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TRENDS AND COMMON ACTIVITIES 

IN SOUTH AND CENTRAL ASIA 
 

In April and May 2013, the QED Group, LLC, conducted an in-depth analysis of direct and indirect anti-

corruption programming in South and Central Asia as part of the Encouraging Global Anti-corruption and 

Good Governance Efforts (ENGAGE) IQC Task Order to Conduct Anti-Corruption and Cross-Sectoral 

Program Mapping. As defined by the U.S. Department of State, the countries considered in this review of 

South and Central Asia were: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, 

Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. Programs were 

examined from 2007 through the present.  

Overview of Findings 

Per guidance from USAID’s Center of Excellence on Democracy, Human Rights, and Governance (DRG), 

QED employed a broad definition of anti-corruption, considering explicit anti-corruption programming – 

which directly provided trainings, oversight, or technical assistance to private citizens, CSOs, the 

business community, or government officials/departments for the express purpose of combating and 

reducing corruption. We also considered implicit programming, which formed the majority of our findings, 

particularly any programs with a focus on transparency, accountability, and equitable access. This 

included a sub-focus on issues such as, but not limited to, decentralization, legislative and judicial 

independence, access to justice, economic development, and media independence.  

Employing this broad understanding of indirect anti-corruption work, QED reviewed approximately 200 

projects that were implemented in South and Central Asia between 2007 and 2013, and of these, found 

147 with an anti-corruption component. Within these 147 programs, we found over 300 activities, resulting 

in a total of over $1.96 billion
1
 in development projects with an anti-corruption component in this region. 

While this figure represents the total amount obligated for each project, information on the amount of 

those funds within the projects that were set aside for anti-corruption work was not publicly available. 

However, we found a significant lack of direct or explicit anti-corruption programming or activities in this 

region, and thus we assume that the amount of funding within this sum spent directly on anti-corruption 

work is minimal in comparison to the total amount.  

Our initial search focused on broadly considering all of the players and partners in the anti-corruption 

field, including private sector partners, NGOs,
2
 and government, particularly USAID Missions, US 

Department of State Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (DOS/INL), and the 

Department of Justice’s International Criminal Investigative Training Assistance Program (ICITAP) and 

Overseas Prosecutorial Development, Assistance and Training (OPDAT) program. Per guidance from the 

DRG, we further focused our research on USAID-funded projects, but we did not exclude the previously 

                                                           
1
 Note that over $1.5 billion of this total sum was obligated for projects in Afghanistan, with the remaining $460 

million spread across the other states of South and Central Asia.  
2
 Among NGO partners, we focused on the programs of the American Bar Association Rule of Law Initiative (ABA 

ROLI), Transparency International (TI), Freedom House, International Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES), 
National Endowment for Democracy (NED), Center for International Private Enterprise (CIPE), National Democratic 
Institute (NDI), and International Republican Institute (IRI). 
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found programs which we funded by other U.S. agencies. However, public information on the programs 

funded by other agencies or implemented by NGOs proved limited, with little published information on 

mechanisms used or final reports. Approximately half of our 147 programs were not funded by USAID, 

with the Department of State (particularly DOS/INL) providing the majority of funding after USAID.
3
 Of the 

USAID-funded projects, we found that approximately 30% were implemented through Indefinite Quantity 

Contracts (IQCs), with the remaining 70% of USAID-funded projects were either full and open or did not 

provide information about the mechanism.  

When information on the project (funding, results, mechanism, etc.) was not publically available, QED 

contacted the organization for more information. We repeatedly found that implementers and USG 

partners generally proved hesitant to define their programs as having an anti-corruption component. The 

majority defined their work in terms of a sector (e.g. economic growth or democracy and governance), but 

unless there was direct work with an Anti-Corruption Commission or other explicit anti-corruption 

activities, partners generally hesitated to apply the term anti-corruption to the project and thus to provide 

additional information. This speaks to a difficulty with the cross-cutting concept of anti-corruption a lack of 

wider policy discussions with contractors, NGOs, and other implementing partners in terms of how their 

individual programs may fit the wider goal of reducing corruption.  

When addressed sectorally, the majority of QED’s findings fell into the sector of Democracy, Human 

Rights, and Governance (DG). Sub-dividing this sector, QED’s found the following number of programs 

addressing each category (note that programs with multiple components may be counted multiple times): 

 

                                                           
3
 Within the scope of this research, the exact number of USAID-funded projects remained an estimate; many NGOs 

did not provide funding information and several projects were comprised of both USAID and non-USAID funding.  
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(For a full breakdown of programs by sector and country, see Annex II. Note that for Annex II, programs 

operating in multiple countries would be counted for each country). 

In order to examine the measured levels of corruption in each country at the time of these interventions, 

we have compiled data from Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index (CPI) and the 

World Bank’s Control of Corruption and Ease of Doing Business scores (see Annex III). Generally we 

found that most USG-funded anti-corruption programs were targeted at countries experiencing an 

opening, transitioning to stronger democratic values, or otherwise demonstrating a willingness to 

decrease in corruption. Outside of Afghanistan, USAID in this region primarily operated anti-corruption 

interventions in Bangladesh, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka (note that 

these are also the only countries in which any direct anti-corruption programming took place; see full list 

on next page). All of these countries have shown positive improvement in the perceived level of 

corruption (CPI score), and all but Kazakhstan and Sri Lanka have improved positively as measured by 

the World Bank’s Control of Corruption.  

Few, if any, anti-corruption interventions were targeted at either end of the corruption spectrum—very 

closed, autocratic states with very high measured levels of corruption (Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, 

Uzbekistan)
4
 or mostly democratic, open societies with relatively low measured levels of corruption in 

comparison to their neighbors (India, Bhutan). We conclude that this may be due to instead focusing on 

countries in the middle of the spectrum in which foreign assistance could provide the most change and 

impact. The Maldives also received very few USG-funded interventions, possibly as a result of little 

political will, despite worsening corruption scores. 

Bangladesh improving a dramatic 9 points since 2004, from formerly the most perceived corruption in the 

region; while still at high levels of perceived corruption (score of only 26 in 2012), Bangladesh has shown 

the greatest improvement toward mitigating levels of perceived corruption in the region. However, the 

ease of doing business, as measured by the World Bank, has decreased. Conversely, perhaps the 

greatest failure in terms of measured levels of corruption and the number of USG-funded interventions in 

this region is Afghanistan. By far, Afghanistan received the largest number of USG-funded anti-

corruption programs 2007-2013; however, every one of Afghanistan’s corruption scores has declined 

since 2007; the CPI declined a dramatic 17 points since 2005, and Afghanistan is currently tied with 

Somalia and North Korea as having the highest level of perceived corruption in the world.
5
 

Afghanistan’s Control of Corruption and Ease of Doing Business scores have also declined significantly 

since these indexes were first measured (2004 and 2007, respectively). 

For the purposes of this summary, we will further detail common trends and findings broken out by the 

main sectors which we found to be prevalent in the region of South and Central Asia: Direct/Primary Anti-

Corruption Programming; Democracy, Human Rights, and Governance (including Elections, Civil Society, 

Media, and Local Governance/Decentralization); Rule of Law; Economic Growth and Trade; Agriculture, 

Education, and Local Services.  

 

 

                                                           
4
 Note that the majority of programs in Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan were funded by INL for law 

enforcement training, counter-narcotics, anti-trafficking, etc. or implemented by ABA ROLI for access to justice 
issues. 
5
 Measured by Transparency International, this is indicated by the lowest number per year in the CPI.  
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Direct Anti-Corruption Programming 

QED defines direct anti-corruption programming as projects with the explicit and typically public mission 

statement of reducing the environment of corruption; as noted above, indirect programs typically 

contributed to improving the environment without this explicit mission guiding the work. Direct anti-

corruption programming was minimal in the region of South and Central Asia, with notable exceptions 

such as the Assistance for Afghanistan's Anti-Corruption Authority (4A) Project,
6
 implemented by MSI; 

ABA ROLI’s Anti-Corruption and Public Integrity project in Kyrgyzstan;
7
 and the USAID-funded Anti-

Fraud hotline set up by Transparency International in Pakistan.
8
 The full list of direct anti-corruption 

programs that we found are as follows: 

 Afghanistan: Assistance to Anti-Corruption Authority (4A) Project, MSI 

 Bangladesh: Promoting Governance, Accountability, Transparency, and Integrity (PROGATI), 

DAI
9
 

 Bangladesh: Advice and Information Desks, Transparency International
10

 

 Kyrgyzstan: Anti-Corruption and Public Integrity Project, ABA ROLI 

 Kyrgyzstan: Support to National Budget Transparency, USAID/UNDP
11

 

 Nepal: Promoting Integrity and Accountability (IA), Transparency International
12

 

 Nepal: Advocacy and Legal Advice Centers (ALAC), Transparency International
13

 

 Pakistan: Anti-Fraud Hotline, Transparency International 

 Sri Lanka: Anti-Corruption Program, Tetra Tech ARD
14

 

Though often not USAID-funded, Transparency International generally offers some of the most direct anti-

corruption programming around the globe, focused on working with CSOs and government to promote 

transparency, accountability, open governance, and protection of whistleblowers. In South and Central 

Asia, TI currently operates in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, India, Bangladesh, Nepal, Sri 

Lanka, and the Maldives.
15

 Its work varies country by country, but typically focuses on advice and legal 

                                                           
6
 Assistance for Afghanistan's Anti-Corruption Authority (4A) Project, MSI, TT, 2010-2013: 

https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail.aspx?ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMjM2NDBmY2U
y&rID=MzMzMzA2 (ongoing) 
7
 Kyrgyzstan Anti-Corruption and Public Integrity project, ABA ROLI, 2006-2007: 

http://www.americanbar.org/advocacy/rule_of_law/where_we_work/europe_eurasia/kyrgyzstan/programs_past.
html  
8
 Pakistan Anti-Fraud Hotline, Transparency International, 2010-present: https://www.anti-fraudhotline.com/ 

(ongoing)  
9
 Bangladesh Promoting Governance, Accountability, Transparency, and Integrity, DAI, TT, 2007-2012: 

http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU912.pdf 
10

 Bangladesh Advice and Information Desks, Transparency International, 2003-present: http://www.ti-
bangladesh.org/index.php/activity/aidesk (ongoing) 
11

 Kyrgyzstan Support to National Budget Transparency, USAID/UNDP, 2012-2014: 
http://centralasia.usaid.gov/kyrgyzstan/1061 (ongoing)  
12

 Nepal Promoting Integrity and Accountability, Transparency International: http://www.tinepal.org/On-going-
Programs.html (ongoing) 
13

 Nepal ALAC, Transparency International, 2008-present: http://www.tinepal.org/On-going-Programs.html  
(ongoing) 
14

 Sri Lanka Anti-Corruption Program, Tetra Tech ARD, TT, 2005-2007: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACK636.pdf 
15

 Note that in this region, TI does not currently have chapters in: Afghanistan, Bhutan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, 
or Uzbekistan. 

https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail.aspx?ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMjM2NDBmY2Uy&rID=MzMzMzA2
https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail.aspx?ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMjM2NDBmY2Uy&rID=MzMzMzA2
http://www.americanbar.org/advocacy/rule_of_law/where_we_work/europe_eurasia/kyrgyzstan/programs_past.html
http://www.americanbar.org/advocacy/rule_of_law/where_we_work/europe_eurasia/kyrgyzstan/programs_past.html
https://www.anti-fraudhotline.com/
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU912.pdf
http://www.ti-bangladesh.org/index.php/activity/aidesk
http://www.ti-bangladesh.org/index.php/activity/aidesk
http://centralasia.usaid.gov/kyrgyzstan/1061
http://www.tinepal.org/On-going-Programs.html
http://www.tinepal.org/On-going-Programs.html
http://www.tinepal.org/On-going-Programs.html
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACK636.pdf
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information centers, right to information advocacy, youth engagement, and electoral monitoring. However, 

due to its status as an international NGO, with the exception of Pakistan’s Anti-Fraud hotline, this study 

was unable to confirm the exact funding source and which of these programs are primarily funded by the 

US Government. As such, we included Transparency International in our review in order to avoid 

overlooking this major player but did not mark these programs as Top Tier. 

MSI’s Assistance to the Anti-Corruption Authority in Afghanistan (4A) project provides a model of 

technical assistance and support to an anti-corruption government agency.
16

 Working alongside 

Afghanistan’s High Office of Oversight and Anti-Corruption (HOO), MSI has helped the HOO develop 

toolkits and trainings to encourage other ministries to design and implement anti-corruption plans and to 

sign MOUs with the HOO to help it achieve its mandate. Though primarily working with the Government of 

Afghanistan, 4A has also provided CSOs with support and training. By the end of year 2 (October 2012), 

39 ministries of the Government of Afghanistan had submitted acceptable anti-corruption plans, the 

HOO with CSOs or the private sector had implemented 7 reform initiatives (with 25 discrete activities), 

and the project exceeded its target by achieving 13 anti-corruption measures. Though these results 

demonstrate the success of the project in improving the capacity of the HOO, the project cited continued 

inter-agency challenges (only 3 MOUs with other agencies have been signed, thus marking HOO’s 

continued limited scope). Furthermore, per the scope of the project, this direct intervention is focused 

specifically on the HOO in a country which has some of the worst levels of corruption in the world; while 

the HOO’s capacity is essential to reversing this trend, this project’s scope does not include addressing 

the larger environment of corruption in Afghanistan. As measured by Transparency International, the 

perception of corruption is in Afghanistan quite dire, declining sharply since 2005 (score of 25) to the 

abysmal 2012 score of 8. The World Bank’s Control of Corruption and Ease of Doing Business also 

consistently rank Afghanistan as the lowest and thus most corrupt country in the region.
17

 Despite 4A’s 

work, the World Bank has only measured 4 reforms in Afghanistan since 2010 that affect the ease of 

doing business. While 4A has achieved marked progress, levels of corruption in Afghanistan appear to 

be accelerating more rapidly than efforts to combat it. 

Of all of the direct anti-corruption programming, the most direct and encompassing program model was 

the Promoting Governance, Accountability, Transparency, and Integrity (PROGATI) project in 

Bangladesh, implemented by DAI.
18

 This project included not only government support, through public 

financial management assistance and the creation of oversight mechanisms, but it also supported 

developing the capacity of investigative journalism and civil society organizations (CSOs) to monitor 

public expenditures and hold their government accountable. PROGATI also had a significant component 

devoted to training female entrepreneurs in methods to avoid corruption in their professional work. 

PROGATI seized the window of opportunity with Bangladesh’s passage of a Right to Information Act to 

further build upon their legislative anti-corruption support. PROGATI has been particularly commended for 

the success of providing sustainable and lasting skills and tools to civil society and NGOs, thus 

strengthening the capacity of the CSO community to provide oversight on corruption. However, the effect 

on CSOs, media, and individual beneficiaries remains difficult to measure with precision due to a failure of 

the program to set up clear indicators at the onset of the program. When utilizing international 

measurements to examine the changing environment, Bangladesh’s Corruption Perception Index (CPI), 

as measured by Transparency International, has significantly risen from 20 at the program’s inception in 

2007, to 27 in 2011,
19

 though the causality of this improvement cannot be concluded. Indeed, of all the 

                                                           
16

 See footnote 4. 
17

 See Annex III for Transparency International and the World Bank’s various measurements of corruption. 
18

 See footnote 7. 
19

 Full results can be found here: http://www.transparency.org/cpi2012/results. 

http://www.transparency.org/cpi2012/results
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countries in the South and Central Asian region, Bangladesh has demonstrated the most positive results 

in reducing the levels of perceived corruption: Beginning with the low score of 17 from the CPI in 2004, 

the lowest in the region at that time, Bangladesh improved by 9 points by 2012, the most dramatic 

positive change of all countries in this region. The ambitious and direct scope of PROGATI provides a 

model for direct anti-corruption programming in the region, though this would perhaps best be suited to 

other countries that are experiencing a window of opportunity, for example, through new legislation 

toward open governance. 

Democracy, Human Rights, and Governance (DG) 

Indirect anti-corruption programming in the DG space generally focused on areas such as media and civil 

society capacity building, legislative capacity building, political party support, electoral training and 

monitoring, decentralization, and rule of law. Key players in this region included DG non-governmental 

organizations, particularly Freedom House, the National Endowment for Democracy (NED), the National 

Democratic Institute (NDI), the International Republican Institute (IRI), and the International Foundation 

for Electoral Systems (IFES). Though the divisions blur country by country, in South and Central Asia 

Freedom House typically has filled the space of human rights advocacy, particularly providing humane 

treatment of prisoners, and media freedom of speech; NDI and IRI typically focus on political party 

support and legislative capacity building; and IFES provides electoral support. All of the players have 

provided support to civil society organizations and media to increase their capacity to provide oversight of 

the government and government spending.  

Through implementing partners, USAID has also provided crucial support to local governments in order to 

encourage decentralization. QED found 16 programs with a primary focus or significant component on 

supporting local government capacity building, sharing of best practices between municipalities, and 

decentralizing the local budget to ensure fiscal independence. Key examples of this work in South and 

Central Asia are the Decentralization and Local Government Program in Kyrgyzstan
20

 and Local 

Government Initiative Project in Kazakhstan,
21

 both of which worked to improve the capacity of local 

governments to transparently manage their resources and distribute services, improve their 

responsiveness to citizens, and promote economic development; Strengthening Democratic Local 

Governance in Bangladesh,
22

 focused on decentralization, reform, and capacity building of sub-national 

units; and Sri Lanka Supporting Regional Governance Program (SuRG),
23

 which focuses on Sri Lanka’s 

conflict-affected areas to promote civic and social infrastructure and local governance capacity building. 

In Afghanistan, decentralization has been a significant area of focus for USAID, including programs such 

as the Kabul City Initiative,
24

 Afghanistan Local Governance and Community Development (LGCD),
25

 

and Regional Afghan Municipalities Program for Urban Populations (RAMP UP) – divided into four 

                                                           
20

 Kyrgyzstan Decentralization and Local Government Program, Urban Institute, 2006-2009: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACN799.pdf  
21

 Kazakhstan Local Government Initiative Project, ICMA: 
http://icma.org/en/international/regions/Country/32/Kazakhstan (final report not available) 
22

 Bangladesh Strengthening Democratic Local Governance, Tetra Tech ARD, 2011-2014: http://www.sdlg-
bangladesh.com/ (ongoing) 
23

 Sri Lanka Supporting Regional Governance Program (SuRG), Tetra Tech ARD, TT, 2008-2013: 
http://www.tetratechintdev.com/intdev/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=528 (ongoing) 
24

 Afghanistan Kabul City Initiative, Tetra Tech ARD, 2010-2013: 
http://www.tetratechintdev.com/intdev/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=442 (ongoing) 
25

 Afghanistan Local Governance and Community Development, DAI, TT, 2006-2011: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACM816.pdf  

http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACN799.pdf
http://icma.org/en/international/regions/Country/32/Kazakhstan
http://www.sdlg-bangladesh.com/
http://www.sdlg-bangladesh.com/
http://www.tetratechintdev.com/intdev/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=528
http://www.tetratechintdev.com/intdev/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=442
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACM816.pdf
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separate projects in different geographic regions.
26

 However, in the Afghan environment, implementers 

have encountered many challenges; in the southern provinces, Chemonics noted in their Year 1 report 

(2011) that many local government positions remain unfilled or the individual officials, including the 

mayor, change frequently, thus making it difficult to establish relationships and provide training. The final 

evaluation of LGCD found that the project did not achieve its overarching objective of increasing stability 

by improving the legitimacy of the Afghan government and the responsiveness of the government to the 

people, and delays and staffing changes from the implementing partner significantly harmed the project. 

LGCD did achieve some success in improving the capacity of provincial and district government officials, 

such as through instructing in the writing of a community’s Development Action Plan. This program was 

marked as a Top Tier for the express purpose of encouraging a deeper analysis of its failings – though it 

was a failure, closer examination of its challenges will provide lessons learned for future programs.  

Rule of Law (ROL) 

As a subset of Democracy and Governance programming, partners such as the American Bar 

Association Rule of Law Initiative (ABA ROLI), U.S. Department of Justice, and U.S. Department of 

State’s Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement (INL) provide significant support 

throughout South and Central Asia in Rule of Law programming. Though this programming, partners 

provided programs on law enforcement training and reform, prosecutor training, and access to justice. 

While a limited number of these programs are funded by USAID, such as individual ABA ROLI programs 

and the Judicial Assistance and Judicial Education Programs in Kazakhstan (Chemonics),
27

 the majority 

of Rule of Law programming in this region is funded by the U.S. Department of State.  

The U.S. Department of Justice’s International Criminal Investigative Training Assistance Program 

(ICITAP) and Overseas Prosecutorial Development, Assistance, and Training (OPDAT) programs are 

particular indirect anti-corruption players. ICITAP currently funds law enforcement programs in 

Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Kyrgyzstan, and previously support 

programs in Kazakhstan and Tajikistan. OPDAT currently funds a Resident Legal Advisor (RLA) in 

Kyrgyzstan as well as counterterrorism programming in Bangladesh and Pakistan. Results from these 

programs were generally not publicly available. 

Across all sectors, there is minimal USAID work in Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan; however, 

programs funded by ABA ROLI, NED, and INL (ICITAP) were often the notable exceptions, providing 

legal and law enforcement support to strengthen the justice sector and rule of law capacity in these 

countries.  

In Kyrgyzstan, the USAID-administered Millennium Challenge Corporation Country Threshold program 

served as an entrance program to work with the MCC in this region. From 2008 to 2011, MCC provided 

approximately $16 million in funding for work with Kyrgyzstan’s rule of law sector, through Criminal 

Justice, Judicial, and Law Enforcement Reform projects. While final reports and results are not publicly 

                                                           
26

 RAMP-UP South, Chemonics, 2010-2014: http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACT609.pdf (ongoing) 
RAMP-UP North, West, and East, DAI, 2010-2014: 
http://afghanistan.usaid.gov/en/USAID/Activity/183/Regional_Afghan_Municipalities_Program_for_Urban_Popula
tions_RAMP_UP (ongoing) 
27

 Kazakhstan Judicial Assistance Project, Chemonics, 2005-2009: 
http://www.chemonics.com/OurWork/OurProjects/Documents/Kazakhstan%20Justice.pdf  
Kazakhstan Judicial Education Project, Chemonics, 2009-2011:  
http://www.chemonics.com/OurWork/OurProjects/Documents/Kazakhstan%20Justice.pdf and 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU795.pdf (final report unavailable) 

http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACT609.pdf
http://afghanistan.usaid.gov/en/USAID/Activity/183/Regional_Afghan_Municipalities_Program_for_Urban_Populations_RAMP_UP
http://afghanistan.usaid.gov/en/USAID/Activity/183/Regional_Afghan_Municipalities_Program_for_Urban_Populations_RAMP_UP
http://www.chemonics.com/OurWork/OurProjects/Documents/Kazakhstan%20Justice.pdf
http://www.chemonics.com/OurWork/OurProjects/Documents/Kazakhstan%20Justice.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU795.pdf
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available for this work, the MCC has indicated that another South and Central Asian country, Nepal, is 

eligible for consideration of the Country Threshold program in 2013.
28

  

In Afghanistan, the USAID Rule of Law Stabilization Program was divided out to focus separately on the 

formal and informal sectors. While the formal component, implemented by Tetra Tech ARD,
29

 focused 

primarily on the justice sector and civil society, the informal component, implemented by Checchi 

Consulting,
30

 focused on traditional dispute resolution, particularly with women and elders. Both programs 

were found to have achieved marked success, particularly in providing formal legal training and conflict 

resolution methodology. These programs complemented each other to more fully encompass the entire 

justice system, formal and informal structures, and serve as a model for lessons learned for countries with 

a similar traditional justice model. 

Economic Growth and Trade (EG) 

Economic Growth and Trade programs with an indirect focus on anti-corruption generally focused on 

providing equal access and economic opportunity and improving the business-enabling environment 

throughout this region. As such, gender was an important component of EG programming. While 

PROGATI in Bangladesh
31

 focused directly on training women entrepreneurs in methods to avoid 

corruption, most programs focused on empowering women by providing them with a trade or a network. 

Various projects in Afghanistan (Trade and Accession Facilitation for Afghanistan,
32

 Economic Growth 

and Governance Initiative,
33

 Afghanistan Economic Growth and Private Sector Strengthening Project
34

) 

have embraced not only job-training but also the crucial intersection between legislative and fiscal policy 

and the business-enabling environment. However, outside of Afghanistan such a business policy 

component is rarely a key priority in large economic growth projects, and this work generally falls to local 

CSOs.
35

 The Center for International Private Enterprise, a US NGO that typically receives its funding from 

USAID or the National Endowment for Democracy (NED), operates numerous programs in South and 

Central Asia to support these local NGOs with efforts to improve federal policies for business. 

The Center for International Private Enterprise (CIPE)’s mission is focused on opening markets and 

creating civil society oversight on policy affecting businesses, thus also often providing indirect anti-

                                                           
28

 See press release from December 2012: http://www.mcc.gov/pages/press/release/release-12192012-
boardmeeting 
29

 Afghanistan Rule of Law Stablization Program - Formal Component (RLS-Formal), Tetra Tech ARD, TT, 2010-2012: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU496.pdf  
30

Afghanistan Rule of Law Stablization Project (AROLP) -- informal component (RLS-I), Checchi Consulting, TT, 2011-
2012:  Final Report: 
https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail.aspx?ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMjM2NDBmY2U
y&rID=MzI4NDQ4 and Impact Evaluation: http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACW029.pdf  
31

 See footnote 7. 
32

 Trade and Accession Facilitation for Afghanistan, Chemonics, 2009-2013: Mid-Term Evaluation: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU292.pdf (ongoing) 
33

 Afghanistan Economic Growth and Governance Initiative, Deloitte, TT, 2009-2014: Mid-Term Assessment: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU495.pdf (ongoing) 
34

 Afghanistan Economic Growth and Private Sector Strengthening Project, Deloitte, 2005-2009: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACS874.pdf  
35

 One non-Afghanistan project was found that included this policy support: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan 
Business Environment Improvement (BEI), Pragma Corporation, TT, 2006-2011: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACW265.pdf     

http://www.mcc.gov/pages/press/release/release-12192012-boardmeeting
http://www.mcc.gov/pages/press/release/release-12192012-boardmeeting
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU496.pdf
https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail.aspx?ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMjM2NDBmY2Uy&rID=MzI4NDQ4
https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail.aspx?ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMjM2NDBmY2Uy&rID=MzI4NDQ4
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACW029.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU292.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU495.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACS874.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACW265.pdf
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corruption programming in the sector of economic growth. Throughout Central Asia, CIPE programs have 

worked to create networks of businesspeople to petition government for more effective open market 

policies. Furthermore, in Kazakhstan, CIPE worked with a shantytown settlement outside of Almaty to 

work to reduce informal business markets and strengthen property rights.
36

 Localized programs such as 

this can provide valuable keys to unlocking the stranglehold of corruption from the bottom-up, rather than 

a top-down approach that is typically employed by DG programs. In Afghanistan and Pakistan, CIPE 

has worked on access to information, business advocacy, and economic reform. In South Asia, CIPE has 

generally focused their economic advocacy on work with women and youth, particularly in Bangladesh 

and Nepal,
37

 encouraging professional networks for women and entrepreneurs. In Bangladesh, CIPE 

supports the Bangladesh Women Chamber of Commerce and Industry (BWCCI), a network of women 

entrepreneurs; through advocacy to the Central Bank, CIPE and BWCCI achieved $30 million allocated 

as low-interest loans that do not require collateral specifically for women entrepreneurs. In Nepal, 

graduates from the CIPE-sponsored youth entrepreneurship camp Arthalaya launched Entrepreneurship 

Clubs at universities across the country, hosting dozens of events for students each year.   

Agriculture, Education, and Local Services 

Anti-corruption work in other sectors has generally been cross-cutting but limited. Anti-corruption 

education has typically been tied to economic growth projects, and most education and agriculture 

programs in South and Central Asia are only very distantly and indirectly contributing to decreasing 

corruption. In Afghanistan, this programming increases the literacy, civic knowledge, and financial skills 

of micro-entrepreneurs, and the Alternative Development Project
38

 provides agricultural training and 

infrastructure support to provide alternatives to poppy cultivation and the narcotics market.  

Work with local services may provide the most effective opening toward indirect anti-corruption 

programming in this sector. The District Delivery Program
39

 in Afghanistan is an example of fulfilling a 

basic public need - providing basic public services - and thus increasing the credibility of the government. 

Programs such as the DDP can serve a crucial role in cultivating trust in formal sectors, yet this will 

require programs of a longer duration. The majority of the local services projects were tied together with 

local governance/decentralization projects.  

Outside of Afghanistan, anti-corruption interventions in the sectors of agriculture, education, and local 

services have been largely neglected in this region. However, the corruption in these sectors is often the 

type of petty corruption that most citizens might encounter on an everyday basis – for example, paying a 

fee to access health care or another public service or needing to bribe an education administrator to take 

a class. Anti-corruption programming in this sector should be further explored and expanded to target 

other countries in South and Central Asia.  

 

                                                           
36

 See CIPE’s website for more details on this ongoing project: http://www.cipe.org/sites/default/files/publication-
docs/flyerEurasia_061611.pdf  
37

 For more details on ongoing work throughout South Asia, see CIPE’s website: 
http://www.cipe.org/publications/detail/programs-south-asia  
38

 Afghanistan Alternative Development Project South, Chemonics, 2005-2009: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACS236.pdf 
Afghanistan Alternative Development Project Southwest, Tetra Tech ARD, 2008-2011: 
http://www.tetratechintdev.com/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=560 
39

 Afghanistan District Delivery Program, Independent Directorate of Local Governance, 2010-2013: 
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACT900.pdf  

http://www.cipe.org/sites/default/files/publication-docs/flyerEurasia_061611.pdf
http://www.cipe.org/sites/default/files/publication-docs/flyerEurasia_061611.pdf
http://www.cipe.org/publications/detail/programs-south-asia
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACS236.pdf
http://www.tetratechintdev.com/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=560
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACT900.pdf
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Conclusion 

In summation, direct and explicit anti-corruption programming is relatively rare in South and Central Asia. 

Though numerous programs across sectors exist which serve to improve upon the environment and 

decrease the likelihood of corruption, it is crucial to address corruption not only as a periphery goal but as 

a direct target in programming. As most implementing partners did not consider their project to be 

oriented toward addressing corruption, the reduction in corrupt activities was not a focus of the work nor 

measured as a result. QED recommends that anti-corruption activities be further mainstreamed into all 

sectors, particularly those such as education and health care, and to address anti-corruption more directly 

within these cross-cutting programs, including developing clear measurements from the program onset. 

Furthermore, we recommend that reducing corruption be highlighted as an objective within large 

democracy and governance and economic growth programs, particularly those that already encourage 

transparency, accountability, and equitable access, in order to encourage implementing partners to build 

an underlying anti-corruption focus into their work. 

The effectiveness of broad interventions, addressing the full environment of corruption, versus targeted 

interventions (such as explicit work only with women entrepreneurs of an Anti-Corruption Commission) 

varies by country, but countries should be considered for both types of programs in order to address 

specific areas of concern and also the overall environment affected by and contributing to corruption. 

While the situation in some countries will not be conducive to direct, broad, and explicit anti-corruption 

programming, mainstreaming anti-corruption awareness, training, and prevention across all sectors will 

help to further the goal of reducing corruption to create more accountable and transparent governments 

and markets.   
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ANNEX I: REPORTS EXAMINED 
 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Gender assessment, 

USAID/Central Asian Republics (2009): http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADS880.pdf  

 

 Afghanistan, Political Party Assessment (2012): http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADZ833.pdf 

 

 Afghanistan, Performance Evaluation of Support to Sub-National Governance Structures (SNG) 

(2013): 

https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail.aspx?ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMj

M2NDBmY2Uy&rID=MzMyMjUw  

 

 Afghanistan, Assessment of Corruption in Afghanistan (2009): 

http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADO248.pdf 

 

 Afghanistan, Assessment of political party programming by USAID in the Islamic Republic of 

Afghanistan (2008): http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACM817.pdf  

 

 Afghanistan, Municipal governance strategic framework for municipalities in the Islamic Republic of 

Afghanistan (2008): http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADO251.pdf  

 

 Afghanistan, Afghanistan Parliamentary Assistance Program Evaluation (2012): 

http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU416.pdf  

  

http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADS880.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADZ833.pdf
https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail.aspx?ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMjM2NDBmY2Uy&rID=MzMyMjUw
https://dec.usaid.gov/dec/content/Detail.aspx?ctID=ODVhZjk4NWQtM2YyMi00YjRmLTkxNjktZTcxMjM2NDBmY2Uy&rID=MzMyMjUw
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADO248.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACM817.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADO251.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PDACU416.pdf
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ANNEX II: PROGRAMS BY SECTOR AND COUNTRY 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Multi-sectoral and multi-country programs are counted multiple times for each country or sector which the program significantly supported.  
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Afghanistan  6 1 5 10 2 4 1 3  1 2  3 1 

Bangladesh  2 4 1 4 1       2 1 

Bhutan     1         1 

India     1        1  

Kyrgyzstan 1 2 9 2 3 3    2   3 1 

Kazakhstan 1  11 1 2 3       2 2 

Maldives     1     1 1  1  

Nepal  2 5 1  1    2   3  

Pakistan  2 4   2    1   2  

Sri Lanka  1 3 1 2     2  1 3  

Tajikistan 1  8  1 1       1  

Turkmenistan 1  8  1 1        1 

Uzbekistan 1  2  2        1 1 



Country TI Corruption Perception Index

All 

USG

USAID 

only 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Difference 

2004-12

Afghanistan 31 25 25 18 15 13 14 15 8 -17

Bangladesh 14 3 17 15 20 20 21 24 24 27 26 9

Bhutan 1 0 60 50 52 50 57 57 63 3

India 2 0 29 28 33 35 34 34 33 31 36 7

Kyrgyzstan 23 7 23 22 22 21 18 19 20 21 24 1

Kazakhstan 18 5 26 22 26 21 22 27 29 27 28 2

Maldives 3 1 33 28 23 -10

Nepal 12 4 25 28 25 25 27 23 22 22 27 2

Pakistan 12 6 21 21 22 24 25 24 23 25 27 6

Sri Lanka 7 3 32 35 31 32 32 31 32 33 40 8

Tajikistan 10 1 21 20 22 21 20 20 21 23 22 1

Turkmenistan 11 1 18 20 22 20 18 18 16 16 17 -1

Uzbekhistan 3 0 22 23 21 17 18 17 16 16 17 -5

No.of examined 

US-sponsored 

A/C projects 

2007-2013

ANNEX III: MEASUREMENTS OF CORRUPTION 
IN SOUTH AND CENTRAL ASIA
1. Transparency International's Corruption Perception Index (Source: http://www.transparency.org/research/cpi/overview)
and graph visulaization
2. World Bank Control of Corruption (Source: http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.asp)
3. World Bank Ease of Doing Business (Source: http://www.doingbusiness.org/reports/global-reports)

egabster
Text Box
Blank spaces indicate that data was not gathered from that country for that particular year.
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Corruption Perception in South and Central Asia (TI) 

Afghanistan

Bangladesh

India

Kyrgyzstan

Kazakhstan

Maldives

Nepal

Pakistan

Sri Lanka

Tajikistan

Turkmenistan

Uzbekhistan

As an outlier in this 
data set, Bhutan is not 
included 



Country WB Control of Corruption Index

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Differen

ce  2004-

11

Afghanistan -1.38 -1.46 -1.44 -1.59 -1.64 -1.52 -1.63 -1.55 -0.17

Bangladesh -1.49 -1.41 -1.42 -1.05 -1.01 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 0.49

Bhutan 0.62 0.75 0.66 0.74 0.77 0.82 0.83 0.74 0.13

India -0.41 -0.39 -0.30 -0.42 -0.37 -0.50 -0.52 -0.56 -0.15

Kyrgyzstan -1.10 -1.00 -0.90 -0.91 -0.90 -0.91 -1.00 -1.01 0.08

Kazakhstan -1.03 -1.17 -1.26 -1.24 -1.12 -1.24 -1.11 -1.13 -0.10

Maldives -0.17 -0.30 -0.53 -0.83 -0.87 -0.69 -0.63 -0.63 -0.45

Nepal -0.81 -0.63 -0.63 -0.71 -0.72 -0.67 -0.69 -0.77 0.04

Pakistan -1.06 -1.05 -0.76 -0.73 -0.81 -1.09 -1.11 -1.00 0.06

Sri Lanka -0.14 -0.37 -0.18 -0.10 -0.19 -0.40 -0.45 -0.42 -0.28

Tajikistan -1.20 -1.09 -0.92 -0.91 -1.07 -1.14 -1.20 -1.13 0.07

Turkmenistan -1.38 -1.43 -1.49 -1.47 -1.41 -1.48 -1.45 -1.46 -0.08

Uzbekhistan -1.07 -1.18 -0.89 -0.92 -0.96 -1.25 -1.27 -1.34 -0.27

Control of corruption captures perceptions of the extent to which public power is exercised for 

private gain, including both petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as "capture" of the 

state by elites and private interests.



Country

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Regional 

Rank* 2010 2011 2012 2013

Sum of 

Reforms 

2010-13

Afghanistan 162 159 162 160 167 160 168 12 3 0 1 0 4

Bangladesh 88 107 110 119 107 122 129 6 3 2 0 1 6

Bhutan 138 119 124 126 142 142 148 9 1 1 2 0 4

India 134 120 122 133 134 132 132 8 1 2 1 1 5

Kyrgyzstan 90 94 68 41 44 70 70 2 7 1 0 0 8

Kazakhstan 63 71 70 63 59 47 49 1 3 4 1 3 11

Maldives 53 60 69 87 85 79 95 3 0 1 0 0 1

Nepal 100 111 121 123 116 107 108 7 1 0 1 0 2

Pakistan 74 76 77 85 83 105 107 4 1 1 0 0 2

Sri Lanka 89 101 102 105 102 89 81 5 1 0 2 4 7

Tajikistan 133 153 159 152 139 147 141 10 5 3 1 1 10

Turkmenistan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Uzbekhistan 147 138 138 150 150 166 154 11 2 0 1 4 7

*Regional rank calculated by taking the sum of each country's rankings 

2007-2013 (in comparison to its neighbors) and ranking the summed rank 

from lowest (#1) to highest

WB Doing Business: Number of ReformsWB Ease of Doing Business: Overall Rank




