requests were approved 29 33 33 17 50 o 43 20 50 75 20 43 2%

11.1. Were the requests for deletions approved? Yes, some of the requests were approved o 0 [} 0 [} 0 0 o o 0 0 0 [)
Only a few of the requests were approved 25 17 17 50 ) 80 0 20 25 o 30 14 29

None of the requests were approved 42 50 50 17 0 20 57 60 25 25 4s 2 a7

Not at all % 100 %2 100 100 100 100 100 75 100 o5 100 54

Slightly 4 0 8 0 o o o 0 25 0 s o 6

1m1a,:l;tvtL}:iztﬁgizl;:::nf;nwrmauon that was not deleted generated adverse T extent o o o o o o o o o o . o .

To a great extent o o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0
Weighted Average Score 1.04 1.00 1.08 1.00 100 100 100 100 125 100 _ 1.05 1.00 1.06

12.D0 you make any pre-screening to corrections and deletions requested by the Yes 53 80 52 a1 36 52 72 53 53 82 50 a7 56
i.e., deciding on which requests to enter into the TP Portal? No 47 20 48 59 64 48 28 47 a7 18 50 53 a4

Less than 10% 21 19 19 25 30 25 1 13 33 a2 16 2 20

12.1.Please provide an estimate of the share of corrections and deletions Between 10% and 25% 21 38 12 19 30 25 28 13 0 22 20 17 23
requests received from the authorities that were screened out and were NOT Between 25% and 50% 33 25 22 25 20 17 a4 50 2 2 35 2 38
entered by your team into the TP Portal. Between 50% and 75% 19 13 19 25 20 25 1 13 33 1 20 28 15

Higher than 75% 7 6 8 6 0 8 6 13 1 0 8 1 5

Not at all 95 100 92 97 93 96 100 100 94 100 95 95 96

13.Important economic information was omitted from the published staff report Slightly 9 0 6 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 3 3 3

222 result of maifications before publicaton g g Tosome extent ! 0 0 3 4 0 o 0 o 0 : 3 o

To a great extent 1 o 2 o 0 o 0 o 6 o 1 0 1
Weighted Average Score 1.07 1.00 1.12 1.05 1.11 1.04 1.00 1.00 1.18 1.00 1.08 1.08 1.07

Not at all 3 S 3 3 4 2 0 7 18 18 2 5 6

Slightly 10 5 10 13 1 17 4 o 18 o 1 1 10

z;\;vi:iz'yfor::i:: that the rules on corrections allow for the preparation of a S extent p - > e b it - - b - - s oo
To a great extent 42 55 40 38 32 26 64 60 29 36 43 34 46
Weighted Average Score 3.21 3.40 3.14 3.21 314 300 360 347 276 300 _ 3.23 3.13 3.25

Not at all [ 15 12 B 14 17 0 7 18 18 10 3 10

15.Would you agree that the rules on deletions allow for the preparation of a Stightly 1 N 14 3 ’ 3 4 13 24 0 2 3 10
candid staff report? To some extent 44 35 44 49 57 43 48 27 35 45 44 50 41
To a great extent 34 50 30 31 21 26 a8 53 24 36 34 24 39
Weighted Average Score 3.01 3.20 2.92 3.03 286 278 344 327 265 300 301 2.84 3.10

Not at all 52 55 ) 64 68 30 a8 73 a7 55 52 58 29

Slightly 22 20 26 18 21 26 32 7 18 0 24 21 23

Focus on risks (including To some extent 20 25 2 13 1 35 2 13 18 4s 17 18 21

To a great extent 6 o 8 5 ) 9 ) 7 18 0 6 3 7
Weighted Average Score 179 1.70 1.98 1.59 143 222 180 153 206 191 178 166 1.86

Not at all 69 80 64 69 71 57 68 87 65 82 67 68 69

Slightly 20 0 2 26 25 26 20 7 18 o 22 21 20

External sector assessmen To some extent 7 20 6 3 4 13 12 o 6 18 6 5 8

To a great extent 4 o 6 3 0 4 ) 7 12 o 4 5 3
Weighted Average Score 1.46 1.40 1.54 1.38 1.32 1.65 1.44 1.27 1.65 1.36 1.47 1.47 1.45

Not at all 62 70 60 62 61 61 60 67 65 64 62 68 59

Slightly 25 20 28 23 29 26 32 27 6 36 23 18 28

Debt sustainability analy To some extent 9 10 6 13 11 4 8 0 24 0 10 13 7

16.To what degree have concerns on the following topics complicated efforts to Toagreat extent e 0 6 3 0 ° 0 7 6 0 4 0 6
premare repmi Tt com e published without slgﬁ\ﬁ:;n( o dfor Weighted Average Score 1.54 1.40 158 1.56 1.50 161 1.48 147 171 136 156 145 1.59
. Not at all 78 80 68 90 89 74 60 87 82 64 80 84 75
Slightly 16 5 26 8 7 17 28 13 12 18 15 13 17

Fiscal space assessment To some extent 6 10 6 3 4 9 8 o 6 18 4 3 7

To a great extent 1 5 0 o 0 o 4 ) 0 o 1 ) 1
Weighted Average Score 1.29 1.40 1.38 113 114 135 156 113 124 155 127 118 1.35

Not at all 72 0 72 67 o4 78 68 80 71 82 70 E] 79

Slightly 15 5 16 18 18 17 8 13 18 o 16 21 1

Third-party indicators To some extent 10 10 10 10 14 o 20 o 12 18 9 13 8

To a great extent 4 5 2 5 4 4 4 7 0 o 4 8 1
Weighted Average Score 1.46 1.40 1.42 1.54 1.57 1.30 1.60 1.33 1.41 1.36 1.47 1.71 1.32

Not at all 64 65 62 67 71 a8 60 80 65 55 65 58 68

Slightly 19 15 20 2 18 2 20 20 18 9 20 26 15

Depiction of Authorities' View  To some extent 1 15 12 8 7 13 20 o 12 27 9 1 1

To a great extent 6 5 6 5 4 17 0 0 6 9 5 5 6
Weighted Average Score 158 1.60 162 151 143 200 160 120 159 191 _ 1.54 163 155
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Income level Region G20 or non-G20 Program Country
Advanced Emerging  Low-
Overall Economy Markets income AFR APD EUR MCD WHD G-20  Non-G20 Yes No
Not at all 19 30 20 13 21 17 24 20 12 9 20 13 23
. Slightly 25 25 18 33 29 13 28 33 24 27 24 32 21
f:::‘i::;eeg ?:nb!‘;iyn‘;;mamn To some extent 36 30 34 a1 32 48 36 33 2% 15 35 39 34
To a great extent 20 15 28 13 18 2 2 13 a 18 20 16 23
Weighted Average Score 2.57 2.30 2.70 2.54 2.46 2.74 2.36 2.40 2.94 2.73 2.55 2.58 2.56
M N N Not at all 25 35 18 28 29 17 28 33 18 27 24 26 24
ake your job easier, e.g, by gy 25 25 22 26 25 13 32 47 12 18 2% 29 2
facilitating reasonable
To some extent 34 40 34 31 32 57 40 7 18 36 34 32 35
engagements with the
authorities To a great extent 17 0 24 15 14 13 0 13 53 18 16 13 18
Weighted Average Score 2.42 2.05 2.64 2.33 2.32 2.65 2.12 2.00 3.06 2.45 2.42 2.32 2.48
Not at all 19 20 18 21 14 26 12 13 35 9 20 13 23
Make your job more difficult by  Slightly 38 35 40 36 a3 35 32 27 53 55 36 45 34
making it more difficult to resist  To some extent 2 10 2% 21 18 2 2 33 2 0 23 21 21
unreasonable requests To a great extent 22 35 16 23 25 17 32 27 0 36 20 21 23
Weighted Average Score 2.46 2.60 2.40 2.46 2.54 2.30 2.76 2.73 1.76 2.64 2.44 2.50 2.44
Viake your job more diffct by NOaal 20 20 24 15 29 9 i) 3 a1 9 21 21 20
17.More lexibilty i the rles on corrections (s opposed to the current rule 17 VP TIO U Slightly 28 2 28 31 2 35 32 13 35 36 2 2% 30
limiting corrections to factual errors, ical errors, mi: i requests for changes, absorbing To some extent 27 20 28 28 21 35 24 40 18 18 28 29 25
of the authorities’ views, and evident ambiguity) would: e ot time e To a great extent 25 35 20 2 25 2 32 33 6 36 23 2 25
Weighted Average Score 256 270 244 264 243 270 276 293 188 282 253 255 256
Not at all 3 20 2 % 54 26 20 53 47 36 2 s 2
Slightly 25 15 26 28 18 39 16 13 41 27 24 34 20
Result in less candid reports To some extent 20 20 26 13 14 26 24 20 12 18 20 11 25
To a great extent 12 25 6 13 14 9 20 13 0 18 11 11 13
Weighted Average Score 201 230 196 192 189 247 224 193 165 248 199 187 208
Not at all 37 35 38 36 3 2% 36 27 53 18 39 37 37
Result in negotiating some parts ~ Slightly 25 20 20 33 21 30 16 27 35 27 24 2 21
of staff reports and undermine  To some extent 19 10 32 8 14 30 20 20 6 27 18 13 23
staff independence To a great extent 19 35 10 23 21 13 28 27 6 27 18 18 20
Weighted Average Score 221 245 214 218 214 230 240 247 165 264 216 213 225
Not at all 37 60 34 28 32 30 56 33 29 64 34 32 39
Result in more staff reports being Slightly 28 20 22 38 36 30 16 33 24 18 29 37 23
published on the external To some extent 27 s 36 2 25 2 20 27 35 9 29 29 25
website To a great extent 9 15 8 8 7 13 8 7 12 9 9 3 13
Weighted Average Score 208 175 218 213 207 222 180 207 229 164 213 203 211
Strongly disagree 22 20 24 21 25 13 20 20 35 9 23 34 15
Disagree 39 40 36 44 39 39 36 47 41 27 41 32 44
18.There is a need to tighten rules for corrections and/or deletions to better Neither agree nor disagree 38 40 38 36 36 23 44 33 2 64 35 34 39
protect staff independence. Agree 1 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Strongly agree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Weighted Average Score 2.17 2.20 2.18 2.15 2.11 2.39 2.24 2.13 1.88 2.55 2.13 2.00 2.27
Strongly disagree B 5 B B 0 2% 0 0 0 18 4 3 7
Disagree 2 40 2 18 25 2 36 0 18 36 2 18 27
19.The TP provides appropriate flexibility for changes to authorities’ views when Neither agree nor disagree 32 10 34 2 26 26 2 20 21 18 34 2 27
they are erroneously reported in staff reports. Agree 28 20 32 28 18 2 24 60 35 18 30 2 30
Strongly agree 10 25 6 8 1 o 16 20 6 9 10 1 10
Weighted Average Score 3.4 3.20 310 315 314 243 320 400 329 264 319 324 3.08
Strongly disagree 25 30 24 23 14 35 20 27 35 64 20 16 30
Disagree 49 50 50 46 43 48 56 a7 a7 18 52 a7 49
20.Modifications to authorities” views should be subject to the same rules as Neither agree nor disagree 16 10 14 21 25 13 2 20 6 9 16 2 10
modifications of other parts of staff reports (e.g., staff’s views). Agree 6 5 6 5 1 0 4 0 12 9 5 5 6
Strongly agree 6 5 6 s 7 4 8 7 0 0 6 s 6
Weighted Average Score 2.18 2.05 2.20 2.23 2.54 1.91 2.24 2.13 1.94 1.64 2.24 2.37 2.08
Strongly disagree 2 3 0 3 7 0 2 0 0 0 2 5 0
Disagree 2 0 4 0 0 0 4 7 0 o 2 s 0
21.More flexibility in handling administrative errors is required under the TP. Neither agree nor disagree D 2 10 8 u ° 2 13 18 18 1 8 14
Agree 40 45 34 46 32 52 48 40 24 27 42 34 44
Strongly agree a4 25 52 44 54 39 32 40 59 55 43 a7 42
Weighted Average Score 4.23 385 434 428 432 430 400 413 441 436 421 413 4.28
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Income level Region G200rnon-G20  Program Country
Advanced Emerging  Low-
Overall _Economy _Markets _income AR APD EUR _ MCD  WHD G20 NonG20  VYes No
Views on Handling Confidential Information
Not at all B 20 6 3 4 13 B 0 2% 18 B 0 1
slightly 16 5 2 10 18 13 4 20 29 18 15 2 10
Adverse market reactions To some extent 50 30 a4 69 57 65 40 47 4 27 53 53 49
To a great extent 25 45 2 13 21 9 48 33 6 36 23 2 27
Weighted Average Score 291 3.00 2.90 287 296 270 328 313 229 282 2.9 295 289
retoase of formation on Not at all 1 15 10 0 4 2 2 7 2% 18 10 B 1
22.Abstracting from the risk of leaks, do you think that the Fund's transparency  planned policies that could Slightly D 20 1 2 2 17 8 20 2 0 9 26 13
rules provide adequate safeguards against the following? undermine the authorities’ ability 1© S €Xtent & 35 50 62 61 52 a4 53 47 64 50 50 52
o mplement these poliie Toa great extent 20 30 2 8 14 9 44 20 6 18 20 18 2
Weighted Average Score 281 280 292 267 286 248 328 287 235 282 281 282 280
Not at all 18 % 18 15 7 % 2 3 a1 18 18 B 25
Possible misinterpretation of Slightly 24 20 22 28 29 26 20 27 18 27 23 34 18
messages and/or information by To some extent 44 40 42 49 50 43 48 40 35 45 44 45 44
the general public To a great extent 14 15 18 8 14 4 20 20 6 9 14 16 13
Weighted Average Score 2.53 2.45 2.60 2.49 2.71 2.26 2.76 2.67 2.06 2.45 2.54 2.71 2.44
Strongly disagree 2 0 0 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 2 B 0
Disagree 1 20 2 s 4 4 20 13 18 ] 1 13 10
23.There is a need to strengthen the handling of confidential information to Neither agree nor disagree 55 70 48 56 s4 48 64 67 41 o1 51 53 56
better protect certain types of data. Agree 2% 10 32 2% 2 ) 16 7 29 0 29 2 27
Strongly agree 6 0 8 8 7 4 0 13 12 0 7 5 7
Weighted Average Score 3.24 2.90 336 326 325 348 296 3.20 335 291 3.8 3.11 3.31
Evenhandedness
Strongly disagree 4 10 4 0 4 4 8 0 0 0 4 B 3
Disagree 14 20 14 10 1 13 2% 0 18 18 13 13 14
24.The transparency policy is applied evenhandedly across countries. Neither agree nor disagree bt o . 56 7 3 2 53 & bt 49 b 8
Agree 29 25 34 2 18 39 32 47 18 36 29 2 32
Strongly agree 5 5 2 8 1 0 4 0 0 0 5 8 3
Weighted Average Score 317 2.95 316 331 321 317 300 347 300 318 3.7 3.16 3.18
Strongly disagree 2 0 0 B 7 0 0 0 0 0 2 B 0
Disagree 6 15 4 5 0 9 12 7 6 9 6 0 10
25.Geoeconomic fragmentation could be a threat to the evenhandedness of staff Neither agree nor disagree 38 35 36 4 39 35 28 40 47 64 35 32 a
reports. Agree 36 30 40 33 36 IE] 36 27 35 18 38 45 31
Strongly agree 18 20 20 15 18 13 2% 27 12 9 19 18 18
Weighted Average Score 362 3.55 376 349 357 361 372 373 353 327 366 371 3.58
Not at all 38 55 28 a1 2 35 m 3 47 5 37 29 2
Slightly 19 5 22 23 32 17 12 13 18 0 21 29 14
Income level of the country  To some extent 30 20 36 28 25 35 28 47 2% 45 29 32 30
To a great extent 13 20 14 8 11 13 20 7 12 9 13 11 14
Weighted Average Score 218 205 236 203 214 226 228 227 200 218 218 224 215
Not at all 50 65 20 56 6 8 56 33 65 64 9 37 58
Geographic location/department. &Y 20 15 % 18 32 17 16 20 12 s 2 2 18
of the country To some extent 19 10 2% 18 18 17 16 27 2% 18 19 29 1
Toa great extent 10 10 12 8 4 17 12 20 0 s 10 1 10
26.00 the following factors affect evenhanded application of transparency Weighted Average Score 1.89 1.65 2.08 177 179 204 18 233 159 173 1.91 213 176
policy? Not at all 30 m % 31 29 % 2% a7 29 27 31 %6 32
slightly 27 20 2% 33 32 30 20 33 18 s 29 32 2
Attitude of the authorities To some extent 23 15 2% 2 29 17 32 7 2% 18 23 29 20
To a great extent 20 25 2 10 1 2 2 13 29 45 17 13 2
Weighted Average Score 233 225 250 215 221 243 256 187 253 282 228 229 235
Not at all 50 70 20 4 54 3 60 3 53 55 50 34 59
xternalfactors/global economic S8 27 20 36 18 29 2 2 33 2% 27 27 34 23
To some extent 17 0 18 26 18 17 8 27 2% 9 18 2 13
environment
To a great extent 6 10 6 3 0 13 8 7 0 9 5 5 6
Weighted Average Score 1.78 1.50 1.90 177 164 200 164 207 171 173 1.79 203 1.65
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